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ABSTRACT

'The purpose of this study was to develop valid and reli

instrumentation to measure the perceptions of teachers regardin

structures for making decisions And the. .level of involvement= of

teachers in making potent decisions in IGE schools.

The theoretical f ramework for the study was decision theory.

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

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

porated into the instrdinent. 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

'refaticinshipi with-bther constructs:

The Study was condufted in three phases: 1) the definition

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

. '

. testing phase-, Tn the

.

definj.tion phase, the domains of decision content,
A

decision strnetures, and the decision-making process in IGE schools

were defined. eta were collected from three sources. .'First, partici-
.

%
-- pants at'one- national and egional IGE conferencesvere interviewed

and asked to respond to a questionyraire. Second, interviews were

conducted with teachers, unit leaders and principals in nine exemplary
.4

.

IGE schools, threee)acii from Califor'lia,!NeltJersey, and South Carolina.
,

I

J._
.

:third, the IGE literaEure was"reviewed for additional items in each
.

. v
. .A -

doma i1/4, .

4
In the instrument construction phase, a panel of experts rated

1 10

.t he pitency of the decision and the most potent'itefis

_10

- _



Were included in the pilot versioh' of the, instrument, The response

format regarding decision structures and involvement iM the dec,ision-
,-

making process were tested,in four IGE elementary schools ineOisconsin

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

% five of the nine s'chools_involve in the interviews'of the definition

phase. Factor aftalYSis.and tests for internal consistency were

utilized to determine the'subscales and the reliability of the pilot

f version instrument. The pilot version instrument was refined into

khe final krersion to be tested.

?
In the inseliment testing phase, the'final version instrument

was administered in 77 randomly selected IGE elementary school

states. Seventy7seven of the schools returned useable data.

The major findings of the study were as follows:

0 : 1.'IGE teachers perceived themselves to have moderately high
involvement i making potent decisions of unit-subunit
scope, some involvement in making potett decisions of
schoolwideecope and little involvement in making potent
decisions cf extra-school scope.

2..IGE teachers desired greater involvement,in making potent
decisions, especially in decisions of schoolwide.and
extra-school scope.

I 1,
.3. The 'IIC and the Sk were not functioning,widely as

decision-making structures. ,

. ,

4. The I and R ULt was functioning as a decision- making
,structure for decisions of unit-subunitscope in the
majority of IGE Schools.'

5. IGE principals were perceived as making more potent
decisions presently than was ideal:

'There was a significant negative relationship between
e perceived level of involvement of teachers in the .'

decisimi-making process and the4perceivedeffectiveness
of I apd R Unit operations. The negative correlations were
minimal, however.

1. 1.

x
I

13
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4

7:* ihe4nstrument constructed in this stukly,provided a valid
and reliable means to measure perceptions of the real and
ideal decision structures utilized inand-the real and
ideal levels of involvement of teadieri in the decision-

, making process in IGE elementary schools..

sc)

. 12

.
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CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

ti

hapter beginsvith an examination of decision theory, the

eoretical f ework for the study,. Next,,decision making in IGE/MUS-E

considered. Then, the problem dnvestiated'in the study is stated.

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

Theoryecision eory

The theoretical framewotk tor this study was decision theory.

Although much has been written about decision making, it 'must be viewed

,as an nderdeyeloped theory. Several factorS 'contribute to this im--

matttrity.j First; decision making is a complex phenomenon involving a
. ./

milieu 4f situational, organizational, and personal variables. Out of

such complexity, it is difficult,to develop parsimonious models that

.adequately account for the variations observed in decision behavior.

Second, the theory has not developed from systematic phenomenological

research, rather it has Seen'ineuited.
1

Alihough significant scientific

theoriesoften stem from intuited creative leaps,
2
at some point atheory

0

r

1
Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation, Educe-

-,

tional Evaluation and Decision Making (Itasca, IL: F. E. Peacock, 1971)',
p 331. 9

2
Thomas'S. Kuhn, The Structure.of\ientific Revolutions (Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1962):

f 3
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must be grounded in the phenomenon it explains. \The extent to which ob-
.

11----
served events are represented by various decision models has not been

tested empirically. Third, even in tie mathematical decision models, it

has been difficult to measure the most significant elemeritso decd-
\

sion-making process. Consequently, few attempts have been mad eri4y
. .

,

hypothesized relationships. Decision theory is still in the model b (.1ng.

phase and, to mature,, requires both phenomenological and verificational

research.

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

literature either has been written to delineate the significant elements

of decision making or to prescribe appli4cation of decision-making concepts

in administrative practice. 'Numerous authors have noted the importance

of decision making in administration. As early as 1938, Barnard

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

sion. . . ." McCamy
4
described decision making as "the core of admini-

,

itration, 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,

3Cheste' I.-Barnard, The Functions. of the Executive, (Cambridge,

MA: Harvard University ?reds, 1938), p. 286.

0 4,james L. McCamy, "Analysis of the Process of Decision-Making,"
Public tkdministntion Review, 7 (Winter,1947), 41,

5Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior, 2nd ed. (New York:
Free Press, 1966), p. 1.

14
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wrote, "A general theory of ad nistration must include principles of or-
.

ganization thitwill insure corre t deCiaion making, jOt as it must,in-
,

3

Clude principles that will ensure e ective action." -Situ larly; GLegg
6

a-
perceived decision making as "the verY\heart-of the administrati ro-

gess:" and_ noted further that in educational administration, "the cm-
.. 1

munity as a whole, the board of educatio the superintendent, pAlLncipals,

teachers, nonprofessional Workeis, and. even

and collectively, make de

)
isions'which ha'e impo for the school.

. , y

%pupils, both individually.
7.

'

the mid-4960's, authors generally' perceived decision

making, rom either of two perspectives: decision making as a cent

;,process of administration or decision making as a function of an organi-
/

-- zation'tcstructute. Most of the early work utilizing t process per-

spectiVe examined only those eV\ents preceding and including t act of

choice itself. McCamy's
7
definition had such an emphasis:

.

\

.

6
Rti,s'ell T. Gregg, "The AdministratiVe Process," in Roald F. Camp-,

\
...:

$-. 1 and Russell T. Gregg, eds., Adminiitrative Behavior in Education
(New York:* Harper and Row; 1957), p. 275.

Decision making is defined here as,the complex human associa-
tions, events, and words leading vp, and including, any con-
clusion for a program.of or'operations. . . . It is
the process of people acting upon each other toward a conclu-
sion.

Although limited in their examination"of decisions to the events.

prior tq and including the act of choice, the early authors recosnized.w.

:7James L. McCamy, p. 41.

kk 15
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the complexity of the process. Barnard
8

stated that physical, biologi-
s

cal, social and personal fadtors of a situation influence the decision'

maker. Tannebaum
9

noted several limits effecting the final d sion,

' including the definition of purpose, criterion of rati lity, conditions

of employment, amount of information availabl time limits and lines

of authority. McCamyl° identified five ersonal factors and seven et-

.

personal factors, or factors,c9n erning primarily the organization raihdr.

than the individual de c ion maker, which influenced the decision.

process:

anal Factor's
fl

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

2. The economic sacurity of the individual.in relation
to others involved and especially in relation'to
those for whom he feels affectionate respotsibility,
e.g., wife, children, parents.

3. The individual's knowledge as applied in the par-
ticular consideration.

4. The responsibilit o the.public or to groups which
the individua eels according to his character and

ideQlogfcal and moral predilection.

5. The 'comp of attitudes concerning competence and
personality ch the individual holds toward others
in his grouping.

8
___---Chester.I. Barnard, 212. cdt.,'p. 2864,

9
Robert Tannebaum, "Managerial liDecision-making, Journal of

.

ss (January, 1950), 33-37.
I

10
Jame\s L. McCamy, p. cit.,044=46.

-----
,,'

A
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Ex-Personal Factors

1. Events in the fie,10 of the agency's work.

2. KnoWledge from research and analysis.

3. The expectations-of individual's or groups to whom
decision makers are responsible,

4. The reputation of the agency.

5. Thttecurity of the agency.

6. The resources available.

7. The legal conditions which affect the decision.

Griffiths,
11

in his consolidation of the comple5; aspects-of the

5

^ decision procei% identified by earlier works into an initial statement

of a' general theory of decision'making in educational organizations; ex7'

tended the concept of decision making beyond the act of choice to the

implementation of the choice. Griffiths contended that the.decision

proceis follows a six-step, problem-solving mode: '1) define the problem,

2) analyze the problem; 3Y establish criteria of solution; 4) collect

info on; 5) formulate alternatives; and 6)' carry outlthe alternative

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

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

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

action:

11
Daniel E. Griffiths, 222 cit.AL, pp. 132-33.

12
Herbert A. Simon, op. cit., p. 1
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. . . the process of decision does not come to an end when
the 'general purpdre of art organization has been determined.

The tasi'l6f,Zdeciding" pervades the entire adminittrative
organization Olte,as much as does the task of "doing""--
indeed, it is integrati5,!..ied up with the latter.

Dill
13

eliminated any dichotomy between a process of choice and a 4.-

process_of action in his four-stage conceptualization of the decision

process. In 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 sixisteps of Griffiths' model

into three stages, and importantly, added evaluation, a state in which

the results of previous commitments and actions are eramined,in order to

identify new tasks to be include447on the agenda and help the organization

' make decisions more effectively. Thus, to Dill, the decision process

was cyclical, continuous and included the task of "doing."

Authors of the second predominant decision perspective, thelorgani-

zational decision structure,.have been concerned primarily with the locus

op/decisions. Ahrnara'g
14

typology of decisiOns, later named by Griffiths15

as interiredtary,'appellate, and creative decisions, categorized decisions

according to their source, within the organization and the required

13
W lliam R. Dill, "Decision Making," in Daniel E. Griffiths, ed.,

Behavior _1 Science and Educational Administration (Chicago: University
of Chicag Preps, 1969)( p. 201..,

14
Chester I. Barnard, 22. cit., p. 115.

15
Dariiel E. Griffiths, "Administration as Decision making," in

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

16
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.

accompanying action. Fayol 16 viewed the locus of decisions ' a continuum,

with decentralization and increased importance of subordinates at one-

end and centralization and reduced importance of subor inates 'he

other. Several authors have noted that neither extreme, of the continuum

is a desired state. Albers
17

state

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 deci7
sion-making functions to the lowest level of the hierarchy,
is equally absurd. The logical consequence would,be the,
elitination of all administrative positions abovethe lowest
level.

4s.

Similary, Simon noted: "It is,.not a question of wanting cen-

tralization or decentralization but rather! a question of how much of it

.

we want." Allen
19

posited that,°Neither centralization nor decentraliza-

tion should be allowed to go to completion; an
:

eqUilibritim is always

necessry."

NuMerous studies of'centralization have been conducted in a 34ariety

of non-educational ortanizations. fin the work perhaps having the greatest

16
Henry Fayol, General and Industrial Management (London: Sir

Isaac Pitman and Sons, 1949), p. 34.

17
Henry H. Albers, Organized Executive Action (New York: Sohn

Wiley and Sons, 1961), p. 135.

18
-Herbert A. 902mon, The New Science'of Management Decisions (New

York: Harper and gow, 1960), p. 43.

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

Hill, 1958), p. 157.

1,9
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impact on research in centralization, -liege consolidated the findings of-

,...-

several centralization studies with fuding.$ of research on other org,,ini-N
A .

zational variables into an axiomatic theory of organizations. The t111,60,11

focused on eight major propositionsk:hree of)ahich involved centraliza-

(

I. The higher the c tralization,.the higher thec'
production.

III. The higher the.cen the,higher the
formalization.

VII. The higher the complexity,jthe lower the cen-
tralization.

Rage prescribed two measures of centralization, the first intended

to be the stronger measure and the second accounting fof exceptions:
o ;.

1)Allthe proportion Of jobs that participate in d ciston making; and 2)_...
,-- ,

,-. .

the number Of areas in which decisions are made y decjsion makers.

ThreAtudies Specific to IGE which utilized a urei of centralization

as defined by Hage will be discussed subseq ently in this chapter.
,, .

\
.

-

Hage's axiomatic theory has led to empirical research primarily

bicaust his model was quantifiable. His operational dOinitioh of cen-

tralization must be questioned, however.,,Hage equat d centralization

of decision making with the hierarchy of authonity. The wider the range

of the hierarchy involved,in decision making and the igher the number of

ddcision.areas in which they participate, then the le,s centralized the

organization. This limited view of both the decision rocess and of

20
Jerald'Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory of Organizations," Administra-

tive Science Quarterly, 10 (December, 1965), 289-320.'
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centralizatiop ignores such attributes of decision making as potency of

decision content, scope of declsion content, length of involvement, de-

gree of involvemanto,and differentiated involvement in consecutive stages

of the decision process.

A hypothetical example from education impresses the limitations

.

of Hage's conception of centralization. n'exatinationof two school

P

didtricts indicated that in the first school paraprofessionals, teachers

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

decisions in five major decision categories: student personnel, staff

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

community relations. In the second school, the paraprofessionals and

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

regarding curriculum and one regarding staff personnel., The remainder of

the decisions either were not made or were made at higher levels of the

hieArchy. According to Hage's definition, the second school was more

,centralized talhe first.t
An analysis of the nature oi-involvement and the content of the

decisions made, however, determined that of the forty-five decisions

which the staff of the first 'school participdted, all were of low impor-
t...es

tance--individual decisions such as the pages to be covered by a student

in reading and the number of pencils, pens and paper each teacheris to

be,allocated. In 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

21
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decision process only by exapesSing thekleelings to the principal who

then recommended a decision on most issues rthe up the hier-;

archy. In the second school, the paraprofessionals and teachers had tW6---.

representatives with votes on a systemOide program recommending committee,

Obviously, the lower levels of the hierarchy had more involvement' in de-

ciding important issues in the secdnd school than iff the,firA,. It can

11./

be seen that H age's conceptualization of' centralization of decision'

making is oversimplified.

In an earlier work,- Dale
21

provided a more adequate conceptualiza-

tion of centralization than offered ,in Hage'saxiomal.t theOry. Dale,

suggesting four criteria to determine the nature and extent of decen-

tralization, stated that in comparing two organizations,' the more decen-
.

tralized structure will
-

1. A-greater Aumber of decisions made lower down the
anagement hierarchy.

-2.. More important decisions made lower down the =nage-.
tent hierarChy.
-

3. More funct ions affected by decisions made at, lower

levels..

4. Less chedking.,requiredon the decision. Decentrali-
zation Is greatest when no eheck At all must be made;
less Wien superiors IlaNie to be informed of the deci-
sionaftei it has.been'made;, still less if superiors
have to be consulted Wore the decision is made. The

fewer people to be consulted,'an0 the dower they are,on
the management hierarchy, he great er the degree of de-

pentralation.

21'
Ernest Dale, Planning and Developing the Company. Organization

Structure, Research Repoet Number20i(New York: American Management,

Association, 1Y52), p. 107.
,

22
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'11 For ease of discussion, Dale's f ur criteria,will be referredfto as 1)
\ ,

frequency, 2) potency; 3) scoper-and 010hierarchical involveTeta.

Dale's four criteria were largely ignored unttlVoiilized in a

series of studies conducted in coordination with a study by Eye, Lipham,

1 -2. --Gregg, Netzer-ami Francke, coMEerning the locus of administrative de-

cisions. .A/clecision.poi analys is rstrumentsKas developed for the

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

24

Torndw
25

, Ftancke,26, and Duffy:
27

Thg instrument combined measures of
1,1Z

Dale'%

s- frequency, scope, andhArarchical involvement wiih the four-lev,eI

4 22Glen G.. Eye, et ac., "Relationship Between Instructional Change
and the Extent to Which SchPOr Administrators and Teachers Agree on the
Location or fol.' Administrative Decision," (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Cdoperative Research Program of Health, Education,
and Welfare Research ProjecOlo. 5-0433 [1913], 1966).

2 3Biirde
M. Fogarty, "Chargcteristics of Superintendents of Schools

and Centralization-Decentralization of Decision Making," unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1964.

1 .

24
Kenneth H. Reinke,-"Authority StruCture andDecision Making in

.School Systems," unpublished*Etoral.dissertation, University of Wiscon-
. sin,` 1964. .

k 1
25
Eugene W. Tornow,-1"A Stqdy of the.Relationship of Teachers'

Perceptions of Decision 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.

26
DonaldDonald C. Francke, "Perceptual Accurdcy_and Personal Variables,'

unpublished doctoral dissertatiodi University ot'Wisconsin, 1965.

27Emmet James Duffy., "Tbe.Role of Director of Instruction--Tasks,
Inter actions, and Processes,".04ublished doctoral dissertation, Univer- '
sity`jf Wisconsin, 1965.

11.,
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description of typical school dittrid)s administrative hierarchy
. .

4

described by Knezevich:
28

1) general administration; 2) central admin-
.

. .

istration; 3) building administration;
(

and 44) classroom administration.

The Decisioi At,Analysis Instrument allowed researchers to
j_

measure decentralization of decision,making in educational organizations.

The instrument had two shortcoimings, however. First, the decisions in-
.,

Cluded_on the instrument were not dathered from systematic field observe- $

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

was established by a panel of experts.

Secqnd, the instrument utilized an ordinal scale which suffered

'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, "Provide information only;" and four,-"None."

These categories did not include such types of involvement as identifying

problems or evaluating results. Also, the categories did not necessarily
1

represent an ascending order of involvement. As, O'Shaughnessy
29

pianted,

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

defining the, problem, providing information, or creating alternatives

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

28
Stephn J. Knezevich, Administration of Public Education, 2nd

ed. (New York: Harper and Row, 1974), p. 41.

