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. Margaret W, Westley
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"~ ABSTRACT - - , Co

This theaés att;;;te té assess the effect.of (ijntne ;
Quebec Department.of Education regulations applying to all /
CEGEPs 'and (2) the somewhat different goals and structures of
‘two;Engfieh colleges‘on the structure and functioning of two
depantments in eaen college: physies‘and soclology. Several
4 studies of organizatiens n&ve found that tne nature of the
task determines the kind of structure an organization
: develops. ‘
T This study concludes that in the—two colleges studied,
the CEGEP system regulations had the greatest effect on struc-
~uture of departments, followed by college goals ‘and structures
o " and that there was little difference between departments at
i . ‘ each college, Eyat could be elglained by differénces ;n tne 6
"nature\of the tasks oflteaching phyaics and soclology. fIh
classrooms, however, atruethre is primarily a refleétgen of °
the degree of certainty concerniné'the knowledge gaée, 1
netnods and problems prevailing in the two academieygise}pé . ‘
|
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INTRQDUCTION'

) This thesis is a study f two departments in tw0‘h
Colieges a' enseignement general et professionnel, gener-

. ally calIed CEGEPs in Quebec, [t began as an effort to
retest the findings of a study fade in the United States
of graduate departments in 80 universities by J Lodahl

‘\and G.. Gordon, called "Differences Between Physical and
.Social Sciences 1n University Graduate Departments." The
aut ors, found that the stage of development of a science{
that s, the extent to which members of the scientific dis-

3

cipline agree about basic knowledge, principles and methods,

4

was associated with the way in which professors related to

. \ |
students, How they felt about their work and how they organ-

- emw e e e .
.

o
=

ized their departments. .
I have started with the sane basic problem,’ the '
ri lationship between the nature ofKQCademic diaciplines and

the functioning and structure of departments, but have tried

. contract it horizonﬁ7lly and expand 1t vertically. I
i

sciplines from the four (physics,

chemistry, political science, and sociolegyl\used\i: the
LLdahl-Gordon study to the two extremes only: - physics and

'''''

T duced the number of

chassroon.structure and academic discipline. I expanded

' 8



‘ their- study vertically by asking whether the goals and

structure of the college and ‘the effects of being part Of a
CEGEP system would have an influence on the functioning and

structure of departments as important as that of thé nature'

b F

of“the disciplines. o L

A combination of methods was used involving observa-
tions, interviews and two queationnaire suryeys, one concern—'
ing deparimental decision—makiné;'the°otner, claqeroom

decision=-making. As such, it offers an opportunity to com-'
4

pare the kinds of data wkich each method yielde and to check

inoonsiqtences. ' ' . ;

This thesis was also an effort;to make an empirical

study of a formal organization using:dben systems'tneory.
assumptions, particularlv as$umptions goncerning the effects
' of "the environment,-goals and technology;(orutne nature qf
the task itself) on organizational\sub-systenrstructuretand'

process, , - ' . ’ -
J, - . R ° . .

Chaptep T'presents'§pe theoretical background -and

some of the emoiricai evidence which bears on the problems .
‘of thls thesns‘and Dresents the: assumotionq, deflnitions

and hypotheses on which it was based, Cnanter'II descrioee ;
" the method of study and data analysis. Chapter 11T is a
description @f the CLGEP systen in Yuebec and the extents to
whicn it 'constitutes an environment which limits and suppogts '

the organizational forns and activitieg of all the'colfeges&’

The material in Chapter ¥ is based entifely on’the period of
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_and sociology classes. at both colleges,

-

observation in the twq cdlleges studied",Middiéton and

Greenwood, and on intensive interviewing of teachers and

‘hdmintstrators at both colleges. Some- students who serve as

ctass representatives in. Middleton dzoartments were also

interviewed The purpose of the chapter is to provide evi-’

dence for the original assumptions of the thesis: '(19 that ..

. ~the two colleges had different goal priorities; (2) that they

. had different structures' and (3) that physics and sociology
‘as disciolines would exhibit the same: pharaéteristics.of
naradigm develooﬁent found in graduate schools.