29John O'Shaughnessy, Inquiry and Decision (London: George
Allen and Unwin, 1972).

4

6.1

.



4. N,

13
car

r,.
and controlled by all the previous steps as well as the steps of imple&

,
A ,

mentation and evaluation.- The Decision Point Analysis Instrument was

nseful,in locating the hierarchical pOM.tion Perceived responsible forc.
- . , `.-------c,

making the final-decision, its major porpose. It was inadequate, however,

fbr,measuri4 involvament in the-decision-making process.

organizational structure perspeCtive,

led to empiiical analysis. The initial

- e

The earlier works in the
. ,

unlike,the process perspective,

research on centralization,Thowevei, either was based on inadequate

1

conceptualizations.of decision making or utilized inadequate instrumentaT

tion.

Recent work has expanded, synthesized, and refined decision

theory. As was true of earlier writing on decisiah,processes, however,

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

and Lindbolm's
30

typology of decision-making serves as a prime example.
6

They introduced a four-square matrix of decision setting*, the two axes

being the scope of the change involved and the decision bakers grasp of

information relevant to \the decision. In two. of.the four quadrants in

the matrix, however, the authors found no decision process to be appro-

priate. In the two remaining quadrants, synoptic decision making was,
relegated to insignificant decisions.in which the correct decision is ob-

-

vious from-the information available. This left the auxhors'""disjointed"

increbentaliam" as the decision process most appropriate for the majority

r

30David
Braybrooke and Charles E"Lindbolm, A' Strategy of Decision

(New York: Free Press,,1963),' p. 78.

404
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/
of real world decsions. The authors built a matrix decision-making

situations with matching decigion strategies, Once. constructed, however,

the authors in effect dismantled the matrix leaving only one of the four

quadrants as a reasonable methodof solving problems.. lkbat began as a .

system to describe decision strategies became an intuited argument for one

'decision strategy.
.

The decisiqp-setting typology next was applied to educational de-

ftsions by the Phi Delta Kappa National StudyXommittee on,Evaluation. 31

The four] quadrants were dOetamorphism, for high understanding--large

change,. Homeostasis, fOr'high Understandingsmall change, Incrementalism,
4 0

for low understandingsmall. 'change, and )44amobilism, for low under-

standing- -large change. Recognizing the non-exratence.of. the metamorphic

quadrant in
,

education, the committee only.dealt with the other three
.0. . . ..

, 0

.... lUadrants. Different decision strategies were offered as appropriate

for each of the three'decision settinir The sYnopticideal for homeo-

.

static settings, disjointed incrementalism for incremental settings, and

the'planned change model, involvihg neomobilistic settings. t.

.In addition, a decision typolbgy was introduced with decisions .

classified into four categories according to whether they pertained to

ends or means and whether they were releVant to intentions or,actuali-

ties. A flow chart offering appropriate decision strategies for'each

type of decision in each decision setting was then offered as a guide to

d

a

.31
Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation, ok. cit.,

pp. 61-79.

0
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educational decislori makers and evaluatqrs. Once the guide was offered,
0

however, the committee introduced serious questiOns about the validity of
I .

. the decisiod strategies, decision.tyPology, and decision setting matrix

tilized. They conclwiled:.-.,

The.present fOtmulations. [including their own] do' not of-
.

fer . . r hlM [evaluators] much gaidance,.nor is he likely
to get-help-from the profesiional-literature on decision
mailing. A better model, based on empirical information
about real-world decision makers,is very much needed.'32

Thus, typologies have been created; used to explaiqpdecision settings and
1

.develop appropriate decision strategies,testroyed and tecreated, all with-4 °1 . ....
.

verifying the extent tp which the onceptualized categbries accurately -'

.

. .

represent real'world'evenfs. Such con eptualizations sho d be tested.
. r

Two other recent works ha ontributed untes conceptual refine-.

merits to 'decision theory. Alkin
33
, in developing a theory of evaluatOn,

aeconceptualized evaluation in t'he decision process as consisting of` two
.

separate states: 1)pr6viding progress information fpr program improve-.

',".went during the implementation stage, and-) proViding summary information.

for-program-certification. Alkin also re-emphasized the cycl 1 nature
--

,of the decision process.. WShaughnessy 34 entitled the logical procespes
-

used in each stage of the decision process. Het first, that

, -
32

Ibid., p. 334.

33
Marvin C. Alkin, "Evaluation Theory Development," Evaluation

Coment4center fgt. the Study of Evaluation; University of California,
toi4angeles); 2 (06tober; 1969), 9.

.34
John O'Shaughneasy, ar cit.

27,
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different types off information are needed for each stage and, second, that

the manner in which problem* are identified and explained greatly re-,
0

stricts the range of alternatives that will be developed.

In a recent work on decision theory; Upham
35'

synthesized many.pre-

viously disjointed factors influencing the decis.ion processrinto a consis-

tent theoretical model. The model defined decision making within a sys-

tems context as:
A

. . a process wherein an awareness of a problematic state
of a: system, influenced by'information and values, is reduced
to competing alternatives, among which a choice is made based
upon perceived outcome states of the system.36

.The model accounted for t e 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

evaluation perspectives, The model is presented in Figure 1.

Lipham also dentifidd three dimensions useful.in assessing an

organization's decision process: decision content, decision behavior, add

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

what_the-decision is about, how the decision is made, and who is invdOived'

in the decision-making process. Although conciptually independent, the

three dimensions are interactive, as depicted In Figure,2.

35
James M. Lipham and James A. Hoch, Jr., The Principalship:- Foun-

dation and Functions (New York: Harper and Row, 1974), pp. 148-174.

36
Ibid., p. 155.
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LiphaMis descriptions of the dimensions and the process of decision-
#.

making have accounted for the major elements' previously identified in the

literature as related to the decision process and the organizational de-
.

cision structure. Consequently, these Models were utilizpd to define

decision making in this study.

Inca addition to the models, LiphaM
37

described four modes available'

to utilize existing theory and research on dedision making: the develop-
:

mental mode, the assessment Mode., the interactive Moile,:and.the struc-

tural change mode. The devSlopmental mode 'Vas especially pertinent to
.

. -

t
this study.

.

Although designated as the initial research step of "building,
,

,

,

designing, or aday4ng instrumentation doncernin&deilsion making" that
.

. .

k is,"Unique to the problems, procedures of isSuee'in,a specific school

/ . 4

. (.?

system, tfie developmental mode is alsO applicable to decision instrument

. ,

.........,
,f .. d F 4 .... lk

4
.

developmept that is unique to the prOblems, procedure's, ovissues of-a --
, .

Wig

structured innovation, such as IGE.

*
A

Decision Making in ICE
.

One'of the primary objectives for changing the structure of school4
. I

. ,, from % the traditional age-graded, self-contained classroot to the multiunit

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

-.making procesb. Through the formation of units, the Instructional Im-.

provement Committee (II6Pandthe Systemwide Program Committee (SPC),

many important decisions'Whidh formerly were made autonomdusly by the

37 Alms M. Lipham, "Improving the Decision-Making Skills of the
Principal -," in Jack A. Culbertson,., eds., Performance Objectives
for School Principal, (Berkely, CA: McCutchan, 1974), pp. 105-109.
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teacher, the principal, or'the central office now were to be shared. De-
.

cisions were. to be made as near the point of their implementation as pos-

Bible.

The results of several studies indicated that decisions were more

decentralized in achobls adopting IGE than in no -IGE-IGE schools. Pellegrin
38 -

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

teachers than in traditional:schools. Also, unit leaders were found to

have significant inflffnce on decisions in IGE schools in contrast to the

principal's dominationot decisions in traditional schools. The decen-

tralization found by Pellegrin did not center around the IIC as may have

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

minimal'. I
A

Rage'Sperational definition of centralization was utilized.in

three studies 4yestigating structural elements of IGE. Walter,
39

in a

study of the relationship of organizational structure to adaptiveness,

found IGE schools )iad significantly lower centralization than non-IGE.

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

38
Roland J. Pellegrin, "Some Orgaplieii;nal Characteristics of

Multiunit Schools," Working Paper No. 22, Wisconsin Reseatch and Develop-
ment Center for Cognitive'Learning, Madison, University of Wiscondin,
1969.

39
Jam s Walter, "The' Relationship of Organizational Structure to

Adaptiveness in Elementary SchOold,"'Technical Report No. 276, Wisconsin
Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learn g, Madison, Univer-
sity of Wisconsin, 1973.

3")fv
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IGE schools. Similarly, Herrick
40

foundlIGE schools significantly less

.g,e,ntralized in decision making than non-IGE schools. In addition, Herrick

found .higher teacher motivation in schools having low centralization of

decision making than in schools having high centralization. Gramenz
41

found the degree of centralization of decision making to be a significant

predictor of unit effectiveness as perceived by unit leaders and unit

teachers,

The role of the IIC as A decision-making structure in IGE has.been

investigated in three studie percent of ..the final

decisions made by the IIC were of low importance. Smith43 found signif i-

cant positive relationships between the decision-making effectiveness of

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

40
H. Scott Herrick, "The. Relationbhip of Organizational Structure

to Teacher Motivation in Traditional and Multiunit Elementary Schools,"
unplibolished,Doctoral dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1974.

- es_

41
Gary 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 Center for
COgnitive Learning, Madison, University of Wisconsin, 1974.

42
Caroline,Loose, "Decision-making Patterns and Roles in the IIC,"

unpublished Doctoral dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee,
1 1973.

43
Kenneth Blaine Smith, "An Analysis of the Relationship Between

Effectiven. of the Multiunit Elementary School's Instructional Improve-
ment committee and Interpersonal and Leader Behaviors," Technical Report
No. 230, Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning,
Madison, University of Wisconsin, 1972.

el ea,
env

sr,



22

, ,

Structure and Consideration and the omptibility of the chairman and the

members; 2) ehe interrelationship of the chairman's regard for the comfort,

*0 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 dc6iRate; and 7)

the involvement of the IIC in prescribed tase Nerlinger,
44

utilizing

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

of involvement of the IIC in decision

effectiveness of the units.

g was strong y related to the

In the studies of decisiCh making in IGE schools, the persorinel

typically have perceived their schools to be somewhat decentralized.

These perceptions were significantly related to organizational and personal

variables, as well as to implementation outcomes. These studies, however,

have not addressed two key issues.pertinent to the study of decision

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

linger, the conceptualization of decision process operationalized in the

studies have not accounted for major eiemeatCof involvetent in decision

making in IGE. The studies 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 imposed ordinal

scales on selected steps of the process which may not be accurately Or-

delred in their importance. Also, the potency of the decisions which

0

44
Connie M. Nerlinger, "Participative Decision Making in IGE/MUS-E

Schools", Technical Report/ No. 356. -Wisconsin Research and Development
Center for Cognitive Learning, Madison, University of Wisconsin, 1975,,p. 90.

34
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have been decentralized in IGE has not been determined. Second, the

egree.to which the studies have represented observable decision behav-

ior in IGE schools has not-been established. 45 The conceptualizations of

the decision-structures and decision process util intthe studies

have not been verified through observations or reports of real world
4

events in IGE schools.

Little information has been gathered regarding the extent of

involvement of various individuals 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 atilized,.,

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

Alt. level of decision involvement of teachers in IGE.- Without such infogfaa-

.

Lion, the degree to which IGE *schools have been successful in restruc-

turing the decision process can not be determined.

Statement of the Problem-

The purpose of this study was to develop instrumentation to mea-

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

decision structure'and involvement in the decision-making process concerning
I 1

potent decisions 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,

45
Albert M. Holmquist, "A Definitional Field Study of Decision

Making in Individually Guided Education Elementary Schools," Doctoral
dissertation, University of Wisconsin-.Madison, 1976.

35
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however, regarding the decision structure, the content of the potent

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

in the potent decisions in IGE schools, The degree to wach present

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, systematic inquiry, requires valid and reliable instru-

mentation.
,

This study was designed to develop an instrument'usefulrn corre-

lational and longitudinal research, Consequently, the instrument should

provide a mearisfor measuring relationships with other variables at a given

time and should proVide a means for reasuring the discrepancy between the

real and ideal decision structure and thrireal and ideal decision involve-

ment as schools progress into IGE.

Specifically, this study was designedto develop a valid and reli-
1/4

able instrument which:

1) Measured, for deS'criptive purposes, the perceptions of the

rec decision structure for'potent decisibns in IGE schools.
.

1

2) Meiv-ured, fOr descriptive purposes, the perceptions of. the.

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 ii

the decision-making process for potent decisions in IGE

schools.

36
,'P
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4) Measured, for desciriptive ang correlational purpo'Ses, the

perceptions of the ideal extent of involvement of teachers ,

in the decision-making process for potent decisions in IGE

schools.

Definitidn o

The following terms wer= defined for the study as:

1) Real Decision Structure

&ow

'individual or group perceived as

presently responsible for making the final decision op potent

decisions in ICE schools.

2) Ideal Decision Structure--the individual or grjoup which ideally

should be responsible for making the final decision.on potent,

decisions in IGE.schools.

3) Potent Decisions--those decisions which deal with the major

tasks and functions.in.IGE schools:

4- Real DecisionInvolvement--the extent.to which teachers preSently

perceive themselves as being involved in the decision-making

process concerning potent decisions in IGE schools.

5) Ides]. Decision Involvementthe extent to which teachers desire

4"") 'ts5 be involvecrin-the deCision-mak4g process concerntpg potent

decisions in IGE schoolir-*

?
37
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4.-
held in the fall of 1973. One conference vas lorcIGE school-level and

...., t ' , / ,o---.

district-level personnel serviced by an IGE iegitinal organization in-
,

CHAPTER II

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

0-

This chapter presents the procedures utilized in each of the three

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

tion phase, and 3) the instrument testing phase. Then, the significance

and limitations of the study are delineated.

1

The Definition Phase

The definitiOn phase of the study was designed to accomplish

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

., the decision-making process utilized in the study and the deci
.,

-.---, ---"

--- ,

making prOcess as it .occurred in IGE schools; 2) to i Aly the decisions

..-----: _ ______ ,
'. ---

structures utilized in tGE schools; and 3) to entify_anUcategoriZe
--.------------------

the'content of decisions made in IGE schools.

Three varying modes were utilized- to gather the data necessary,-
. I .

accomplish these-objectives. first, open-ended questionpaires were ad-
. . . ...-----

ministered to participants at three conferences for IGE practitioners

Wisconsin. The other two conferences w$ye for school level, district

level, state department level; and college-level pers-Ohnel-actively in-
.

9blved in IGE from throughout the nation. The participants were asked

to identify the one or two most significant probfeMs an IGE principal en-
.

counters in four categories of ad inistrative activity: 1) Planning,

38
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Z) Changing or Motivating, 3) Organizing or Coordinating, and Assess- -

ing or evaluating. The items nominated were analyzed for the tent of

decisions made in IGE schools.

Second, ntervieWs were conducted-with-teachers, =lit leaders, and

natincipals in nine ICE schopls to identify the-decision structures, the

ntent of decisions,-and the process followed in making decisidhs in

those schools.' The interview schedule is p d in Appendix A: The

nine
-
schools were selected he state IGE oordinatori in Cal nia;

ems- Jersey, and South Cartilinada adteC6iff-three schools in their

state considered ex plary in five areas: 1) the-school's organization

units; 2) the functioning of the Instructional Improvement

/// 0'
the funttc7ing of the units; 4) the indiVidUalization of

ast one curricular area; and 5) the involvement of the staff in
4

/ decision making.

.

-The nine schoolsalso were4selected to represent diverse socioeconomic

,

0 .

factors. Three were located inconomicaaly depressed urban areas, two

e )in pearly.all-whit middle class suburban areas two in lower - middle and
, - -

. ,-,_
),

middle class suburban areas with 30 percent or more minority population,

and two in rural areas with 30 percent or more minority-populatiffir.---Mi

sdhools varied in size from.seven teachers and 190 students to 38 teacherS
..

and nearly 1,l06 students. One school was a K=3 campus, one a K-5, one

a K-8, 46d six were K-6. Five of. the schools.had racially integrated
...4

, . . ,

0 -

staffs and four had ?Lily one or two minority teachers. Two schools had

woman principals and one school was a non-public school with i/teaching-

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 third-year.

T 3J



011, ,T interview schedule was pilot& in three Wisconsin IGE.schoofs

2a,

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

'format -soliciting open-ended responses wasutilized for the final inter-

'~ view shedule; The final interviews were conducted in January and Feb-
,z

1

ruary, 1974. 4
$

,
. . __ , A.

a
T4rd,i,IGE research and implementatilin literathre was reviewed to

,.

ldsntify decision structures and decision content either found to exist

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

cond'ucted after the questionnaire and interview data had been compiled

and categorized, thus reducing the structuring influence the literature .

may have had on the researcher's interpretation, of the4data collected in

the field. Qnly two decision content items and nn decision structures_, .

. , (

were produced through the literature review that had notbeen extract'idt
I

previously from the field data. The two content items were taken from a

6 4
study by Paul

4
and involved decisions concerning the relationships be-

C
-0"

tween outside agencies and the inservice programs of the schools.
/

/

Through content analysis of the questionnaire!, Interview, and liters-
/ - 0

'

reviewreview data, seventeen decision structures and 220 decision content

Atems Were comiALeS. The positions or groupp making up thq seventeen
- ,

/ s decLIon strudtures-Were collapsed' into 13 categories:
/ o..."' .

structure s
M''' ,.. . .