Chapters V ad VI are anelyses of the data obtained
from the q&éstionnéires. Lhapter V examines the results of
the retest of oarts of the Lodahl Copdbn“study which concern

“deoartmental structure . Chapter VI presents .the data on
classroom decision-making obtained from students ‘in nhysics

lhe CBnclusion is -

a summary of all fin01nos and\of some hprtheses suggested \

by “this study. n . | ',‘ = S -

f
The names of.the. colloées haWe beefi changed and = .

>
pseadonyms are uged throughout in order to assure confiden-

t]fality' - “ o . ‘e

.,

Y
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CHAPIER I ,
) ’ : S,
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUGTURES ACADEMIC DISCIPLINES,
GOAILS.- AND ENVIR@NMENT .

»

) . -
The phrpose of this chapter is to review the theorcfz,

* 1cal and empirical context in which this thesis 1is located,
. « R
and, hopefully, to-which it contributes. ‘The first three

sections deseribe the;theoretical foundations of the lodahl- .,

Gordon studies of U, S. graduate departments which this study .

'has attempted to replicafé in part. That stddy was based op

two. theories which I will explain: the Perrow model of .the .
relationship between technology and structure in organiza-
t%ons and the Kuhn conceptualization of differences between

péradigm and pre—paradigm sciences. The Lodahl-Gordon-study

' suprrted in most respects both Perrow's ahd Kuhn's perspee- , .

‘tiVes and is summarized at the end of section C.. In that

study the goals and structures of the organizations (univer-
sities) were regarded as given. Furthermore, environmental’

effecis-on'the upiversity organization and on the depa?tmenj

' tai sub-systems '(other than those arising from the community r

of scholars)-also were“not\conside:ed. In other yord3¢\
Lodahl and Gordon seem to have assumed that-the nature of

academic disciplines alone can account for d epartmental
structure and that non-academic influences from the

vl
'
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environment can beylargely idnored. This’thesis nroposesvto:'
apply an "open systems" persgectiye’on the.assumption that + .
- - strubture.and"QBjcfibning of departnentsuWill be effected by
’ + (1) the structure ‘and goals ofﬁthe organizations’of which |
’ they are a pdrt, and by (2) interdction between the organiza-'
) tion and relevant parts of.the énvifonment, in this case, the
’ CEGEP system-in Quebec. '
’ , o .~ Beginning with Part D, therefore, I discuss the "open
1 system" theory of organizations and some of the«empirical ‘
work in that perspective which demonstrate° the imoortance of
" _ ' Senvircnment anc organizational goals in this kind of organi—
~ . zational analysis. ‘T will also sugcest how these ideas apply
- \: . " to Middleton and GreanOod as QXampleS of colleges in the . "\
CEGEP system in Quebec.‘ Finally, we will present ‘the hypoth- )
b _eses, the assumptions and the definitions on which this study

. proceeded The purpOSP of the thesis was to retest the

Lodahl-Gordon studies

nd to broaden the scope of their

14

investigaiion of the rela aship getwecn academic di$cfblines

and departmental structure y investigating (1) classroom
‘structure as the actual acadenic. tasky (2) the influence of
the goals and structure .of the organization (college) on -
departmental and classroom structures and (3) the influence

. of the CEGEP system in Quebec on departmental and classroom

.structures.
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A)% Organizational Structures: '(Tbg Perrow Model
'Relationship ‘between "organ“izational goals, tec¢hnology

and oggénizational s.truéﬁﬁre is so well explored and docu-.

:mented in industrial organizations that it hard Ty needs to be

res}é;ed. ,'Sinc.e’ very _}1ttle h,;as been dc'ade allo‘ng th'ese’ lines -~
in e:iucational ins{ifcutions, I have tried to adapt séme of,
t'.he,:theory and ‘mei.;hod already developed with regard to worg
qréaniza;tiéns to the éomparison of the 'two\ CEGEPs, Middleton

~ and Greenwood, which: have different organizational structures,

to some extent different goals, but the same technical pro-

3 8
@~ * ~

.cesses.

Charles Perrow has developed a useful model for the .

analysis of people-processing organizations, (a categox:y

"inecluding schoo}.s)‘wb.ich was used in the Lodahl-Gordon stizdy

" to explain the association between academic discipline and -

départmental sti‘uctui-e:l s
T
Raw material is Raw material is non-
uniform and stable ' uniform and unstable
Process not ’ +Soclalizing insti- ‘Elite psychiatrie
well understood tutions (schools) agency
y , (L (2)
Process’ Custodial 1institu~ Programmed. learning
. well understood . tiomns, vocational - school .
. training .
(4) ; )]

1 - : , “ -
_ . Charles Perrow, Organizational Analysis: A Socio-
logical View, Tavistock Publications Ltd,, London, 1970, p. 79.

N N
- v



Perrow's basic thesis 1s that the organizational
struoture that is appropriate and effective for that organi-

zation depends on the nature of the task to be performed., If |

i the raw material (in this case the recruits) is regarded as

uniform and stable (for example, as all criminal) and it is
believed that the process of rehabilitation is ¢lear, then *
the process is.capable of routinization and this will be most

eéffectively achleved through a bureaucratic structure. An

’elite psychiatric agency, on the other hand may regard each

.patient as unique and his cure as problematic, something to

be discovered in-each case., Such a people-changing task will _
require a loose, non-bureaucratic structure.. In industrp,
massuassembly is an'example of_the first, R and_D firns are
examples of the second. ' LA |
\ o Within an educational organization, we might see that -
this would apply to the different parts of the school, or 1its
different tasks. . With regard'to the teaching task, students
may be p rceived as uniform and stable (that is, the recruits
are all alike, néeding exactly. the same information, training,
discipLine, skills, etc., and they might be pre- selected to

insure this outcome) or non—unifqrm and unstable (not only ;

different one from the other in important ways,Ybut likely to

- change in composition from one term to the next). Also, the

teachers and adminisirators may assume.that the process of
changing the students (or educating them) is clearly under-

stood and can be routinized, or that it igfupcertain in :
-, { . .

—

i
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results.and constantly embgecf to charge in content and
épproaeh. 'Thé'feur possible‘combinaéions'for teaching taek
deridition are: routine and stable, routine’ and non- stable,
non-routine and stable, non-routine and non stable, Perrow s
theory is that ‘the less is known about the process and the

: mgre the raw material is seen as unpnedictable, the 1ess
routinization is possible. _Problems must be solved on the

IS
O

spot which perhaps, have not come'ub before ‘and may not again,

Loose structure, with a'high l@vel of lateral communtcation, - ‘w
. few regulations -and decentralized decision-making .then, isv

congruent with the ﬁask, since it allouﬁxthe'maximum flex--, .
b 1bility and initiative in problem solving at the level of the ,
.task. Routinization will actually impede the task. On the - .

. other hand, such a structure yhere the material to be prSQ ‘
cessed 1s standerdized and the Puocess routinized, would be a..
‘teonstant and mnnecessary'irfﬁtant. It would be:fhefficient.
for a task that can ini be'efficient, since-litile crea-
tivity is possible when problems are mostly already solved, 2
There has been no lack of models for measuring=and
analyzing organizatidh structures,3 but‘there.has been more

L4

difficulty in finding indices of the technology or task.

.. Perrow, himself, says: "Few organizations w ll’characteriie

-

P - ’ T h

. | ‘ 2 n
,’ y . . o ' Ibid."pp. 75-85 "-..

\
. L

é : 3 Richard H. Hall, Orgagigg&jggt’ Structuzeiaﬁg Pro-
, Lo cess, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1972,
- Chapter 2 has a good summary of these, C )

) Y

-~ - » @
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6 . themselves g§ routine, and most employees emphasize the vari-
A . ¢ '

|

ability of their jobs and the discretion required.“h This 1is

cértainly iikely io be true among academics, What is needed

1s some objective critegia for determining the hatgr!jff the'

discipline ecan be compared with another along Perrow's con-

S -tiouum, . ., - / {
o +

B) Acsdeﬁic Disciplines: Kuhn's Paradigm Concept
- ' . , N

o

i

Kuhn's concept of "paradigm" provides such a set of

criteria.s It was an attempt to distinguish the historical

4

R teaching task of college teachers with which one academic
\ stages of the devélopment of scilence, ‘and at the same time, ‘
|

assuming a discipline to be moving toward a sclence, it can*
“be used as a means of distinvuishid% sciences at a given