1) Board of Education

7
2) Superintendent, other Centrql OliiCe Pertonnel

4
f

P

46
Douglas A: Pauly "The Diffusion,of an Innovati:on:Through Inter. -

organizational L4nkages: A Comparative Case Study," Technical Report No.
'308, Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learlpg, -
Mads3ttJisconsin, 1974. ; -

_ 4
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3) Negotiation Teams

4) Systemwide Program Committee

5) Principal or Assistant Principal

.6) Entire:Faculty as a Group

, 7):'Instructional Improvement Committee

8) that Deader

9) Unit Teachers as a Group

10 Individual Teacher

11) Paraprotessionali

12). Parents or Parent Advisdry CoMmittee

13) StmOent

Tlib 22,0 decisl.on content items were Categorized into six decision

:` areas 'defined as: '

.0. 1)s External Environments: decisions concerning relationships

between a school or school district and the students' hdMes;
411fr

the community, the State ,Educational Agency, and other outside

age7ies such as other schools, teacher education institutions,
itt

' IGE laagues, and the- Wisconsin,. R and D Centier.

I

. , 4

2Y. Financial and Physical Resources: decisions concerning the
0

acquisition of money, materials, and space and tWeir allocation

among competing groups or persons within a school or school

,district.

3) Instructilnal. Program: decisions concerning the philosophy,
.

goals, objectives,' and activities toward which student behavior

41.
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is to be directed. This includes student behavior during struc-

tured instructional time as well as student behavior daring

unstructured instructional and recreational time.

cjsions concerning student behavior during recess,

and moving to and from instructional groups would
o

sidered part of the total Instructional Program.

Thus de-

o'
img study,

be con-
.

.

4). Organization arild'Operations:' decisions.concerning the arrange-
*NN:.

ment of a school or school district into roles, with duties

and responsibilities, the interrelationships among thee roles, .

and the parameters within which role. incumbents must operate.

SpecificallyOrganization and qerations decisioni concern

such items as:

o The membership, functions, and operations of flte.SPC,
IIC, I and R units, and other committee structures.

4-
15 Theduties and resonsibilities of the central office
perSonnel, the principal, thez.unit,leader, and the staff
teacher,- special area teachers, the student, and intern
teacher, the instructional and secretarial aide, thd .;

volunteer, and all Suppbrt personnel.

o The school calendar, the school daY, schedule, the de-
termination of a school's attendance area, and the age
mien and size of I and R units; tie length of ,the lunch
hour.

The faimal relationships among the various persons and
committees (I and R units, IIC, parents advisory, commit-

, tee, etc.) within.a school.

o The formal relationshipsadong the various schools, dis-
trict-wide committees',' and central offi6e personnel
within a school. district.

,

Research'and gvaluation: decisions concerning the processe6

of research and evaluati9n of children, teachers, administrators,

`)- 4

.

ti

:
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'-r. 4.

4.

.
. :

thecommutilty, and the program Df aschbol or school disXrict.
; , % ,

a.
6) Staff Petsonnel;. decisions regarding a school -or school,..,

. *, 4

dittrices'processespf staff selection,. assignment, Motiva-.'

tion,and development; and decisiqnS Conceraingistaff mOrale

6

31

and infernersonal relationships.

The interview data concerningthe decision-making process wasp or-,

ganized into ,f low charts. depicting the sequenceof-steps the, persons in-.

,terviewed perceived to,be taken intheir.schoof in making a.major decision.
0 ,

The flow ch:arts were'then compared to the decisionlmaking model utilized in

the study. Of the 62 interviews flow-charted, 56 matched the fide -'- 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 altetnati;.re, and implementing'Oe.decision and excluded only the
- 4

fifth step, determining effectiveness. This was considered substantial-
,

evidence, verifying that the decision-making model utilized inthe study

accurately represented the decision-making process functioning in IGE'

.schools.

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

intIGE: 1) the decision-making process; 2) the decision structures; and

3) the content of decisions. With these dimensions defined, a de-

cisidninvolvement analysis' instrument could.be constructed for use in

IGE schools,

"Th Instrument Construction Phase

Two objectives were to 'be accomplished in the instrument construe-,
1

_tion phaseOf the study: 1) to deVelop an NE decfsion Involvement analysis

S
43
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instrument with content and construct validity, and 2) to determine the

32

appropriate scaling procedures to be utilized on the instrument.

Validity

The types Of 4alidity required of an instrument vary'according
, .

to the purposes for which the instrument is intended.47* The instrument
A

developed in this study had two primary purposes:" 1) to describe ireal
t:

and ideal decision 'Structures ugilized and desired in IGE schodls, and

2) to infer the real-and. ideal degree of involvement of teachers in the

d cision-daking process in ICE schools. Consequently, evldence,regarding

tt e content, and construct validity .of the instrument was needed.

As Nunnally48 pointed out, content validity is pot tested after a

measure is constructed;"4ther it should be ensured by the plan and pro-
,

cedures of construction. Nunnally listed two major standards for ensuring

content validity: ,"1),a representative collection of. Items and 2)'sensible'

methods of test construction.
49

The procedures utilized to define the

dimensions, of decision making in ICE schools,.described in the previous

section, ensured that the domain was adequately defined and th'at ;he "tni-

verse of items collected represented events occUrfng in ICE schools.

-

- 1 ...
47

National Committee on Test Standards, "Three Characteristic6 of
,

Validity," in David A. Payne and Robert F. McMorris, eds., Educational and
Psychological Measurement (Waltham, MA: Blaisdell,.1967), p. 77.

48 J;im C. Nunnally, 'Psychometric Theory (New York. McGraw Hill,
WV); p. 80.

.4 4 9

Ibid., p. 81.
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Since the instrument was intended to measure the deCision structures uti-

lized and the decision inv9lvemelt of teachers in the major or potent

isions in ICE schools- -not in all decisions in ICE schools--a panel

of experts was utilited to'determine whidh of the 220 decision items

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

unit'leaders, and two principa s representing reputationally superior ICE

schools in Wisconsin. In add tion, two Wisconsin R and D Center Prin-

cipal.Investigators involved in rganizational iheory with emphasis spe-

cifically on decision making mberc included on the panel. The panel was

directed to eliminate overlapping items, reword ambiguous items, determine

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

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

i portance or potency' of each item using a five-point scale with-"1" ,

representing "very little" importance, "2" representing "little".impor-

tance, "3" representing "some" importance, "4" representing "much" imper-

tance, and "5" representing "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 foz each of

five decisidn content categories: External Environments, Financial and,.

Physical Resources, Organization and Operations, Staff Personnel, and

Research and Evaluation. Fourteen items were randomly slkected from the

potent Instructional Program decisions, representing the importance of

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

presented in Appendix ,$. .
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To ensure that the format and readability of the instrument fol-

lowed "sensible".methods, a first-cut version of the instrument was deyel-,

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

district with IGE elementary schools, Respondents provided feedback re-

garding the clarity4and readability of.the directions and format of the

instruments.: Refinements were necessary to shorten the administration of

the instrument and to require less, respondent discrimination between

varying levelsof involvement among the five steps Of the decision process.

.

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

Based upon the feedback received-from respondents to the first-cut

instrument, the decision process outlined in questions 3 and 4 was col-

,

lapstd into one general statement regarding involvement in the total

decision-making process. Subsequently, the response set was modified.,,

to represent deree,bf involvement rather than frequency of involvement.

Also,jninor modifications were made in the questions; and the response set

for questions A and.11..:These refinements were utilized in construction

of the pilot instrument, as an be seen in Appendix D.

The extent of evidence required for a construct to have validity'

varies according,o the number of'related variables in-the construct and t

the tightness of the definition of those variables.
50

Relatively

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

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

p. 85

46
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such a concrete construct, 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 construct validity. In

contrast, decision involvement was a relatively abstract construct and
-

required additional evidence for initial validation.

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.51

1.

The domain of decision involvement in IGE was carefully defined,

as described previously. The extent to which the observables in the

domain were similarly affected, or reacted similarly in varying det

sion settings, and the extent to which the instrument acted as though

it treasured real and ideal decision involvement were determined in the

third phase of the.study, testing the instrument.

i

51.
Ibid., p. 87.



Scaling

The procedures chosen for scaling a measure require several assump-

tions be made that effect the appropriateness of the interpretations of

the results of that measure. 52
Three assumptions' were made in the con-

I

36

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

p..
no leveling or ordering was considered adequate to describe afbierarchy*

Of decision structures. Consequently, a nominal scale was utilized, making

data gathered concerning decision structures appropriate only for descrip-

tive purposes or for non-parametric statistical analysis.

Second, decision involvement was assumed to have no zero point.

"Very Little" was considered to be the'lowest point which could be repre-

sented numerically on a five-point Likert scale. Although the intervals be-

tween levels of involvement were not, defined, they were assumed to be equal

distances apart. Based upon these assumptions, interpretations and sta-

tistical treatments of decision involvement data appropfiate for ordinal

scales could be made with confidence,, but interpretations and statistical

treatments implying magnitude or 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-
.

dimensional scale in which the responses of,all respondents om a school

52
FredN. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research, 2nd ed.

(New York:. golt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973), pp. 426-441.

48
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on all items of the instrument Could be summed to represent the involve-.

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

sions could be collapsed further into a unidimensional scale in which

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

decision involvement of teachers in IGE schools. The unidimensional
.::

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

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

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

had content validity and designed pK29,edures to provide initial evidence

regarding the construct validity of the instrument. Also, the assumptions

inherent in the scaling procedures utilized were idektified. The instru-

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

Testing the Instr ment

s

4 4:

r ..0

,

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 appropriate factors represented

by the instrument; 2) to determine the reliability of the instrument;
0

and 3) to provide init611-evidence regardingtht validity ofthe

.

construct "decision involvement" repre4ented by the instrument.

.

Unidimensionality ,

Data obtained from administration of the pilot instrument and the

final instrument were factor analyzed to determine the support for the

- 49

N



38

assumptions of unidimensiona/ity. Through use of PROGRAM BIGFACT
54

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 III.

Sample and Data Collection Procedures

The pilot version of the instrument was administered ih five schools

from those selected for interview sites that were considered most likely

to provide the widest variance in responses. the schools were

located in California, New Jersey, and South C na. 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

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

106 teachers and unit leaders in the pilot schools responded to, the pilot

instruments. The completed forms were collected in unmarked, envelopes

by the principal and returned to the researcher.

)

One hundred IGE schools which had been randomly selected for par-

ticipation in recent studies by Evers
55

and Gramenz
56

were invited to

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

53
Dennis W. Spuck, Donald N. McIsaac, and John A. Berg, PROGRAM

o
BIGFACT (Madison, WI: Wisconsin Information Systems, 1972).

54
Nancy A. Evtrs, "An Analysis of the Relationship Between the

Effectiveness of the Multiunit ElementarT.Schozlcs Instruction.and Re--
search Unit and Interpersonal Behaviors," Techlical Report No. 298,
"Wisconsin Research and "Deyelopment Center for C6gnitive Learning, Madison,
University of Wisconsin, 1974.

(I 55-Cary W. Gramenz,
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a
and Gramenz regarding. the effectiveness of I and fTnit operations could

be related to the data gathered regarding decision making. The 100

`schools were'verified as meeting four minimal standards fbr IGE schools:

1) the entire school was organized into the multiunit pattern; 2) the in--
.. -

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

3) the school had 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

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

))47

ould

not allow them to participate. .The1177 participating schools were from 13

states representing New England,. the east'coast, the southeast, the:tmidwest,
,

the mountain states, and the west coast. The instrument was completed by

1266 IGE teachers and unit leaders.

The principals were instructed to administer the instrument to the

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

meeting called specifically .for completing the instrument. Each principal

-was asked to read the instructions, to ensure that `r_ ndents did.not con-
,

fer with each other, to Collect the completed instruments in sealed, un-

marked envelopes, and to return the instrument to the researcher.
o

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

sumption of unidimensionality, the data collected in the 77 schools were

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

struct validity of the instrument.

51.
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To determine the reliability of the final instrument, a test of in-
,

ternal consistency
56

was conducted on the real and ideal decision involve-

-ment scaleS The correlation of items to scale and to the total instru-

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

are reported in Chapter III.
ea.

Construct

To pllipvide 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

decision making and perceived effectiveness of I and R Unit operations

Jere developed. The first set was based upon the assumption that decision

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

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

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

tions would be supporited by the factor analysis of the data of the final'

study and, consequently, only one set of the hypotheses would be tlibted

in the final study.

The literature supporting the hypothesized relationships between

teacher involvement in the decision-making process and the effectiveness

of I and R unit operations in IGE schools was carefully reviewed in a study

by Nerlinger. She summarized:

. . . there is supportive research n- ,industry to show a
positive relationship between participative decision making
and production. Considerable research in school settings
related decision sharing postively to teacher attitude and
some research has been done to tie participation to enhanced

.1
F

56Dennis W. Spuck, Program TSTAT
,

(Madison, 141' Wisconsin Informa-

tion Systems, 1971). ,

52
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problem solving by 57
,

8

Two null hypotheses were developed.to test the relationship

between a unitary factor of teacher, involvement in decision making

and effectiveness of I and R unit operations:

H(1) 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

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

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

H(3) There is no significant relationship between the perceivet

real involvement of teachers in the (Factor 11) of the

decision-making process for potent decisions and the perceived
1

effectiveness of I and R unit operations-in IGE' schools.

Hypotheses similar to H(3) were developed for each factor.

H(4) There is no significant relationship between the -discrepancy

of perceived real and ideal involvement of teachers in

57
Connie M. Nerlinger, 2 2. cit., p.

AK
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the (Factor.1) of the decision-making,process for potent

decisions and the perceived effectiveness of I and R unit

operationS in 1GE schools.

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

A
The I and R Unit Operations Questionnaire, developed for the

40

studies by Evers
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 categories: Instruc-

tional Program, Staff Development, Organizational Operations, and

-School-Community Relations. Wiability levels, defined as internal

consistency, for each scale and fdr the total instrument are,presented

in Table I.

TABLE I

RELIABILITY LEVELS'. OR THE I AND R UNIT OPERATIONS QUESI"IONNAIRE

Categories N=673

Instructional Program

Staff Development
A

Organizational Operations

School-Community Relations

Total

.9329

.8209

.9823

.7885

.9589'

urce: Evers, 2E. cit., p. 46.

58
NanCy. E. cit.

r.s
59Gary Gramenz, cm. cit.

6 0Herbert
J. Klausmeier, et. al., Individually. Guided Education and

the Multiunit Elementary School: Guidelines for Implementation (Madison,
Wisconsin:' Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive team- g...1

--ing, 1971), pp. 91-126.

. 54



43

.
.

The statistical procedure utilized to test the strength of the relation-

- ships between variables Was the Pearson.i)roduci-moment correlation . 1

coefficient, PROGRAM! WISE*STAT.DISTX
.61

utilized for this analysis.

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

62
through use of CROSTAB2.

Summary

In,summary, the study had three phases, each,with a set of

,objectives to be achieved: -

The Definition Phase;

1)To verify the relationship between the-model of the

A

tO.

decision-making process utilized in the study and.the

decisibr- making process as it'occurred in IGE schools.

2) To identify the decision structures utilized in IGE

schools.

3) To identify and categorize the content of decisions

made in ICE schools,

.;(

The Instrument Construction Phase:

4) To deyelop an'IGE,Decision Involvement'AnalysiS'Instrument

'

with content sand construct validity.

5) To determine the alipropriat scaling procedures-to be'

utiLi ed on the instrument.

6
ID nnis Fredigi Stofflet, and David J. Fleckenstein,

P.ROGRAM WISE*STAT.DISTX (Ma on, WI: isconsin Infopmation Systems, 197/).

,kleter Wolfe, Jim Allep, and'Raiph St: John, CROSTAB2, 1st Revision
Oladlson, WY: "Apdbiemic Computing.Center, 1975j.

F
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''The :Instrument Testing Phase;; 4
.4

6) To determine kf assumptions of unidimensionality could

be supported and, if not,.to determine the appropriate

factors represent'ed"by the instrument.,

7) To determine the reliability,of the instrument.

8) To provide initial evidence regarding 'the validity of

the construct decision'involvement" represented by the

instrument.

t.4

,
.The-achievement of these obiectives held considerabld'import for the,

signi anoe of thestudy.

(Significance of the Study
OP

The study'had gnificance in three aeeas. First, decision theory

was adyanced through the va dation of one model of the decision-making

Process. The validation procedures extended both into the concrete world
. . .

.

hf phenomena and into the abstract world of relationshipsbetween constructs.

The study related reportsq:d decision events to a decision model, a step
I'

which hadnot keen undertaked previously for validation of intuited theories '

of tne. decisicip-making process. Also, .the study provided means of quanti-

fying to the ordinal level involvement in the decision-making process._,Con-

.-

sequently, relationships between decision.involvement and other'codstfucts

could be tested through parametric statistical procedu'res not.ai#propriate

. 0 ,

. .
.

for the nominal level of measurement provided in previous studies.

Second, the study pro ided an instrument which max be utilized in

future,studies inve igating th relationship between decision involvement
NN

organizational, and situational constructs.and a variety of persona
4,.

WO



45

. ,

Sbch studies wobld add further evidence regarding the construct validity of

the decision-making model utilized in

Third, the study provided a v ety of inforMation'useful in analyiing

s study,

.the agree to which IGE has restructured the decision-making process in ele-

Mentary schools. Information was produced regarding the decision structures

presently being utilized in IGE schools, the decision structures teachers

idealli-0 id utilize in IGE schdols, the .present level of involvement' of

teachers in
%

the de ion-making process in IGE schools, the desirect-Yl
. ,

of involvement OY-,teachprs in the decision - making process in IGE schools,-,
, .....-...

andthe relationship ,betwe acher involvement in. the decision-making-ne-te
\

,

process and the effectiveriess-.6fq and R unit operations in IGE scho
N

,Thus, the Study provided a Ma ns'for initial, verification of rh

sized benefits of shared decision-making in the. IGE school.