“
- moment in time. " Kuhn defines-a paradigm as the agcepted

theory and findings of the field, and it includes what 1s=-
important.to study and the method. It "stanas for the entire
i' K constellation of belilefs, Values, techniques, and so on -

Lo o ‘ -shared by the members of a given [scientific] community," and

"a paradigm is what the members of a scientific conmunity sff/
1 - .
A4 \

i / 5
1 s, . . t
i s i ' -

. v

Charles Perrow, "A Framework for thé Comparative

H ‘ s .
; &5 Analyéis of Organizations," #mgz; an Sociological Review,
! . . v. 32, April 1967, p. 208. A .. _

o

] )

3 < ’ > Thomas S. Kuhn, The-Structure of Scientific Revo-
| lutions, Foundations of the Unity of Science, University of
. . zatlons,

i : .

f

|

P Chicago Press, Chicago, 1970. °
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share, and conversely,'a sclentifit¢ community consists—of men
yho share a paradigm.“6 Tt follows from this that if a

science has reached what Khhn calls a\ "normal" science, there

: will be high consensus among the members of fne discipldne as

to theory, methodology,and problems. Kuhn goes on to discuss
the situation’of the social sciences as "pne—paredigm," a .
situation that existed Hg the physical sciences before 1700,

ia which there are competing 'schools of thought as. to what 1is

Mproven" and about what the most important problems 1n the

|
|
|
|
field are and by what method they should be “studied. Only 1
when one of these emerges‘as dominant enough to produce a ’ ,

high degree of consensus among all members of the scientifie

.'fieid has that field reached maturity.

C) The Lodahl-Gordon Study ‘ - R
T . ; \ .

Using Kuhn's concept, Lodahl and G0{9onuasked staffs
of poilgical'science, scciology, chemistry and physics .

‘departments in a stratified random sample of 8Q universities

in’the United States teo rank several disciplines in terms of”
paradigm deveIopment.7 The resuite showed that there was a

high level of agreement uithin'and between\disciplines as to

6 Ibid;, pp. 175-176.

7 Janice lodahl and G. Gordon, "The Structure of
Scientific Fields and the Functioning of University Graduate

Degartments Amgzlgag Sociological Review, vol. 37, Feb.
972, pp. 5 )

1]
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,  whieh sciences have a high paradigm deve10pment and which ‘

were low. Briefly, the ranking order was$ physics, chem-
istry, biology, economics, psychology, with sociology and
political seience tying for J.ast,place.8 Since the sample
of qnirersity scientists was over-weighted on the side of
high ratings of the institution on the Cartter Report,? it

, can be assumed that the judges were competent. Lodahl and

Gordon chose to study physies, chemistry, sociology and
political science departmeqts~as repreéentgtive of the'two .

extremes of paradigm development.-

The members of the departments in the sample of uni—\o

versities were then surveyed as to their attitudes toward a
g ’ :
nu@bérlof aspects of their work,’@he basic assumption being

(as predicted by Perrow, whose model they were using) that

-the more agreement aboutizheﬁknowledge base and about what
should be studled and how, the easier the communication
‘would be be{ween'colleagues end with 'students. Thigis
because‘the department member is sure of what he knows and
what needs to be: :communicated, and shares an extensive
VOcabulary with other members of the discipline. This being

the case,-high paradigm members should find working with '

8 Ibid., p. 60, - . &

? Allan M. Cartter, An Assessment of Quality in

Graduate Educatign. This was a report prepared for the
American Council on Education rankingfall university
graduate departments on a variety of factors.u

', . ~—

A

* . t. |
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the departmental chairman and the university central adminis-

students easier, teaching more rewvarding,’ and agreement with
colleagues ae to course content and degree requirements~

easter than would faculty in low paradigm departmenté This
is, in fact, what was found. In termg of agreement over  the

content of survey'couraes, the rank order was, from high to

low: physics, chemistry, sociology, political science. Phy-

_ gsical scientists also reported more and easier agreement on

requirements for degrees‘and‘had significantly more willing- .
ness to spend‘timehceaching graduate studenfslo than dld

social.sclentists. There wefe many other findings cone¢erning T
different functioning and attitudes among the universit&.' |

graduate departments studied, but these are the ones which

"might have relevance to a CEGEP setiing.

Having established the usefulneks of the paradigm con4
cept as a measurement of the differences between the social |
and the physical sciences and that these differenceS‘were‘
reflected in the functioning of depariments, Lodahl ‘and §ordon~v
then attempted to discover whether these differences were '
reflected in departmental structures., Faculty were asked how
much influenc¢ the individual faculty member, a faculty group,f

T

tration had on ll"different.decisions which are essential to
$

R

\
L S

v

[

o

-

0
Lodahl .and Gordon, "The Structure of Scientific

' Fields and the Functioning of University Graduate Depant-

ments” pp. 61-62.
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the teaching and research tasks at a graduate school.11 It

-least at the university graduate school 1level.

+
N R
-.13 - 1
'0 . > o, ’ v !
& o
[

was found that in‘the physical sciences, dggartmggtal auton- \

omy tends to be.the rule, and that social science depar tments i

‘are tharacterized by more individual autonomy. Furthermore,

"the physical science fields are led to employ different
means (such as faculty committees) ‘to rationalize deci-
sions about the teaching process by the technological &\
demands of teaching in their fields and because the
rationalization of these decisions is possible without

too much conflict"l2

. - ™ '
while "sdcial science .fields have more administrative influ-

ence, more individual influence, and less teaching-related

~ faculty decisions than physical science fields."13 It would

appear, then, that.there is support for Perrow's theory, at .

A

Although Lodahl and Gordon suggest that the reward
svatem of the university itself may be partly responsible for

<

““the different functioning of departments, no attention is

paid to university structures and goals as independent vari-
ables. Sirce the adminiitration of most universities is- A

rather formalized, with dministrative hierarchles wielding a

fair amount of authority, we can assume that thg 80 univer-

sities studied were of this aort of structure, but nothing 1is’

13

Al

N

11 Janice Lodahl and G, Gordon, "Differences Between
Physical and Social Sc¢iences in Undversity Graduate Depart-
ments," unpublished draft for future publicatjon in Refeare
in Higher Education, 1973 (Tablek). o

S

Ibid.,.p. 17.

"1
13 Ibid,, p. 15.
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séid about it,specifiqally. Tﬁeir goals are assumed to be

_uniformly orien’ted toward research and the training‘of grad- ¥ 4

u te students to do research with teaching a secondary, but

also essential goal

D) Open Systems Theory - g ‘ /. ' : :

»

 The problem of how to define the bourdaries of -an C
organizétion, and of how to limit the area of study to
manageable proportions has been a continuing one in the

theory of organizations, 65V10u51y, the narrower the hefiq-i

' ition, the fewer the variables'thai must be considered, and
the greater- the possibility of producing a clear, unambigu-

-ous picture of the reléiionships one wishes to understand.

On the-other hand, by so doing one may fail to see or under-
stand activities whigh occur in organizatiéns that are-the.-: -
result of attitudes and experience. the members bring.with. . _.
them or of various envircnmental‘conditions.

Beginniug with the classical school of managemeqt,
tbrough the Human Relations in Industry studies, the empha- :
sis‘was on the work place, the shop or the work group. It

was assumed that either the interaction of individuals in

!

_the process of working together at a given task or the

. structural requirements of the task itself accounted for the

form of an organization and the relationship of parts to the y
whole.. The goals of the prganizétion were assumed to be the

production of a prodﬁct or service in the most efficient way

LN
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possible and the environment, including the technology neces-

saﬂy to the task, wés.bonsidered-to'be~stab1e, at least for .

th;‘time being. Howeverj as the.rate of environmental change
| 1 .ac#elerated in industrial socleties and as brganizational .
reisearch became more sophisticated, it became increasingly ] \

R -/ obvious that neither-the goals nor the environment could be ‘3

o

ignored or assumed as given.