Iiiitations of the Studyy

The instrument constructed and the decision-making procOss validat

hypothe-

in-this Study were limited io'data,gathered in IGE schoo he-decision-

'making procesS utilized in IGE schools may not be thesame as Utilized

4 in non-IGE schools or in noh,- school organizations. Studies h ed to be

bonducted in a variety 'of organizations before the decision-

`utilized in this study could be accepted as an adequate repr

the decision-making piocess in organizations,

'Also, the'pr'ocedure utilized to verify the relationshi

model of the decision-making prOcesS and the decis -making p

kingmodel

entation of

I
between the

oce'ss uti-

lined in IGE schools relied heavifN,Om.reports of past events

terview procedure may have led to a rational, sequential reorder

'57
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events Which may not have actually occurred in such a rational, logical'

pattern. ObservaIional_studtes would provide more adequate data.to
.

.

verify the relationship of the model and the decision-making proeess

utilized in 1GE schools.

Finally, the statistical procedures utilized in this study assumed

a linear relationship between involvement in decision Making and.the

effectiveness of I, and R unit operations. It is 'conceivable that a

curvilinear relationship exists'between the two variables, with a

middle level of involvement, in decision making correlating to the great-

est degree of effectivness and both less and greater decision involvement

correlating with decreased affettiveness.: The linear statistical

procedurei utilized were considered therbesi means, vailable to provide

A 'practical firs, aliprOximatiork to a complicated relationship. 63

ar.

63
illiam L. Hays, Statistics for the Social Sciences, 2nd ed.

(N0 York: Ho nehart and Winston, 1973), p. 701.



CHAPTER III

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

This chapter begins with the presentation 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 teachers indecision making are discussed. The chapter concludes

with the presentation and analysis of the data relating decision

involvement and 1 and 'It unit effectiveness.

Pilot Version'lleliability and Factor Analysis

The pilot version.instrumedt.had six SubsCales representing

decision involvement in what were thought to be mutually exclusive

and exhaustive categories of decision content. The reliability' scores

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

for internal consistency of real decision involvement items. Table

II presents the correlations to scale and to the to`tal instrument of

the decision items in each scale.

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

correlation to scale,or with higher correlation to the total instru-

merit 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
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TABLE II'

CORRELATI OF SCORES TO SCALE AND-TO THE TOTAL PILOT VERSION
INST919,WREAL.AECISION INVOLVEMENT ITEMS (N=104) -

SCALE AND ITEM NO. r-Item
to Scale

r-Item
to Total

External Environments

2

5

18

30

45

46

'49

Financial and Physical Resources

.5560

.3544

.6129

.4433

.6574

6165
.6351

.4238

.5130

.5009

5592
6

.409

10 .4015 -.0894
v 13 .3520 .2151

29 a
.6577 .5644

33 .1737 .0421
36 ,

.4560 .3083
38 .6211 .5386
44 .6262 .4598

.

Instructional Program_----

1

3

4
8

9

19'

21

22
23
25

26

42
47

,48-

4

C

.5836 .4774

. 6149 .5083

.5171 .4517

. 3153 : .3485

.3572 .2374

.5060 .4155

.5919
. 5560 .5168
.6810 .6936

1;7926 .6822
i.7351 .6698
.7043 .6470
.5649 .60

.;5312'



TABLE, II (continued) '

Research and Evaluation

-------I2 -T2741 -1769__
14 .4535 .4457
16 .6283 .6244
27 .4866 _....:2959-
34 .7252 ' .6548
37 .5893 .5639
39 .4484 .3296

Staff Development

15 .5264 .3881
17 .7256 .5849
20 .6947 .5293
31 .7300 , .5970
32 .5620 .5562
35 15996, .5072
43 .3358 .1945

Staff Personnel

6

7

11

24

28

40
41

.5734 .2365

. 4842 .4067

.5438 :4155

.6068 .4634

. 6629 .6211

.5952 .5059

. 4368 .3718

61
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TABLE III,
. .

RELIABILITY SCORES OF PILOT VERSION SCALES AND
TOTAL INSTRUMENT (N=104)

_SCALE ALPHA

External Enyironments .6251

4
Financial and Physical Resource .4558

Instructional Program

Research and Evaluation

Staff Development

Staff Personnel

Total Instrument 0

.8486

.5345

.7163

.6365

.9203

In addition to the low renability scores of the scales, the

administratipn (If the pilot versiorOnstrument averaged 40 minutes,

well over the maximum of 23:minutes desired so that the instrument

could be' utilized i-n a series of measures. Since the alpha coefficient

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

without considerable loss to the reliability. Reducing tfidsnumber 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 would be deleted'. The six-step orthogonal rotation of he

_ 6 2



factor analysis dispersed the items of the scales widely among'six

,factors. Table IV presents the loadinwof the items on each of the

six fac i ors. The asterisks indicate the factor into which the item
'--.,' . .

-

was placed: The seven items of "External Environments" were placed

_ in three different factors; the seven items of !'Financial and Physical

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

in five factors, the seven iteme,of "Research and Evaluation" in five

factors, the seven items of "Staff Development" in four factors, and

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

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

two or more factors. It was evident that the theoretically defined

structures were not, validated in the six-step rotation.

Conceptually 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 second factor

questionable. In addition, 11 of the 22 items placed-into the

Management Related factor had loadings of nearly equal weight o-re-7

factors I and II.-

63
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TABLE IV

FACTOR LOADINGS OF 49 PILOT ITEMS ON SIX STEP
ORTHOGONAL ROTATION (N=104)

52

SCALE AND ITEM NO.

I. II
FACTOR LOADINGS

' III IV V VI

External Environments-

2 .164 -.067 -.226' .616* -.110 ,-.048
, 5 .022 -.046 -.016 .411* .032 .046
18 .468* -.131 -.072 .378 -.037 .454
30 .160 -.287 -.520* .148 .325 .026
45 .446* -.242 -.237 .133 .090 -.140
46 .656* -.105 ,-.137 -.020 .417 7.141
49 .753* .072 -.026 -.020 .077 .033

Financial and
Physical Resources

10 -.086 .118 .013 -.084 -.125 .642*
13 :017 .096 '-.289 .358* .189 .233
29 ,396* -.229 -.381 .121 -.224 .323
33 -.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.

1 .380 -.427* .062 -.151 4.033 -.146
3 .215 -.586* -.064 .093 -.046 -.113
'4 .102 -.555* .030 .204 .071 °.067
8 =.042 -.250 -.140 .529* -.183 -:119
9 .261 -.117 -.016 -.017 -.04B 4.450

19 .520* -.297 ..256 .170 .001 .072
21 ° .572* -.377 .036 .191 .006 .276
22 .184 ,-.530* -.179 .094 .027 -.024
23 .262 -.554* -.388 .063 .099 .222
25 _ .606* -.567 -.063 -.052 .015 -.105
26

iq
,477

.358

.639*
'-.609*,

-.354
-.251
-.205

.024
-.015

-.049
-.005

.024
-.13,8

47 .485. -.157 -.520* -.040 .094 7.017
48 -.531* -.336 -.193 -.101 -.097 -.218

64
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TABLE IV (continued)

II III IV .

Research and Evaluation

12

14

16

34

37

Staff Development

-.131 -.124 -.082 .452
.261 -.295 -.126 ,189
.389 '-r455* -.105 .1,51

.161 -.185 .022 .071

.496* -.421 -.263 .043
..465* -.175 -.315 .071
.212 .079 -.307 .477*

,

15 .620

17 165
20 -.043
31 , .229
32 *". .500*
35 -.015
'43 .061

Staff Personnel

6

7

11 , .,

'24

.28 .

40
41

.033

.103

.009.

.160

.341

.149

.021

-=.136 -.249
-14.

510*
.506* -.250., .282
-.477* -.423 .202
-.427 -.055

'....429

.-.505*
-.136 -.094

-.319 -.619* .237
.033 -.386* -.065

-.130 .107 .475*
-.165 -.003 .661*
-.650* .031 .152
-.318* -.237 .129
-.531* -.151. -.005
-.108 -..608* .224
-.113 -.622* .102

V VI

-.104 -.002
-.217 .535*
.311 .123
.688* -.244

-.038 -.184
.199 -.061

-.271 -.371

.202 .165

-.094 -.011
.197 .149
.049 .139

-.201 . .047

-.026 -:098
.184 -.115

.295 -.131

.273 .168

-.013 -.093
.129 .273

.402 -.012-

.218 -.296
-.062 ..115

6J
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Due to the lack of reliability and lack of factor credibility

of the six scales on the pilot version instrument, and due to the

conceptual and mathematical shortcomings of the factors emerging in

each step of the pilot version factor'analysis, the domain of decision

content was left uncategorized for the final version instrument. To

shorten the instrument, only the 30 decision content items of the
404

pilot version instrument determined to have the highest correlation to

the total instrument were included.on the final version instrument.

The 30 items sampled each of the six original scales, which ensured

A
that content validity was not violated.

Results of the pilot study indicated that thecontent of potent

decisions in which IGE teachers were involved was more_ appropriately

conceptualized as one factor than as either the pre-designed or, the

mathMnatically extracted multiple factors. Results of the final study

were sulijected^ to factor analysis' to determine it- the _unifactor

conceptualization of the content dimension of decision making could be

substantiated or, if not, what Ektors best described the content of

decision involvement.

Final Version Factor'Analysis and Reliability

4

The final version instrument was designed to elicit responses

:'to four questions about each of 30 decision content items. 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

content item. .Questions three and four asked the respondent to rate

6C

-14t

c-

41 .0



t

55

the real and ideal level oeinvOlvement of teachers in the decision-

making process regarding each content item. This was the same,format

as was utilized for the pilot version.

Factor analysis of the final viers ,Adi data was completed prior

to tests for reliability so that reliability scores could be' obtained

for factors determined to be credible. Orthogonal rotations beginning°

with eight steps and descending to two steps were computed with no
) /x

eigenvalue-Cutoff designated. Highly credible factors emerged in they

three-step rotation Although a few items were weighted .nearly, /"

equally on two factors, the three factors exhibited little mathematical

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

intact through all of the descending rotation steps with the strongest

mathematical and conceptual relationships emerging 'in the three step

rotation.

Conceptually, the three factors represented varying degrees of

the scope of decisions in ICE schools. Items placed into the same
.

factor had the same scope of primary Impact regardless ofthe. decision

content area represented. Consequently, each factor included:items ,

from a variety of decision content areas such as financial, personnel,

instructional program, and evaluatien.

The three factors were named according to the scope of primary

impact, of the'decision contela items of each factor: FactOr I, Extra-..

'School; Factor II, Schoolwide; Factor III, Unit and Subunit. The-mean-
.,

scores and standard deviations of the items in each factor.arel
.

presented in Table V. The loaging,of each item on each factor W,,
4,

presented in Table VI: The wording of each item is presented in

Appendix I
67
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TABLE V 4'

MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS,OF RESPONSES TO REAL DECISION 3,
INVOLVEMENT ITEMS OF FINAL VERSION'INSTRUMENT FACTORS (N11266)r

11,

ITEM* MEAN SCORE S

D

NDARD
IATION

FACTOR I
le 28 1.701

21 2.170: 1.204

24 2.348, '1.270

29 1.961 1.1,7

22 2.1p7 1.199°

19 1.838 1.0,3

23_ 2.157 1.f63

15 1.383-- 0.838

2 1.852 1.063

30 2.356 1.531

27 2.264 -1.362

7 1.698 1.172

11 y 2.408 1:301

'Ne:

FACTOR II
6 3.0,28 1.240

10 2.699 1.251

1 3.482s, 1.106

4 2.966 , 1.239

12 2.905" 1.392

5 2.248 1.301

3 3.934 1.153

9 3.736 1.162

14 2.352 1.248

13 2.302 1.203

FACTOR III . -.

17 4.002 1.17P

26 3.970 1-d3

16 4,217 1.014

18 3.890 1.187

2k 3.400 , 1.459

8' 3.596 1.194

20 3.252 1.380

*Items are listed in order of placement by factor analysis.'



TABLE VI

v.

.

k.

....-

'

,

.

."

.FACTOOLOADINGS OF FINAL VERSION REAL DECISION INVOLVEMENTCIiEMS ON
FACtORS'DERIVED FROM THE THREE-STEP ORTHOGONAL ROTATION (N=1266)

a/
CP'

'ITEM FACTOR' .I FACTOR (,FACiOR III

28
..21

24

29 1

22

19

23
15

:Z. '

30

27.
7
11

- 6-

10

1

4

12

5

3

9

14

13

,

17

26

16

18

25

-8

20

-r

,

..

;

,

-

.

:

'

,

.589

.588

.544 '

.543

.531

.531

.517

.50d

.453

.447

.440 '

.437

.328

.118.

.243

.210

,.197,

46
.248

-.-027

.040

.424..

.392

.090
.,..

.145

.030

.161

.251 -

.101

.381

t.

.

.

4A

A

.d01

-.163
-.274.

-.117

-.205,

-.123

-.259.
-.104
-.335
-.925
-.102

7.26A
-.285 .

-.667
-.601
-.511
-.511
-.506
-,500

,;...-.473

-.....469

-',462

1..439

--:10
. 101,

43140

-.132
- -.405

-.176

A

-

-.110

K
-.152

-.206
-.049

' -.097

. -.103

-.155
.005

.680

-.267
-.158
-.109

,-.296

-.145
-.105
-A.83
-.098

, -.093
-.050
-.381

-.254

-,.163

-.121

.

-.685

-.,670 .

-.670 '
-.652
-.59, '
-.511:; .<

: -..507 .

tri

.0

69
4 ,
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SiX items were weighted nearly equally on more than one factor

.

in the three-step rotation. To determine the factor in which these

items'should be placed; the conceptuaLzelationshipbetween each item

and the strongest items in each factor was examined, In addition,

the'Movement ,pattern, of The six items fnxii factor to factor w4p

examined as the analysis descended from eight to three rotation steps.

The cluster of items with which-the six items tended to r6.7e was con-

sidered in determinin: the ,factoi in which to place the item.

Of the six confuse items, three were-weipt d'nea-i-ly equally

on the Extra-School and the oolwide Factors. All threq were
. \

.

.,

determined to belong with the original factoi into which they were
N,

'placed: Item 2,-"the amount of money igYnated for implementation

. -

of newnew programs within the school?" was left in'the Extra-School

Factor because of the impact the decision had on the school district

budget, on district tax rates, and on political considerations of

board members and district level personnel; item 14, "The chap o

be made in the scheolwide organizational pattern," and item 13, "The

criteria to be utilized in evaluating the effectiveness of IGE within

a school," were left in the Schoolwide: Factor because thPprimary

impact.of the decisiOns* would be .upon the program and staff of;the

IGE school.

'Twoitems'were weighted nearly equally,on the Schoolwide and

" Unit- Subunit ficteirs. Both were dewmined.to belong with the,factor

nto'whic they _1___d originally Item 8, "The dutiesand

( .0

;

7



- 59

responsibilities of members in a unit," remained with the, items fgrm--
. t..

.
.- ing the core of the Unit-Subunit factor in every rotation step in theI '

.., analysis. Even though 'general job descriptions could set guidelines
_

regarding the duties and responsibilities of all unit leade

teachers, and aided for an IGE school;-each unit could modify. bers'

roles to fit their haeds. '.The major impact of. such decisions would

he et rhe unit or subnit level. Thus, item*8 remained with the Unit-

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

and duration of specific instructional activities," was the least

consistent item On the instrument. It was weighted nearly eually on

three separatp factors in every rotation step o f the analysis except.

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

tion al activity-Would seem to have primary impact on the stu e

s an entire school changes tonew methods

and new Materials to individualize instruction, however, many

instructional activity decisions have schoolwide 'impact. For instance,

the nature and recommended time span of any activity in the Developing
,

Mathematic ocess (DMP) wpuld be the same regardless of the unit

in which the program was being utilized. A school deciding to imple-

nient DMP would in effect be milking a.schoolwide decision about the

nature and durationIPO math activities. Since-the conceptual ties of,,

.item 3 were 'strong to both the Ischoolwide and the Unit Subunit factors,-

and since the ctor weighting was stronger on the Schoolwide factor

than on the Unit Sub t factor, ,tale item was left in, the Schoolwide

factor.

ti

ea

r-f .

I
. ; G. ' I 4,1,.

.4?.' ..-
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Item 11, "The relationship of are, music, and physical education

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

factors. As the item read; the'decision could have been interpreted
. ..

As effecting distrift-wide policies and budgets, schoolwide programs

'.and schedules, or unit` igvel programs. Since the conceptual ties of

the item are equally strong among the three factors, the Mathematical

eighting was utilized to determine final placement of the item.

.

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

should be reworded to establish'the qcope of the decision involved

and t.he corresponding factor into;which the item should baRlacdd

before future administrations of the instrument.

4

After three factors were established through the factbr analysis .

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

Listing the factors as subscales, the reliability scores of the

subscales and ofthe total Instrument were determined by a test for

internal consis a7 of rtalliecision involvement items: Table VII
. 0

presents the corr of items to scale and to the final version

total instrument of each decision content item. The'reliabil4W6cores

of the scales and of the total final version instrument are presented in.

Table VIII. It is evident.that the three lactbrs are internally

consistent and that the total instrument istof adequate reliability

for moet xesearch purposes.
64

(ok

64Dennis W. Spuck, Technical Report: .Item Analysis and Rena-
,

bility Assessment of School SentimentIndex, (Madisops WiscOnsin:
UniverSity of Wisconsin, 1971).

I ti
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TABLE VII
.

CORRELATION (R) OF SCORES TO SCALE AND-TO TOTAL INSTRUMENT -('4

FINAL VERSION INSTRUMENT REAL DECISION INVOLVEMENT rrEms
4 (N=1266)

61

SCALE AND ITEM R Score
To Scale

R Score
To Total

Extra-School

2'

7

.511

.5432

.4456

.4881
11 .186 Z .5228
`15 .4663 .3796
19 .5344 .4611

21 .6124 .5375
22` .5739 .5045
23 ., .6076 .5557
2L......:_.....-:-.7--,------'"-- .6406 .5986
27' .5178 .4581
28 .4350
29 .5238 .4439
30 .4529'

School-wide

1' .5675 .5127

v3 .5207 .4483

4 .4785

5
0 .5616 .4844

6 .6464 .5329
9 .4293

10 .6438 .5498
12 .5574 .4475

13 .5987 .5562
1.4 .6388 .6110

Unit-Subunit

8 .6330 .5546
lo

16 .6293 .4365

17 .6710 .4661 .

18 .6966 .5278
20 .6628 ,e5957

25 .6908 ,.5436
26 ,6835 .4891 t



k.:

, TABLE VIII

RELIABILITY SCORES OF FINAL VERSION SCALES AND

62.

TOTAL INSTRUMENT '(N=1166),

SCALE ALPHA \-;

1

Extra-SchOol .8032

School-Wide .7812

,Unit-Subur4t :.7888

. _
Total .8954

The factor analysis and tests for internal consistency esta -

lisped that the Decision Involvement Analysis Lnstrument was -a reliable

measure of teachers' perceptions of the real and ideal decision

structures utilized in making potent decisiOns of varying scope in

IGE schools and of teachers4-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.

Final Version Descriptive Data

`Data collected in the.study piovided descriptive .information

of teachers,' pesceptionsregardrng 18 questions aboilt the decision-

makirig process in IGE schools. pFor purposes of analysis; the 18
ti

questions were organized into six sets of three interrelated questions.
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Set I

1. What decision structures were utilized in making

potent decisions of unit and subunit scope?

2. What decision structures should be utilized in

making potent decisions of unit and subunit scope?

3. Was there a disgrepancy 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 ICE school; are presented in Table IX. One may infer from

the data that the unit structure was operating as a decision- making

structure for decisions of unit'and subunit scope.

Unit teachers as a group or as individuals were perceived by

59.5% of the teachers as makig the final decision on decisions of

unit and subunit scope. Unit teachers as a group were perceived by

44.67, to make the final-decisions, and individual, teachers were per-
-

ceived by 14.97, to make- the final decisions. In addktion, 6.7%

perceived unit leaders to make the final decision on decisions of

unit and subunit salle. Unit level decision structures, therefore,

were perceived by 65.2% of the teachers as respOnstble fo;making

the final decision on decisions of unit and subunit scope.

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 8.77. as responsible, 4.7% perceived

5
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the en ire faculty as a group as resimsible and 5.67. perceived

the IC ashresponsible.
1

Unit level decision structures were nominated by 74.57. 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% felt

the unit leader should have the final decision-making responsibility

and 13.17. felt the individual teacher should have the final decision-

making responsibility for decisions of unit and subunit scope.

A sthoolwide decision structure was nominated by 7.97. as the

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

unit scope. Two and two tenths percent nominated the principal, 8.37.

nominated the entire faculty as a group, and ,7.4% nominated the IIC.

The discrepancies between teachers' perceptions of the real

and the ideal decision structures for decisions of unit and subunit

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

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

.

seven tenths percent more teachers perceived the unit as4a group as

the decision structure that should be responsible than perceived

the unit as a group presently as responsible for decisions of unit
1.

and subunit scope. The only other discrepancy Of more than five

percent of the respondents was in the perceptions of the realand ideal

responsibility of the principal. Six and five tenths percent fewer

teachers perceived the principal as the position that should be

responsible than perceived the principal presently as responsible

77
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for decisions of unit and subunit scope. Only 8.7% of the teachers
g

_
- -,

perceived the principal presently as_ responsible, however, for such

decisions.

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

unit structures for making potent decisions of unit and subunit scope.

Teachers did notgdesire individual autonomy for such decisions,

however, as-the unit as a group was the decision Itrucpiednominated

"4 -
for the increase: The ctncept of the unit as the appropriate ecision-

making structure for decisions of unit and subunit, scope appeared to

have been well accepte&and was perceived as being implemented-6'y

over 60% of IGE teachers.

Set II

4. What decision structures wer utilized in making

potent decisions of schoolwide scope?

5. What decision structures should be utilized in making

potent decisions of schoolWide,scope?

.1 ,

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

decision structures utilized in making potent

decisions of schoolwide scope?

The data summarizing teachers' perceptions of the real and the
(A.

ideal decision structures for making the final decj.sion of schoolwide

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

the IIC in decision making had not been firmly' established.

7 8
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Twenty-four and seven tenths percent of the teachers perceived

district level structures presently as 'having the responsibility for

making the final decisions of schoolwide scope. Fourteen and Sour

tenths percent perceived the superintendent or other central - 'office
4 4.

Oersonnel as having the responsibility, 5.57. perceived the School board

as having the responsibilit-5;-andperceived-the SPC as having

..-the responsibility for making the final decisions of schoolwide scope.

Forty-two and four tenths percent of the teaohersnominated

school level structures presently as making the final decisions of

schoolwide scope. Only 11.5% nominated the IIC, however, while 23.37.

nominated the principal and 7.;61% nominated the entire faculty as a

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

final decisions than perceived the IIC to 'be making the final

decisions of schoolwide scope. Six percent of te

one presently was responsible for final schoolwide decisions.

Only 9,9 %,of the teachers nominated ylistrict level positions

. <

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

decision. Only 2.6% nominated the superintendent or other central

officp personnel to be the structure that should be responsible for

-schoolwide decisions, 11.87, ewer than perceived the superintendent

or other central office personnel presently as making the final

111,

decisions ofeschoolwide scope.
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Fifty-one percent of the teachers nominated school level strut=

tures as the ideal structure ftor making final decisions of schoolwide

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

the &tire faculty as a'group. Only 7.7% nominated the principal,

15.67 fewer han,perceived the principal presently to be the final

decision maker on decisions of schoolwide scope. Twenty -five and

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

be the ideal decision structure for decisiohs of schoolwide scope

5-.9% more than nominated the IIC.

One may infer
,

from the data that the IIC was not function-
.

ing in a dedision- making role in schoolwide decisions in most IGE

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

making structure by over 80% of thegqeachers in IGE schools. Teachers

appeared either confused or skeptical of the decision-making respon-!

,sibilities of the IIC,'.nominating instead faculty meetings and unit

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

.

structures for decisions of .4Oolvide scope. The decision- making
,...

0
. -role of the IIC listed in the IGE literature had not been realized in

a large majority of IGE schools.

Set III.

7. What decision structures were utilized in making potent

decisions of extra- school scope?

8. What decision structures should be utilized in making

potent decisions of extra-school scope?.

81
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9. Was there a discrepancy between the real and ideal

decision structures utilized in making potent dectsions

of extra - school scope?

Tbe'data summarizing teachers' perceptions of the real and ideal

r ,

decision structures for making the final decisions of extra-thool

scope are presented in Table XI. it was evident from the data, that,

=

the SPC was not functioning,as a decision -- making structure in most

districts with ICE schools.

District level structures were pexceived as having 'the fiv,A

.

.

.

decision-making responsibility for deeisions of extra-school scope by
--0 ,

40.8% of the teachers. Only 2.5% perceived' the SPC as haying such

.

responsibility.. Twen -six and six tenths percent perceived the

Superintendent'or other central office personnel as responsible, and

11.2t perceived school,. boards as responsible Mr final decisions

extra-school scope,

:Thirty-two acrd two tenths percent of the'teachers'perceived

the principal or.assistant principal_ to,have the final, decision-making

r

responsibility for decisions of extra-school scope.,-Thi was 5.77,

more than nominated the superintendent. In all, schdelev'el

structures

/ '

were percedved by 40.3% of the teachers tp have the extra-
/

,

school scope final decision-making'sresponsibility, 'Six and thyee tenths

percent felt no one presently held the responsibility.
/,

Only 20.6% of the teachers nominated district level positions

0
or groups as the structures that should hav final decision- making 4

responsibility for decisions of extra-school scope. Eight 'anA, nine-tenth

/
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1.

percent norOlate:d the superintendent or,other central o ice

17.77. fewer than peiceived that group to hoick the responsibi y
.

t presently. Four and .six tenths percent nomated'the school boar
*

.

6.67. fewer than perceived the -school board to hold' the responsibility

.

r

presently. Onfy5.5%,of-the teachers -nominated the SPC as the struc-
'4, . .

.
.tore that should have the final decisiec-mating responsibiliEy for

,
.

L 4

72

onnel,

' dcisions of extra-school, scope.

Eighteen andyeven tenths percent of the tea

Athe principal or ssigtant principal, 13.6% fewer

p ositions presently held the extra-school scope d
=

responsibility. Twenty and six tenths percent nomin

rs nomi,nated

than felt, those

sion7making

ted.the entire

faculty as a group and 14.0% nominated the,IIt. In-al

."/ 4"

nominated school level 'structures as the structureswtha

0.
the ,find decisions wions of extra-school scope.- This as 32:

3;
. nominated district 101e1 strUctures:

should make ,

morethan

Thirteen anpli sixtenths percent of the teacheis, nominap,

,unit .as a group, as thev'S-tructure that should' be responsible for

decisi:ods.of e ktra,-,,sofiaol scope. This relativelty high percentage w

d the

nal

. . .

a result primarily.of teachers' -responses t h Item 30,
.1.

..

..
"the seleCtion of'unit ieaders'L; ite 11, "the relationship of art,

;music and Thysichl education' to the instructional.program"; and item-'7,

"the selection of new teachers for the school." All of these items

have -imMediate And potent impact on the oprAtions of die' unit. The
1

, ,

dect. Mon5nre of extra-schoot scope, howeleer, aand'
.

to give final -,

..

decisiop:making res6onsibility to the unit, ma5flbe inappropriate,
l 4,, P ,

N. \
1 . \ 01

4Q1 4
, kj

. .
!

ti



Large 'screpancies in teachers' perceptions of the real an

ideal decision structures we're found five-items of extra- school

scope: cm 2, "the amount of money designated foreimplemen atioa

new pro rams within the schbol;" item 15, "the procedures tomb
4 -:ow

utiliz din evaluating a,principal's performance;" item 21, "the c iteria

to be tilized inevaluating preservicq and inservice programs;"

, "the naiureand extent'of consultant help from outside the

school;" anditem "the topics for the inservi.ce programs." On
S.

each of these items, over 20 percent of the teachers de'sired,a shift

73

away district level structures to school level structirres ether

eing involved on a district level through'-the Si'
than to to

The concept of th

may be involved in decisions of

PC as a structure through which .teachers

4
tra-school scope either was net'

teachers. IGE teaci leri

tures to school'level

understood by.or had.not been accepted

desired-a shift away flit:a district level,str

'structures to tfae decisions of extra-school sco-, -The school level

rs...was the
..

structure nominated by the highest percentage X.--teach

entire faculty as ,a group.' The new structures intended t

, --

interlevel decision,-mokip§ particiPation'by the ICE mode

and t4 SPC-,We're not perceiVed to be. functioni

to be the ideal structures for decisions

'The questions in Set I, Set
.//

peiceptions of the real an

ICE schools.

teachers'

. 11:

provide

the IIC_

and were -not perceived

exf5d-scbool Scope.,.

and SetIII,related to teachers'

deal decisions.structures.utili2ed in

The. stioas in Set IV, Set V and Stt VI 'relate to
, -

Ceptions of.theii involVement in the decisiOn-making
.

4

85
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process regardless Of the structure perceived as having final decisior&

mak - g responsibility.

Set V.

10. How math involvement did teachers have in making

potent decisions of unit and subunit scope?

11. Howmuch involvement should teacherg have in making

-potent decisidns of unit and subunit scope?

12. s there 4 discrepancy between the real and ideal

level o nvolvement of teachers in makin:\g potent

decisions of un and subunit,scope?

data 'summarizing tea ers'- perceptions of their real and

ideal levels, of involvement in the d- ision-making process regarding

potent decisions of unit and subunit soup: in ICE schools are presented

in Table XII. It may be, inferred fr he data that teachers had a

moderately hikh level of inv ement but desired an even higher level

of involvement in t
- .

-

' decision unit and tubunit scope.

ecision-making process utilized to make

.

The mean score-rep.resenting teachers' percelitionsof the ,

,

present level of involvement In thedecision-makitrgproeess utilized
,

to'mmake decisions of unit and -subunit scope was 3.76 . on a 5,Ooint .
, .' 4,-

Like, r t scale,wher. e "1", represented./ ery little involyement" anti "5" \,
. / -..

4

represented "very much involvement", highest level of involvement,

..

vias perceived om ite s-16 and 7, "the to be utilized for
.

.

9C

I , .

instruction (one` -to -one, "small group, _etc.)" and "The pro1edures9 to

be utilized in;pre-e'ssessing an individual udent',s level of achievement,

learning' style, and level '.of motivation." )

'Ati*

S ,
4/

4.0
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TABLE XII
'

MEAN,SCORES ON A 5-POINT LIKERT SCALE OF TEACHERS' 'PERCEPTIONS OF
REALAND IDEAL LEVELS OF INVOLVEMENT IN THE DECISION-MAKING
PROCESS REGARDING DECISIONS OF UNIT AND SUBUNIT SCOPE 1N

ICESCHOOp '(N =1266)

Iter,

a

17

18

P 20

25

26

Total .

,

Scale

Mean Score
Rear
Involvemept

Mean Scord
Ideal ,

Involvement
biscrepancy

..

3.596 -

4.217

4.002

3.890

3.252

A 3.400'

, 3.970

-

3.761 ::'

4.272
4

4.547

4.472

4.958

4.214

4.204

4.423

4.370

0.676
wie

0.330

:" 0.470'
v...

';'?0.568k
';,

.

0.962

0.804

0.453

°0.609

.

A: i

The mean score of teachers' perceptions of afeir ideal level,*

of illvgment was 4.37. This was 0.61 more than their perceived
... .

-..
._

.
s

real level 'of invblvement and alowed.a:gepa4 to be highly involved

. .
. .

iti decisions of unit and subunit scope. Teachers perceiy,ed the
4 , k . ,

largest discrepancy between real and. ideal revelsof involvement On
40

two items, item 20, ":the curric4lar area to be individualized first,'

second, etc." and item 25,,fithe area(s) in which'unit teachers 'should
. . t-

gpecialize.", ,- '' .1 "-
r

1

87 ma'
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ft .,

It would appear that tychers.had moderat ly high involvMent in

e

making decisions of unit And subunit scope. ,ThIS complements the

data relating to the questions in Set l'Which sowed unit structures
..% /

A /

were utilized for decisions of unit grid subunit scope.. Analyzing the
..\,

I.
..

. .

..
data of Set I and. Set IV, one may infer that uihit'structures

O
/

were functioning appropriately to provide-relatively high levels of
i\

.

involvement of teachers in the decisiOn-making process regarding

decisionsof unit And subunit scope. Furthermore, teachers desired

, .

even higher levels of involVement,through the structure of the unit as

a group..

Set V
/

.

,l.. How much involvement did teachers have in making potent
.

decisions of schoolwide scope?
.

How.much involvement should teadiers haVeOn Making

pqeent'decisions of schoolwide scope? .

15. Was there a discrepancS, between the real and ideal

levels of invglvementof teachers in making potent

decisions of-schoolwidfscopo?

The data representing teachers' perceptions of their real and
.

ideal levels of involvement in'the decision-making
7

process regarding

decisions of schoolwide scope in IGE schools are presented in Table

KIII: The data indicate that teacher6 perce4ed themselves to have
P

some involvement but desired greatly increased involvement in the

decision-making process at the schoolwide level.

A

86 `,
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TABLE XIII

MEAN SCORES ON A 5-.POINT LIKERT SCALE OF TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OP
REAL AND IDEAL LEVELS OF INVOLVEMENT IN THE DECISION-MAKING

PROCESS REGARDING DECISIONS OF SCHOOLWIDE SCOPE IN IGE
SCHOOLS (N=1266)

Rein
Mean Score Mean Scdre
Real Ideal
Involvement Involvement

Discrepancy

1 3.482 4.396 0.914

3 3.934 4.47 0.541.

4 2.966 4.105 0.139

5 3.248 3.867 0.619

,6 3.028 4.175 1.147

9 3.736 4.356 0:620

10

99

e

2.9 4.039 ",11 1.340

Imit%

12 2.905 1014.294 1.389

ti

13 2.302 3.955 1.651

14. 2.352 3.938 "-t r.586

Toq41
Scdle

3.06541. .4.160 1,095

# mean score of teachers' perceptions of their present level

4
of involvement was 3.96, very near the "some nvoNement" level of

3.0 on the scale. Teachers perceived themselves to be highly

involved in the deciiion-making process on two items of the schoolwide

,

9

8

t

e/
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Y.

a

scale, item 3, "the nature and duration of specific instructional

78

activqies" and item 9, "the methods ased to modify,student conduct."

Teachers perceived themselves todhave little involvement on two items

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 sOhoOl-wide organizational Ra4erd."

The mean score of teachers' perceptions of the level'of iniolve-

ment they should have ifi.the.process of making decisions of school-
.

4
wide scope was 4.16, above the "much involvement" level,,of 4.0. This,

,,

was 1.09 points above the perceiveClevel of involvement presently.
.

. .

Discrepancies of over 1.0 point in tht mean scores were fOund on six
...

items: 'item 4, "the coordination of curriculdm across units'within

a school;" item 6, "the procedures'to.be utilized in eft.l,uating

instructional materials within a school;" item '!-the criteria 'to

be utilized id evaluating instructional programs within the school;','
ao

item 12, "The number, and nature of patent-teacher conferences;"

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,, pattern."

Analyzing the data from Set-II and Set V, one may infer tha-t---

while IGE teachers perceived themselves to.be somewhat involved in.'

schoolwide decisions, they desired greatly increased involvement.

The teachers we.re split, however, as to which.structure should be

utilizO to increase teacher decision-making involvement regarding

'schoolwide decisions. ,Although many teachers nominated the IIC, mote
4

O



teachers nominated the entire faculty as a group and the unit as a

group.

Set VI

11

16.-.444 much involvementidid teachers have in making

potent decisions of extra-school scope?

17. How much involvement should teachers have in making

potent decisions of extra-school scope?

18. Was there a discrepancy' between the real and ideal levels

of involvement of teachers in making potent decisions of

extra-school scope?

79

The data representing teachers. perceptibns of their real and
.

ideal levels Of involvement in, the decision-making process regarding

decisions of extra-school scope are presented in Table XIV. The data

indicated that teachers had little invOlvementbut desired moderately

high involvement in the process of making potent decisions of ektra-

school scope.

The mean core of teachers' percept ions of their Present level

of involvement in the decision-making process regardingdeciiipns pf,

ex0h-school scope was 2.02, "very'neAr-the 2.0 "little invdivement'"'
* & /' -

indicator utilized an the ert scale. Teachers percamadthemseiulls
t, .

. I.

to have every little isnvolveffient in item, 15,..-decidIng "the propedur,e8
ii-:'

. -

",,-.- 4,
. .

.
: 'tr.. . .to beUtilized in evaluating a, principal's'performance..-

4" Additiopl., i.
. . .1.;.x...

/ 44, 4
teachers perceiired themselves41,have less thAn.littie inlrOliemeL on 4..

. ./. .

'..

.

4f

.
.

,

fix9. other items: item 2,."th,e. amount of money des,igngted for
_

"4

, :meneaeiOn of new programs within the scho61;" ite6_7, "The 'selection., -

,,, ,' c ._
tt .i .

40 \ ?,
.`s . _

1.
.5,

:/
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TABLE XIV

80

MEAN SCORES ON A 5-POINT LIKE SCALE OF TEACHERS' PtRCEPT INS OF
REAL AND IDEAL LEVELS OF INVOLVEMENT IN THE D ISION- ING

PROCESS REGARDING DECISIONS OF EXTRA-SCH L SCOPE N
, ICE SCHOOLS (N =1266)-

,

Item

2

.7

11

15

.21

22

23

24

a.

29".

.. 30'

.

Mean' Scores<

Real

/N
Involvement,

Mean Scares
Idea
In lvemefit

r

Discrepancy

X

0

e

.

-

'2.1)19

1.852

2.408

2.408:4

1.383

1.838

2.170

2.107

2.151

2.348

2.264

1.741

.961

2.35.6

/

c

3.593

3.096°

3.922

- 3.435

3.504

3.869

3:661

3.600.

4.063

3.555

.3.199

3.288

'3.746'

3.579
4,4

e

441
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of new teacher for the schbol;" item 19, "The procedures to be

. 81

1

.utilized in-evaluating a teacher's performance;" item 28, "The budget

for the school;" and item 29., l'The extent of involvement of parent

advisory groups in the prbgrams of the school."

The mean score ot teachers' perceptions of the level of involve,-

.ment they should have in the process of making decisions of extra-

school scope was 3.58, a modeatelihighilevel of involvement: The

items on which teachers desired the highest decision involvement
.4,

were: item 24, '!th topics for the inservice program;" item 11, "the

'relationship of art, music and physical education to the instructional
o 4

program;' item.21, "the criteria to be utilized fn evaluating pre-

service and inservice programs;" and item 30, "the selection of Alt
IV V

leaders.".

The discrepancy between teachers' percepti8ns oF their-real

and ideal levels of decision involvement in decisions of extra-school

scope was 1.56, the largest discrepancy score of the three scales.

The largest discrepancy was on item 15, "procedures for evaluating

principars.'f llajor discrepancies between real and ideal levels of

decision involvement were found on all items of the scale, Vie

greatest being.on items 2, the money for new programs,.24, the inservice

topics, 21, the criteria for evaluating inservice, and 19, procedures
. .., ... .

for evaluating teachers) ' -
.

1 , 4

One may. infer IroM the combined data of Set III and`
,. .

, ., , ...
r

.

thatOGEtdacheri desired a greatly increased level of involvement
..

; .

%.. .- A . iv

in thee decisietu-paking process'regaraihg potent decisions of extra-school"
.' . 4* .

4.
4 . ':
w. . , . .

;

. ,

V '

.7,,..J.:45
.1. "

It% N ,
*

.
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scope. As in the case of decisions of schoolwide scope, however,

teachers were confused as to which structure shOuld be utilized to

gain the increased involvement. Unit level, school level and

district level structures were all nominated as appropriat6 structures.

The 'SRC, the structure prOscribed in the ,IGE literature, was not seen

gs t 1 01
-IN

structure through which teachers could increase their level

of decision involvement.
.

The descriptive data presented in Sets I through VI lead to

several conclusions regarding the role of various structures and the

level of involvement of teachers in the decision-making process of

ICE 'schools. These conclusions have considerable import to agencies'

A facilitating and researching the implementation of They are

presented in theirit section of Chapter IV.

Deciglan Involvement and I and R Unit Effectiveness

k

whi-

. 1

.

The final phase of the study wasto analyze data' that would

provide initia l evidence regarding the construct validity of the
o

4I

Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument: To accomplish this, 'eights\

hypothese's were tested:,
.

v2.

H1 There i4 no relatiohlPhip At the .05 levd1 of,significance

, ...

between the perceived J.evel of real involvement in the
.

n-making proCess regarding decisions of unit - subunit

. .. .

scope, an. he perdeived effectiveness of I
,
and R unit-opera-

,

'dons in ICE schools.

% 4

94
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There is no relationship at the .05 level of significance.

between the perceived ,level of real involvement in the decision-.

making process regarding decisions of schoolwide scope and the

perceived effectiv ess.of,1 and R unit operations in I9E

schools.

H
3
There is no relationship at the..05 level of significance

. .

between the pewCeived level of. real involvement in the decision-

king pr ess regarding decisions of extra-school scope and

perc ed effectiveness of I and R unit operations in IGE

schools.

H
4

There is no relationship at the .05 level 'of significance betwee'n

,
.

. the, perceived level' of real involvement in the decision-making
'

.7 . 0_process rceived effectivenest of I and R unit operation&
.

.

.

,

in IGE schools.

is no relationship at the .05 level of significance between

the diSeTepancy of perceived levels of real and ideal involvement

in the decision-making process regarding decislons of unit-subunit

scope and perceive effectiveness of I and R unit operations in

rtE schools.
:4,

H
6

There is no relationship at the .05 level of significance between

the:d SCrepancy of perceived levels of real and ideal involvement

in the decision-making process regarding decisions of'schoolwide

scope and perceived effectiveness of I and R unit operations in

IGE schools.

o

H 6Thexe is no relationship at the '.05 level of significance between
t

the discrepancy of perceived levels of real and ideal involvement

95
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kn the decision-making process regarding decisions of extra- -

school scope and
\
perceived' effectiveness of I and R unit

operations in IGE schools.

H
8
There is no relationship at the .05 level of significance between

\

_

the discrepancy of perceived levels of real and ideal invoiveMent

in the decision - making process and the perceived effectiveness.
. -

of I and R unit operations in, GE schools.

The school was the unit of analysis tatilized.to test-the

hypotheses. To obtain a school's real and'idear decision involvement

score for each of the scales, the mean score of respOnses to each scale

was computed for teachers Trom each school. ..To obtain a school's

relit and ideal decision involvement store for the total instrument,

the mean of a school's scores for each scale was computed with each

fscale score receiving equal weight. A school's discrepancy scores

were computed subtracting the real scores from the ideal scores for

each scale and:for, the total instrument. Eight scores were computed

to represent the teachers' involvement in the decision-making process

in each school-.

1. perceive real level of involvement in the.process of making,

decisions of unit-subunit scope.

2. perceived'real level of involvement in the proces's of making,
4

decisions of schoolwide scope.

3. perceived real level of involvement in the proaess of making

deCisions of extra-school scope.

f

96, r
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. perceived real level of Svolvement in the dedision-naking

process.

'5. discrepancy between perceived real and ideal levels of

involvement in the process of making decisions of unit-

§4bunit scope. 4

6. discrepancy between perceived real and ideal levels of

involvement in the process of making decisions of school-

wide scope.

7. distrepancy between perceived real and ideal levels of
. =

involve 4111 ,in the process of making decisions of extra-

school scope.

8. discrepancy between perceived real anVideal lev

involvement in the decision- making process.

85

4"Nir These eight became the independent variables. The dependent,
-,.

. .

variable was the perceived effectiveness of I and R unit operations.

A school's score for 'effectiveness of I and R unr- operations was
\ :

determined hy-computipvthe mean of responses :oi teachers from a school

to the' sR Unit Operati rig Questionnaire.
65

The rrelation'of each independent Variable and the dependent

,__._t

variable was c puted - through use of PROGRAM WISESTAT.DIM.66

tt. . ,

The dirt-elation ma rix compUted is presented,in Table'XIV. Extracting
. *

. v .

the appropriate,data,from the matrix, ..the following concluSions were

,
.

,

$

65
Nancy A. Evers, 22. cit.

66
Dennis W. Spuck, 22. cit.

.
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drawn regarding each hypothesis;

HI The correlation ,coefficient between teachers'yercedyed real

level of involvement in the process of making decisions of

87

unit and subunit scope and perceived effectiveness of I and R

unit operations. -.222 with a significance level of .052.

The correlation coefficient was not statistically significant

at the .0 level and the null hypothesis was not rejected.

H
2
The co elation coefficient between teachers' perceived real

lev= of involvement iNOe process of making decisions of

schoolwide scope and perceived effectiveness of I and R unit

operations was -.311 with a significance level of .0106. The

Trelation coefficient-was statistically signilicant(\andN

\
the null hypothesis was rejected. Since only 9.6% of the

A r varlin,ge of one variable was explained by the othet, the

relationship may be of limited importance.

H
3

The correlation coefficient between teachers' perceived real

0

level of involvement in the process of making decisions of

extra-school scope and perceived effectiveness of I and.R unitn

operations was -.326-with a significance level of .004.

Consequently, the null hypotheses was rejected. The amount

of variance of-one variable explained by the other was _

minimal, however, limiting the importance of the relationship.

H
4

The correlation coefficient between teachers' perceived real

level of involvement in the decision-making process -and

perceived effectiveness,of I and R unit operations

99 \
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with a significance level of .005% The correlation coeffi

was statistically significant and the null hypothesis was

rejected. The amount of variance of one variable explained

. 45y 4he other was minimal, however, limiting the importance
.t6

of the relationship.

H5 The correlation coefficient befwen the discrepanty of teachers'

88

perceived real and ideal levels ofsinvolvament in the process
I. -0

of making decisions of unit and subunit scope and perceived

effectiveness 'of I and R unit operations was .176 wit

significance'level of .125. The null hypothesis was not,
rejected. ,

.

. -,..

Si .

H
6 The' correlation coefficient between the discrepancy of teachers'

. 4
perceived rail and ideal levels.' of involvement in the process

6f making decisiAs of sChoolwitie scope and perceived effective-
.

. .

.

ness of I and R unit ope- ations was .345 with a significance

level of .002. The correlation coefficient was statistically

significant and the null hypothesiswas rejected. The amount

oriPx0.ance of one variable' explained by the other was minimal,

hiowever, limiting the importance of the relationship.

H
7
The correlation coefficient between the discrepancyof

teachers' perceived real and ideal levels of involvement an'the

process of making decisions ofiextra-school scope and perceived

effectiveneis of I and R unit operations was .341 with a

significance level of '.002. The eorrelati coefficient was

st,atistically significant and the null hypothesis was rejeted.

10©,
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The amount of variance of one variable explained by the other

variable was minimal, however, limiting the importance of

the'relationship.

H
8
The correlation coefficient between the discrepancy of teacherg'

perceived real and ideal levels of involvement in the decision-.
AP

making process and perceived effectiveness of I and R'unit

operations was .291 with asignificance level of .010. ,The

Correlation coefficient was statistically ,,significant and the

null hypothesis was rejected. The amount of variance of one

)varia e explained by the other: was minimal, however, limiting
k,,,

the importance of the rela onship.

Six of

to reject the

was negative:

to have in tie

perceived thei

the correlation oefficients were of sufficient strength

null liypoh . The tensiency:of the relationshi

The mo involvemenreacher\s' perceived them elves

de sion-making process, the less effective the

and R unit operations to be; the larger the-
.

discrepancy between teachers' perceived real and ideal levels of

involvement in the decision-making_ process, the more effective the

perceived their I and R units .e. These results should be uti ized,

with ext?eme caution, however. None of the ationsbips expla ed

more than 10% of the variance of the variables,

studies in an area of research require correlation- coetficie of

.20 or higher to warrant further investigation.
67

The corre4atio

6 7Fred. N. Ke/linger, c t . , .p. 201.
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1

er-

'Or

coefficients in this study were in the .20 to .30 range. If the

negative relationships are found to bb of significant strength -in

future:studics, however, the basic concept embodied in the IGE model

of increasing decision-mAing responsibilities of participatory

I
. decision strictures appropriate to the scope of the decision would

be suspect. evetal possible explanations for the tlitdency toward

negative relationships are discussed in Chapter IV.

102
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS(-

This chapter begins with a presentation of conclusions based

on thelidese-riptiJe data of the study. Next, conclusions concerning

the relationship between involvement in the decision-making process

and I and R unit effectiveness are discussed: /hen, conclusions

regardiingthe reliability and validity. of Decision Involvement

Analysis Instrument are presented. The chapter concludes with

recommendations for future research and develOpment,activities related

to the decision-making process in IGE schools. '

ConcluSions Based on Descriptive Data

The descriptive data of the study led to conclusions in three

areas: 1) the degree to which varlouS decision'structures were per-

ceived as functioning in IGE schools; 2) the perceived real and ideal

levels of involvement of teachers in.the decision-making process in

ICE schools; and 3) the various decision structures ,teachers perceived

as being ideal for assuming
increased decision-making responsibility.,

\
6 .

P:motioning of Decision-Structures

Five major conclusions were drawn concerning.the functioning of

various decision structures in IGE schools.

r

91
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Conclusion 1.- There was little consistency among
IGE schools jn the structures utilized to make

decisions.

To describe a school as, an IGE school apparently would -not

ensure that the structures utilized to make decisions would be the

same structures utilized in other IGE schools. The greatest con-
,

sistency was found in decisions of unit and subunit scope. 'Even

here, only 44.67. of the teachers percetmed. the same structure, the

unit as a group, as making decisions of unit and subunit scope. In

decisions of schoolwide and extra - school scope, only 30Z of the
4

teachers perceived the same.structure as makkAg the final decisions,

. The results of this study indicated that research examining

the relationship of involvement in decision making in IGE and

Va11.4b1es,such as teacher morale or I and R unit operations could-

not attribute increased involvement-of teachers in decision -making

to the structures of the IGE model unless those structures were

verified as utilized in making the decisions. The increased involve-

ment in decision making could have been obtained through structures

utilized in non
-ICE

schools.

C nchrsion 2. ,Group decision' structures with peer

//
embership were functioning much more fully than

were group decision structures with ;membership from

more than one level of the hierarchy.
, -

A .

The unit was the only decision structure with group membership

hat was perceived to be making final decisions Of any scope. The

IIC, the SK and negotiating teams were perceived as making fin'al

decisions by fewer than 10% of the teachers. Furthermore, more

104
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teachers nominated group structures with peer membership than

nominated individual positions or groups with inter-level membership

as the ideal decision structures. The participatory decision

structures with membership from more than one level of the hierarchy

ware not functioning in a aebision-making role in the majority of

IGE schools.. ,
Conclusion 3. ICE principals were perceived as
having considerably more decision-making.respoh-
sibility than was considered ideal on decisions
of schoolwide and extra- school scope.

The principal was perceived to be making the final decisions

of schoolwide and extra-school scope by 157. mdte teachers than

nominated the principal as the position or group that should be making

the final decisions. Over twice as many teachers perceived tha

principal to be making final decisions than perceived the IIC to be

making final decisi s of schoolwide scope. Principals were not

utilizing theIIO in a decision-making role.

-Conclusion 4. The majority of decisions of'school-
wide .and extra-school scope were not perceived as.

being made in decision structures of the correspond-
ing level of the orgatirzation.

Over 50 percent of the teachers perceived decision structures

6
otliel, than those' of the corresponding level of;gthe organization as

responsible for makitig decisions of 'schoolwide and extra-school scope.

If the teachers' perceptions were accurate, most school districts

with schools implementing-IGE were not following the IGE model

concerning the decision-making roles of school level and district

level, structures.
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Conclusion 5. The unit leaders were not perceived
as,decision makers. ,

tess than 57. of the teachers perceived unit leaders-to b

making final decisiOns of any scope. In addition, Less than 5% o

the teachers 'nominated the unit leader position as the one that should

be responsible for making final decisions of any scope. At least -in

terms of decision making, unit leaders were not perceived as having

greater responsibility than their teaching peers. This indicated

that'the unit leader was not perceived as an assistant administrator.
e.

'Teacher Involvement in Decision Making

Two major .conclustons 'were reached concerning the perceived

real and ideal levels of involvement of teachers in the decision-

making process in IGE schools.

Conclusion 6. IGE teachers perceived themselves to
have moderately high.involvement.in the process of
making potent decisionspf unit 'and subunit scope,
some involvement in the, process of'making potent
decisions- Of schoolwide scope, and little involvement
in the prbcess of making potent decielons of extra-,
school scope.

The lack of involvement f 'school level-and district leyel

participatory structures in making decisions of schoolwide and extra-

school scope was reflected in the teachers' perceptions of relatively

low revels of involvement in making those decisions Increased

utilization of the IIC and the SPC would be a major step toward

increased levels'of involvement of teachers in making potent decisions

of schottiwide and extra-school scope. The moderately high involvement

4.,

,
of unit level.structures in making decisions of unit and subunit
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scopewas reflected in the teachers' perceived level of involvement
I

!
,

in the process of making potent decisions of unit and subunit scope.

The involvement of pees, in making potent decisions of appro iate.

'scope was occurring through the unit structure.

Conclusion 7. IGE teachers. desired greater involvement/
in the procass of making potent decisions, especially-
decisions of schaufwide and extra - school scope.,

IGE 'teachers desired greater.ivolvement in the decision-
~

making process on every decision content item listed on the Decition

Involvement Analysis Instrument. Evidently, teachers felt increased

involvement in the process of making potent deciiions was worthwhile

regardless ot.-ile scale of the decision.

Decision Structures Perceived As Ideal.

Two major cAclusions were drawn concerning teachers' per-,

ceptions okthe decision structures that_sheuM be utilized in making

decisions inIGE schools.

'conclusion 8. The unit structure,was accepted by
IGE teachers as the decision structure that should
be responsible for making potent decisions ounit"
and subunit. scope. .

The unit was nominated by nearly 60% of the IGE teachers as'

the ideal structure for making potent decisions ounit and subunit

scope.- Only 137. of the teachers felt the individual teacher should

be responsible., The loss'of individual. teacher autonomy as teachers

moved'into unit teaching evidently was accepted and. shared decision--

'makin ainong peers was considered worthwhile;

107
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Conclusion 9. ICE teachers had not accepted'the IIC
or the SPC as structures twit siaoutd be responsible
for making potent decisions of aChoolwide/and-extra-
school scope. '

t . ,

AlthOugh the IIC was nominated by M4 of he teachers as the

'structure that,shoutd be responsible for maicing otent decisions of

.

schodlwide scope, nearly 50% nomiliatecithe entire faculty as a

8

o

group or the unit es a group. The unitand the entire faculty as

groups were nominated as the ideal structures for baking potent
'

decisions of extra-school scope,by seven 'tunes as many to hers as
C. .

V

nominated the SPC. ICE teachers amelared confused as to the dec ision-
/

4h./.

making role, of various structures. This could stem from a lack qf
.

.

understarldihg by the' teachers of .Fhe scope of decision reiponsibility,,,

of each. cture or from experiences which have/made them skeptical

- of' the structures as meris of involving teachers in the decision-'

making, process.

Conclusions Based on Corre1.4.1pdal Data

.--

Two concluSions were made lyal o atilized to test tAle',.i
1 -.

. f
---

relationship'between involvement of.tephers-deciap-n mak i-/
A fr/

nd.

p

the effectiveness of I and R unitzo erations.
.

.
* / /

Conclusion' 10. Sli ly_negative relat onships Were
found betty `en the alS of invoVement of teachers

,

in the prOv,ess of making poterwdecisi ns 'an'd, the
.effectiveness of and R_unkt.operationS in
schools.

,--

dial levels-8r invovefent in de sionMaking and the e
----7 .

..-
, - t.

veness of I and R unit, operations were found 't9 ha e.,ignifi.---
x' ,._.- -

: - .

ant- vt inipial negative correlation. Although, the r lationship was
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very slight, the negative ten'dency of the correlation could signal

a problem area in the ICE model. If research finds increased involve-,

ment in theprocegs,ofmakingpotent decisions related"to less

/effe0 ctive I and R unit operations, the organizational omponent of

the-ICE model providing for participatory decision makigg would

,need to be re amined.

Several explanatidns for the negative tendency are poss6A.e,

The' interviews and observations of the first' phase of the study support .

two different expranations. Time is the key element in the first

explanation._ Nearly every ICE teacher interviewed said that teaching.

ima unit requkred more time than was required for self Lonts d

.

teaching. More tiTe was needed for lesson preparation,.. management

casks, and cbmmunieation among unit members and with parents. Many

of t e to chers came to school early ,and remained well beyond the

contr y in order to accomplish all that was needed for effective

unit operations.
.

Add involvement in decision...making to the demands on teacher

time and something must suffer. The decision-making process utilized

.to make potent decisions could ne expected to be time consuming.

.Tea-c-he s would have to spend time meeting wifth task forces, with

their units, wt parent advisory groups, with the ]IC, and with

the-entire faculty to eclsure adequate involvement in the decision-,

making process for most potent decisions of schoolwide scope, For

-decisions of extra-school scope, additional meetings would be required
4

at the district level 'and with task forces involving teachers from

other schools:

1.00
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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, quch

involvement 'requires time outside of the unit's operaticTs. As more

time is given to schoolwide and extra school matters, the time needed

`'for keeping the operations'of the unit at very effective levels may

not be available. As one'increases, the other must decrease.

A second possible explanation supported by interview data is

related to the scope of teachers' involvement. Involveme.nt in decision-

making beyond the scope -of., the unit usually gave teachers continuing
- -,.,

,X.
,

access to alternative ideas and materials that teachers involved only ..\

144
at the unit level did not have. For instance, three of the teachers

interviewed had served on schoolwide task fordes to develop objectives

and materials for individualized math programs. In their task force

rk they had met with representatives of publishers of individualized

programs, with teachers from .other units with varying 101, of how to

individualize Math, and with central office curriculum specialists.

Each of these contacts probably provided new insights into the ways
.

math could be individualized and altered the-teachers' perceptions of

the adequacy of their unit's present math program. The' information

gained through increased involvement in the process of making potent

decisions may have altered teachers perceptions of the'effectiveness

of their unit. Consequently, even though their unit may have been

rated "very effective" in comparison to other units, the increased

awareness of the, teachers gained through higher levels of involvement

it 110
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in tike decision7making process may have led to more moderate ratings
4.

of their own effectiveness.

If the slight negative tendency of the correlation of inyolve--

ment in decision making and I and R unit effectiveness found in -this

.

study is substantiated,in future studies, the effects,of increased

time demands and inoaeased awareness of alternatives would be worth

t. t.

Conclusion 11. Slightly positive relationships were
found between he discLepancy df perceive.d:real and
ideal levels f involvement in *the process of making.
potent'decisions and the effectiveness of I and R
unit operations in IGE schools. -

The discrepancy of teacherg' perceiyed'real and ideal ieveli

examining.

of-involvement in decision 'making and perceived effectiveness of I

and R.unit operations in IGE schools were foand.tq have significant
.

,

but minimal positive correlation. As discussed in Conclusion 10,

the explanations for the relationship, if substantiated in future

research, may relate to increased demands upon teachers' time and

increased awareness of alternatives thiough teachers' involvement in
.

the decision-making ptocess.'

Conclusions Regarding the Reliability. and Validity
of the Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument

Tijhe conclusions were reached.. concerning dr reliability an

validity of:the final version Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument.

°Conclusion 12. The scales and the total Decision
Involvement Analysis Instrument were of adequate
reliability for research purposes.

0

0.1
.
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The alpha coefficients oft the scales, and the total instrument

ranged from .7812 to .8954, all above the levels required for

general research. School districts'could also be confident that the

instrument would prpvide reliable data describing the involvement

, it

of IGE teachers in decisionomAking.

Conclusion 13. The Decision Involvement Analysis,
Instrument had content. validity.

The procedures utilized in the first two phases of the study

ensured careful attention to the development of an instrument tl4t

accurately represented thq2content of potent decisions in IGR
do

schools, the decision structures utilized in IGE schools, and the
. .

levels Of invol ement of teachers in the decision-making process.....

Actual eve arring in the decision-making process in IGE schools

were acc rat repiesented on the instrument.
t

Conclusion 14. 'Ltttle evidence concerning the
construct validity of the DecisiOn Involvement
Analysis Instrument was provided by the study.

-m The data concerning the 'correlation between teachers' involve

ment in decision making and I and R unt.t effectiveness were inconciusive.

Future studies utilizing the Decision Invblvemeht Analysis Instrument

will be needed to determine if the constructs .embodied in the instru-

'.

meht react in the expected manner with other constructs.

The Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument did represent

constructs found in the deCIsiori-Aqking literature. The instrument

accounted for the three dimensions of involvement in decision making

A 112.
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conceptualized by Lipham.
64

The content of decisions was accounted

for by the decision content items,.the extent of involvement was

accounted for by the Likert scale response format, and the personnel

involved was accounted for by the format'of the questions and by the

format of the response set for decision structure. The detail of -

Lipham's65 conceptualization of the decision-making process was

collapsed into the phrase "the decision-making process" in the third

and fourth questions asked about each decision content item..

-''
Three of the four descriptors utilized by,Dale

66
to define

decentralizaton were atsounted for, by the instrument: The potency

of the decisions, the scope of the decisions, and the frequency of

involvement. The amount --of checking required by superiors was not

acc \unted for on 644ipstrument, alt ough the levels of.the hierarchy

were represented in the responie set for questions regarding decision

4 seructures. Consequently, the instrument could be utilized to

gather data appropriate for studies of centralizatiop of decision

making based on Dale's definition. The instrument represents only

potent decision content items and would not be sensitive to the

possible over=involvemgnt of teachers in the process of.making trivial

decisions, sticH as may be included in studies based on Hage's67 /

64
James M. Lipham, 2.E. cit.

65
James' M. Lipham, 22 cit.

66_
Ernest Dale, jop,. cit.

67
Jerald Hage, pi. cit.
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definition of centralization.
.

Future. studies utilizing the Decision Involvement Analysis

Instrument not only would provide evidence of the construct validity

of thethe instrument, but also would provide evidence regarding the

- adequacy of Lipham's model of the dimensions of decision making,

Liphilm's model of the decision-making process, and Dale's definition

of centralization of deciiion making. This study provided an instru-

ment which accounted for the major elements of Lipham's models and

Dale's definition, but provided no evidence as to the adequacy with

which it measured such constructs.
4

Rectrmendations for Future Research and Development
Activities

°

ive recommendationt were made for future research and develop-
'

.meq activities concerning the decision-making process in IGE schools.

- Recommendation 1. The relationship between teacher
involvement the decision-makings-process regarding
decisions oklinit-subunit scope, schoolwide scope,

av 4 and extra - school scope and the effectiveness of I and
a R unit operations in IGE schools need to be examined

further.

The IGE model prescribes boai teaching in multiaged units and
)ri

-- inVolvemnt in, the decision-makin process through participatory

structures of approiate c If both are elements necessary for
4

pr sope.
t .

. . .

oviding an improved*learning environment and learning program forp

students, but are found to be negatilly related, the suspected,

causes for the negative relationship should be examined and appro-

priate modifications developed. These modifications may range from

.1i4
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......... minor factors, such as reducing the time dethands pl ced uponyachers,
1......

Auay.
,to major factorssuch as restructuring the role of the IIC primarily

.........

to handle potent decisioniOrfsehoolwide scope.

Recommendation 2. The relationship between teacher
invo1vemen4in the decision-making process and
student attitudes and student achievement in IGE
schools needs to be examined.

Reliable instrumentation validly representing the decision

process in IGE schools is now available. The eventual objective of

improved

r)cognitive and affective behaviors. The hypothesized relationship

between teacher inv.olliement in -decisionsmaking of appropriate scope

and improved student cognitive and affective behavLor should be

tested now that instrumentation is available.

Recommendation 3. The decision content items of
the Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument should
be reworded to clarify the scope of the decision in
question.

The apparent confusion of a few of the decision content items

probably stem from varying interpretations by respondents of the

-scope of the decision.`Mnce clarified, little confusion would exist

and the reliability and validity of the scales would be strengthened

even further. Item 2 should be reworded to state, "The amount of

money budgeted for implementation of new programs in schools through-,

out the district." Item 14 shOuld state, "The number and age-span

of students to be included within each unit." Item 13 should be

reworded to state, "The methods to be utilized in evaluating the

effects of IGE upon students within a school. Item 8 should be

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

unit - subunit scale and restated, "The instructional activities in

which each child should be involved4'" Finally, item 11 shpuld'be

reworded to state, "the numberoof art, music, an4 physitlareducation

specialists to be provided by the district."

Recommendation 4. Materials fnd programs should
be developed to provide principals and unit leaders
of IGE schools the opportunity\"to improve their
utilization of the IIC as a decision-making
structure.

Many IlCs are not being utilized to make potent schoolwide

decisioris and,' consequently, many IGE teachers are not as involved

inthe decision - making process as they would like to'be.

tion of fhe decision-Making role of the IIC may be needed. Programs

and materials training principals and unit leaders in ehe role of the
,,

IIC and in strategies and procedures that make the IIe effective in

that role would be of great help.

Recommenaata 5. SchoOl districts with schools
implementing IGE need to re-examine the district
level commitment to involving teachers in

. decisions of extra-school scope.

The IGE model provides for support for teachers from their

central offices to implement IGE. The central offices need to

communicate with IGE teachers effectively and to involue,them in

decisions directly affecting the IGE school's operations. The IGE

model provides for this communication pd involvement in decision

making through the SPC. Most districts have not effectively utilized

116 p



thf SPC and shoUld initiate o'r revitalize distric

t\ion commitments to IGE.

lob

evel implementa-

\ The potential of the IGE model will nat be realiz until the

decisi n-jnaking structures designed-to provide participatory decision-
,

making wit 'adequate vertical and horizontal communication are more

fully hnplemented. This study indicated that IGE teachers were

committed to the increasedleve.ls involveMent in the decision-

making process the cod\el prescribed for them, Principals and

4
district level personnel apparently have not had the skills required

to move the teacher commitment into action in the majority of schools

and.districti implementing IGE. Personnel throughout the facilitative

network for-IGE, from.the local education agency to the Wisconsin

R and D Center, need to direct a considerable portion of their

research,4development, and implementation efforts toward imprbving

the functioning of the decision structures and to capitalize on the

commitment of IGE teachers to-shared decision-making.

1.17
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INTERVIEW .SCREDULE

.

114

4

. 1. How has your participation rn this. school's decision making changed
from what it used to be? .

.

. .1.. .

1A) What decisions are you involved in now that you never used .

to be? V
.:"..1....

..,.% A.. ,

411. as*
.

*

1B) What decisions did you.use to make that you Peel you can no
.

'longer make?

I

1C) Are there any decisions that you would like to be involved in
presently that you are not?

ID) What decisions are yob presently involved in that you wish you
- didn't have to be? .

2. If you had to pinpoint the person or group that makes the most

important decisions,for this .school, who would it be ?.

I
2A) What decision does (she/he, this-group) make?

.

t

2B) How cancou affeCt these.decisions? .

2C) How do other people,affect these decisions?
.

2D) How do other people affect you in your decisions?

3. Who presently is not involved in the decision process of this
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 shoOld be involved in making these decisions?

,
5. What is the most important decision that was made in thi. school

this year in which you were involved?
.

5A) ,For yourself, how did you come to your final position oh this
deCisiou; that itsi can you set, out in order the things you
thought about and did?

5B) If this de6rsion were be made over again, what should be
. dont dilferently?

6. You are involved in ny other decisions in addition to thiP'one.
What is theusual way which you come to your position; that is,
can you set out in order he things you usually do in arriving at
a decision?

111.
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A
PANEL OF EXPERTSdo

Rating Form--Fotenc7.11
Instructional Pro&ram

2/26/74

How much importance. do you attach

to the decision on . , .

1. The needs and characteristics of individual
Idren

100

-'Th'e use of coputer-assisted, programmed
instiuction, and sets of curriculum materials

3. The e of stimulAtion and guidance provided
each' child

. The building-Lida instructionAr improvement
effort

5. The nature and content of pre-school programs

6. The :tture and number of field trips

7. 14e st.'oject areas c,ha.t

- reading, math, et8k.

will be "individmalizec"

8. The speed of ,changes in curriculum

9. The advancement of children from one unit to
another

/ .

10. The objectives to be mastered by each child

11. The supervision of students,on the playground

12. The assignment of instructional, objectives
and groups of children to be taught by teachers

13. The schedule of student;activities with units

14. The instructional time to be spent on each
curriculum .area

0

15: The selection of instructional materials tb
be purchased

16. The timetable to be followed in implementing
curriculum innovations

17. The dailschedille of a unit

128
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Little
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Much

Very
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4 5
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DECISION INVOLVEMENT ANALYSIS

Questions

please answer the following
questions in terms of your
school or school system by
placing the appropriate number
of the response in the boxes
provided for each decision
item. Place only one answer
in each box.

1. Which person or group is
primarily responsible at the
present, time for makint-this
decision?

2. Which psson or group Oo you
believe should be priMErily
responsible for making this
decision?

Decision Item #2

The selection of unit
leaders orblock leaders

1.

2.

118

Responses for Questions 1 and 2

The person or group primarily respon-
sible for making the decision:

1 - Board of Education
2 Negotiating Teams
3 - Superintendent'
4 - Asst. Superintendent (Business,

Special_Ed.)

5 - SPC (Systemwide Policy Comm:)
6 - `Special Districtwide Comm.
7 - Principal or Asst. Principal
8 - Resource Person (Counselor,

INC Director, Reading Spc., etc.)
9 IIC (Instpctional Improvement

Comm.)
- Unit Leader or Block Leader

1 - Unit or Block MeMbers as a-Group
2 - Individual Teacher
3 - Aide
14 - Student
15 - Other (Please explain

3. Whenever this decision is
made, how often are you
involved in:

A) providing inforzation
pertinent to the decision

B) developing possible
alternatives?

.C) recommending an
alternative?

D) making the final
decision?

E).evaluating the decision?

4., Whenever this decision is made,

how often do you believe you
should be involved in :.

A) providing information
pertinent to the decision?

B) developing possible

*alternatives?

C) recommending an
alternative

D) making the final decision?

E) evaluating the decision?

3.

4.

A)

B)

C)

D)

E)

B)

D)

E)

130

k%

Responses for Questions 3 and 4

The frequency' of your involvement
in each step of the ,decision- making
process:

1 - Never

2 - Seldom

3 - Sometimes.

4 - Often

5.- Always
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I

I

SCALE ITEM

- ,EXTRA-iCHOOL ...

t.....

.

123, :

2: The amount of` money designated
for implementati,of newprogreds
`within the school

7: The selection of new teactAks for
,

the school

,..

4

1

_11: The'relationship of art,,music
and physical education to the
instructional program '

15: The procedures tobe utilized in
evaluating a principal's, performance

'19: The procedures to be'utilized in

evaluating a teacher's performance

211 The criteria to be utilized in
evaluatiagpreservIce am; inservice
programs,

12: The nature and extent of consultant
help. from outside the school"

23: The transfer of teachers from one
unit to another unit within the
school

24 : The topics for the inservice
progrhm

27: The amount and nature of supervision
of teaching methods

28: The budget for the sch 61:

29: The extent of invo of parent
advisory groups in c programs of
the school

30: The selection'of unit leaders

135_
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I"

SCALE ITEM

"scnoompe f: The approva/ instructional
materials t 5be purchased

7

A

124

r 43: The naturzel'and ddration of
specific' instructional activities-.

4: The coordination of curriculum
'across uni4s`within a school

5: The amoumt of planning time
plrovided unit,leaders for unit -
related activities

6: The procedures -to" be utisli;zed
in evaluating instructional.
Materials withirCi. scho

The method ,used to modify
student 'Conduct or

10: The criteria to be utilized in
evaluating instructional program?
within' the school

12: The number and nature of parent-
teacher conferences'

13: The 'criteria toube utilized in
evaluating the effectiveness of
'ICE withinsa school

14: The changes to be made. In the
school wide organizational.
pattern

13C
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4



AA

-

:11>J4

A 4'

5,

11W
t)'

)

SCALE I' ITEM

UNIT-SUBUNIT 8: The duties and responsibilities
of' members in a unit

r

125

16: The groupingslo be utilized for
instruction (one -to -one, small
groups, etc.)

171,The.procedures to be Utilized in.
pre-assessing an individual
-student's level of achievement,
learning style, and level of
motivation

18: The design and content of the
curriculum within a unit.4A A

20: The curricular` area to be /
individuglized first, second,
,ptc.

/

'25: 'The grea(s) in wpich unit teachers,
shquld specialize

,

O .26: The specific instruct.ional obje_c-

tives each childisto attgin

*

.

a

,
, ,
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A

;
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APPENDIX F

-

CORRESPONDENCE WITH -PILOT' SAMPLE SCHOOLS AND FINAL STUDY .

SAMPLE SCHOOLS

Se.
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1
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the ? , ,
.Wisconsin .

, .127Research an' d Development Center
for Cognitive .
Learning

the Univeredy of Wisconsin .1025 West Johnson Street Wisconsin 51796 0(608)262-4901

k

4

May l5;* 1974

44- k

4,

Thank you for participatidg id the pilot test of the Decision
,

Involvement,Analysis Instrument. Enclosedis a copy of the final,'
instrument which is presently-being completed by. nearly 2000.
teachers and unit leader's in over 90 IGEr)segools around the nation.
Once the data as been analyzed, I'll send you an abstract of the
findings. ,-

,

)Once agkiP,'ehanks for suffering through all of the InterZwing
and pilot testing. HoOefully, your effort will significantly behefit
IGE schools' operations and the R"apd D Center's understand*Rg.of
teachers' involvement inrthe schools. .

I
IHave a good endof-the-school-year a a good summer. Call if you

tt.
ever' need astistance.

4.

3,

.4

e

"Sincerely,

Kenneth W. Wright (

Hesearth,11sis:tantt,."
'R-3 ConiponT

KWW:ad,

Enc.

4.0

f..
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Learning

Wisconsin

for Cognitive
Research and Development Center 128

the University of Wisconsin 1025 West Johnson Street Madison, Wisconsin 53708 (608)262 - 4901

G

.April 10, 1974

zsi

Thank you for,agreeing.to participate in-t6 study of the relationship
betty en Leach s' involvement in decision making and I and R unit
effec iveness As was e)tplalned over the telephone, this is a follow-

.

up st dY of the research conducted by Nancy' Evets on I and R unit
effec veness. We 'sincerely 'appreciate your willingness to take the ,

extra ate to help in, the research effbrt. 4, . .,
. . . ...or ; . - . ".

- In order to provide you with Some feedbaCk from research, I have
v

.

enclosed a summary of the completed and ongoing research ofourcompo-
nent. If you need more information or other-assistance,:,fiel.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.,

. '.
. .

. ,
The Decision Involvement Analysis lastrument will be, mailed.to ypu -..,

during the week of April 15-19. A complete set of insvuctions will.

be.included. Presently, I expect to Report a,summq of 'theorhe results
brAugust,'1974,, Arf letter form to (all the pafticipating schools. The
final technical paper may not he p&J.ished until Ur sprilig.of 1975.

N

0,

. '. ... t .,,. a. 4 '
anks again for all of'yom cOperation. .

>-,
Sincerely, S. ..

-,... . i A:

4

'/. to l, / e.
P:' tenneth'W. Wright'.

Research Assistant
R -3' Component

a,

,

ONI:pp
Enc.

:

1

4t,

4

2 1;

9

4.



the

the
Wisconbin
Research and
for Cognitive
Learning

Development, Center, 129

University of Wisconsin 1025 West Johnson Street Madison, Wisconsin 53706 ( 608)262 - 4901

4

April 10, 1974

U-

TharIK you for 'agreeing to partic4ate in the study of the relationship
*between teachers' involvement ii3decision making and I and R unit
effectiveness. As.was explained over the telephone, this is a rolIow7
up study Of the researth conducted by Gary Giamenz on I and R unit.
effectiNieness. We sincerely appreciate your willingness toeake the

...

extra time to help in the research effort.

In order to proVide you with some feedback from icoc.arch, I have tn-
tfosed a summary of the completed- and ongoing research of our compaAent.
If you need more information or other assistance,, feel free to callme
at 608/263-4270 (collect) or write. ,I'll be glad ta.help you-or put
you in touch with someone who can. .

3

The Decision Involvement Analysis Instrument will.be mailed to Ou
during the week, of April 15 -19.' A complete set of inst/ructions will
be included. Presently, expect to report a summary of the tesu)ts

!ioy August, ,1974, in letter form to all the particikatineschools.. The
final' technical papei tilay not be published until the spring of 1975...

0-.
.

Thanks again fot all' of Your cooperation:

Sincerely,

Kenneth. W. Wright
Research Assistant
R-3 Component:'

Oe'

KWW:pp-

Enc.

/

4
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. .
Wisconsin" .

Fleearch and Development Centerfor Cognitive
Learning .

130

' the' Univerilty'of Wisconsin 1,025 West Johnson Street. Aladison, Wisconsin 53706- (608)262 - 4901

,

a

,-

ti

4 ea

ti

Thank you for participating in .the R and D Center's study on
teacher anyolveme.nt in decision-making in 16-E---schgrols. Your
responses have been received and are being preparedfar-co
puter analysis. Once the results have'been analyzed, you will
receive anoabstract of the findings. The final technical re-
portprobably will no,t be published until spring or summer of
1975. You will receive a copy when it is ready.

If you ever need assistance from our abmponent of the R and D
Center, feel free,,,tol wriq or call. Thenks again for your help.

Sincerely,

Kenneth W. Wright.
-,,

Research Assistantt
R:-.3 Component

608/263-4270 A

KWW:ad7,.

. ,

s
. ' .

c

S

.
I '

t
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R UNIT OPERATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE
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'I AND R UNIT OPERATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE

132

.

DIRECTIONS: The following items are based upon the performance objectives
identified 1)31 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 ineffectively

A. Instructional Program

Our I and R unit, in the curricular area(s) to
, which we'are applying the Instructional Program-
ming Model:

VE E SE I VI

VE E SE I VI.-

VE E SE I VI

VE E SE I VI

VE E SE I VI,

1. Develops and/or selects outlines of skills and concepts
to be learned which are appropriate to the student in
the'unit.

2. Develops and/or selects behavioral objectives related to
the skill and concept outlines.

3. Specifies materials, equipment, personnel, space and
time needed for instruction.

z.
4.' Uses 'a variety-of- materials for each of the identified

instructional objectives.

5. Specities teacher activities needed for instruction.

6. Preassesses students for attainment of the objectives
within-the first month of implementing the Instructional\

' VE E SE I VI- , Programming Model.
-. '

.
. .

.
. .

Z. Preassesses student4' motivational level, learning style,
interest.and attitudes);;and special problems as soon
after the.preassessment of okiectiv4 attainment as the
unit staff can conduct the assessmentgad-utilize the

...

-
VE E SE I VI results.

. 8. Places studentsin initial urriculum :areas
. based on preass me results regarding achievement,

'' learning S motivational level, interest
, or other

VE E SE I VI relevant variable(s).

14'4



9.

VE E SE I VI

10.
VE E SE I VI.

11.
VE E.SE I VI

12.
VE E SE I VI

13.

VE E SE I VI

' 14.

VE E SE I VI

15.

VE E SE I VI

16.
VE E SE I VI

17.
VE E SE I VI

18.
VE E SE I VI
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VE = Very effectively
46 * E = Effectively -

SE = somewhat effectively
I = Ineffectively.

VI = Very ineffectively

,Uses a variety of student groulling patterns in the course
of a particular curriculum such as a) independent study,
b) one-to-one (teacher- student), c) one-to-one (student-
student), d) small group (3-11 students)', e),Redium group
.(12-19 students), f) class-sized group (20-39 students),
and g) latge group (more than 30students).

Assesses students for attainment of objectilies after
instruction.

Records assessment results in a usable form (e.g., on
charts, ,14cBee cards, lists, or individual folders).

Conducts evaluation regarding the percentage of students
who 'attain specific objectives.

Regroups students at least every two to three weeks based
on needs and attainment of objectives,

Plans for all I and R unit teachers to teach in the, IGE
subject-matter areas.

Conducts evaluation regarding the effectiveness of the
instructional materials currently.in use.

Conducts evaluation regarding.the effectiveness of the
instructional techniques currently in use.

Conducts evaluation regarding the effectiveness of the
assessment materials currently in use.

Conducts evaluation regarding the effectiveness of, the,
assessment techniques currently,in use.

B. Staff Development

Our I and R unit:

19. Participates in the school's staff development program
VE E SE I*VI as planned by the IIC.

VE'F SE I VI
20. Participates in the evaluation of the school's staff

development plan.



)

VE = Very effectively
E = Effectively

SE = Somewhat.effectively
I = Ineffectively

VI = Ve'ry effectively
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21. Participates in the evaluation of the intern-student
VE E SE I VI , .teacher program:

22. Meets together for at least three days prior to the
opening of school: ,

VE SE I VI

VE E SE I NI

VE E-SE I 3.7r

VE E SE I VI

,VE E SE I VI

VE E SE I VI

VE E SE I'VI

VE E SE I VI

'VE E SE I VI

VE E SE I VI

a. to make immediate plbns regarding student grouping
patterns and scheduling for the first one to two
weeks of school.

unit's instructional design and goals for the
to make long-range plans regarding out I.and R

entire year.

23. Meets at least one day per se
not at school to extend IGE pla
cular areas.

when children are
into other curri-,

C. Organizational Operations

Our I and R unit:

24. Schedules unit meetings regularly.

,25. Schedules at least two hours per week with one'hour in
a single block 4o Plan,for instruction.

'41e* 11

26. HoY1s unit meetings during the reggiar staff working day.

27. Requires the unit leader, unit teachers, interns, and
student teachers assigned to 'the unit to attend unit
meetings.

28. Prepares and distributes an agenda to all personnel
involved in the meeting prior to unit meeting time.

29. Has its unit meetings chaired by the unit leader.

.-
30. Focuses discussion on agenda topics at unit meetings.

31. Has consultants, teachers, Mg directpr (librarian),
VE E SE I VI aides', and others attend unit` meetings at our request.

VE E SE I VI 32. Keeps minutes of unit meetings.

146
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VE = Very effectively
E = Effectively

SE = Somewhat effectively
I = Indifectively

a
= Very ineffeGgively

33. Distributes minutes of unit meetings to total, unit
VE E SE I VI staff, the Ile, and others who attend unit meetings.

-
VE E SE I VI 34. Holds goal-se-fing meetings at least _once per semester.

1PE E SE I VI

VE E SE I VI

VE E SE I VI

VE E SE VI

35. Holds curriculum design meetings at'least once per quarter. A

36e Holds meetings to 6-Valuate instructional units, programs,
and unit oper4ions at least once ,per qparter.

4

37. Holds grouping and scheduling meetings at,,least once
every two weeks.

38: Holds meetings henever necessary to deal with immediate.
problem. --

. , '.,

39 Evaluates the flexibility of the,schedule at least once.
VE E:SE I VI per quarter.

0 e

40. Assesses each unit member's expdrtise in subject matter
VE t SE I VI at least Qnce per yeaF.

..----

41. Assesses each unit member's expertise iri, instructing,
la E SE I VI various sizes and kinds of groupsat least once per year.

42. Provides at least five hours per week released time from
instruction for.the unit leader to plan, manage, study

VE E SE I VI, and conduct research:

43. Provides at ].east one hour per week releaPed time from
instruction for teachers to Plan, study, and conduct

VE E SE I VI research.

144. Assigns aides (instructional and clerical) tasks according
to broad guidelines established by eh C.and/or specific

VE E SE I VI - guidelines. established by the unit,.

VE E SE I VI

45. Assigns each teacher a specialization in a curriculum
area, or teaching styles td develop, so that he can act
as a resource person tp the unit..

46. Identifies each student in the unit with a teacher who'
monitors his pcogress during the year and takesdnitiative

VE E SE I VI as required in the IGE 'subject-matter areas.
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VE E SE I VI

VE E SE I VI

VE E SE VI

7

VF, =rVery effectively:
E = Effectively

SE = Somewhat effectively
I = Ineffectively. l
VI = ery ineffectively

4

D. School-Commanity Relations

Our I and R unit:

47. Identifies each student with a staff member for purposes
of home-school relations, including conferences ind home
visits, as well as day -to -days guidance of the student and
monitoring of hisTerformance.

136

48. Reports: individUal students' progress to parents.

49. Cooperates with the IIC in interpreting the IGE/MUS-E
%concept to parents and residents in the school attendance
area.

50. Cooperates with the IIC in utilizing volunteer community
pet-sonnel (e.g., parents, other adultdi high school and
college students; and people with specia1,ezRereise) in

VE E"SE I VI the instructional program and other school activities.

s.

; 1.4

14Q,

e5
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National Evaluution Committee

Francis S Chase Chairman
Emeritus Profssor
University of Chicago

Helen Barn
Past President
National Education Association

Lyle Bourne
Professor

University of Colorado

Sue Burl

National Evaluation Committee
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Emeritus Professor
The Nilo State University

George F Dickson
Dean College of Education
University of Toledo

/University Advisory Committee

J ohnil Palmerr Chairman
Dean School of Education

William R Bush
Deputy Director
R & D Center

David E Cronon
Dean
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Diane H Etch
Specialist es
R & D Center

Evelyn Hoekertga

Coordinator
R & D Center ,
Dale D 'Johnson ,

Associate Flamm
Curriculum and Instruction

Herbert J Klausmeirr
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R & D Center

Associated Faculty

Vernon L 'Allen
Professor

Psychology

B Dean Bowles
Professor

Educational Administration

Thomas P Carpente
Assistant Professor l
Curriculum and Instruction

Marvin J Fruth
Professor

Educational Administration

John G Harvey
Professor

Mathematics

Curriculum and Instruction

Frank 11 Hooper '
Professor
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Herbert J Klausmeier
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Joseph T Lawton
Assistant Professor
Child Development

t
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Professor

University of Illinois
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Professor
University of California Santa Barbara
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Professor

Duke University

Barbaia Thompson

Superintendent of Public Instruction
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Joanna Williams
Professor '
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Columbia University

James hi Lipham
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Wayne R Otto
Associate Director
R & D Center

Richard A Rossmiller
Director
R & D Center

Elizabeth J Simpson
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Joel R Levin
Professor
Educational Psychology

L Joseph Luis
Professor
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James fil Lipham
Professor

Educational Administration
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Professor
Educational Administration

Gerald Nadler -
'Professor
Industrial Engineering

Wayne R Otto
Professor

Curriculum and Instruction

Robert C, Petzold
Professor
Music
Curriculum and Instruction
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Thomas S Popkewitz
Assistant Professor
Curriculum and Instruction

Thomas A Rtroberi.
Professor
Curriculum and Instruction

Richard A Rossmiller
Professor
Educational Administration

Dennis W Spuck
Assistant Professor
Educational Administration

Michael J Subkoviak
Assistant Professor
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Professor
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Professor
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