(<3

‘s f Open'systems‘tﬁeo ontrasted with ‘closed system

~-

sciences in an effort to
: 1 explain certain obvioﬁ- differences f:n-the way organie
VOr liv{pg systems functio fun ;ning of non-~living -
: ,/sys%eﬁs (mechanical,,chemi-al,‘e (See Koehler, 1938;

]
von Bertalanffy, 1950; G.'Somferhoff, 1969). Katz and Kahn

/
/
|
1

|

|

I

/

H'(1966) have summarized the subsequent efforts to apply open
systems fheof& to social organizatiogs,as follows:

i

T .
N .

T .

I : Organizations as a special clgks of open systems
o have properties of their own, butsthey share other
Eroperties in’ common With all open systemg. These -
. / ) nclude the importation of energy from the environ- ’
’ ment, the through-put or transformation of the S
\ / » imported energy into some product form which is T
‘ characteristic of the/system, the exporting of that
product into the environment, and the re-energizing
! of the system from soarces in the environment.
' . - Open systems algo share the characteristics of
: . negative entropy,-feedback, homeostasis, differen-’
! tiation and equifinality. The law of negative

o

., ] _ . M
: 14 See W, Koehler, "Closed and.Ogen Systems," (1938)
P, - 3 in F, E. Emery, ed., Systems Thin y 1969, pp. 59-70; L. von
\ Ber talanffy, "The Theorg of Open Systems in Physics and
Biology," 1950, pp. 70-84; and G-. Sommerhoff, "The Abstract
: Characteristics of Living Systems," in F, E, Emery, ed.,
Systems Thinking, 1969, pp. l47-202., . |
. R
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entropy states that systems survive and maintain theilr
characteristic internal order only so long as. they .
import from the environment more energy than they s
expend in the process of transformat#n and exporta-
- tion, The feedback pringiple has to do with informa-
tion input, which is a special kind of energic
importation, a kind of signal to the system in rela- s
tion to its environment. The feeedback of such inform- ~
ation enables the system to correct for its own mal- .
functioning or for changes in the environment, and -
. thus to maintain a steady state or homeostasis, This )
is a dynamic rather than a static balance, however.
Open systems are not at rest but tend toward differen-
tiation and elaboration, both because of subsystem
dynamics and begcause of the relationship between
growth and survival. . Finally, open systems arg
characterized by the principle of equifinality, which
asserts that systems can reach the same final state
from different initial _conditions and by different
“paths of development,ld . :

- One of the lines of research that has been at least
influenced b& open systems theory, if not directly descended
from it, is that which has concentrated on the relationship

between through-put and structure in cowplex organizations, of

which‘Woodwaéd, Harvey and Perrow are exemplars, WOodward‘sf--t
study of 100 unit, batch, mass assembly and process production -
industries in Britaln found that "different technologies o

imposed different kinds of demands on individials and organi-

. zatiéhsiénd these demands had to be met through an appropriate

structure." . L. - N

Harvey ﬁﬁllowed this with a'study of 43 American

, /

15 b. Xatz and R..L. Kahn, The Social Psycholoey o
Organizations, Wiley, New York, 1966, pp. 19-28. .

16

!

/

E C e Jod£=Woodward, Indugtriagl Orgggizatiggz Theory
and Practice, Oxford University Press, London, 1965, p. vi. °
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industrial plants in which'he concéptualized organizational
technology as a continuum ranging from "technical*diffuse- .
ness" to "technical specificity" and found these to be con-
sistently related\tontpe number of levels of authority and

the number of specialized sub-unite.17 On the otner hand, |
Hickson, Pugh and Pheysey, in a study 'of 52 work orgadiza-
tions of considerable variety, came to some conclusions that
contradﬂbied~WOodward's, and they offered the’possibie'
explanation that "variables of operations technology will be

related only to those structural variables that are centred
nl8 (

(
4 L I
This research, as well as that of the socio-technical

on the workflow.

school, représented by the wotk of Emery, Trist and Rice, is
within the open’éystems theoretical framework, but these
researchers have concentrated on a narrow spectrum: the input,
throughput;‘and outpui-level. Implicit-in their work-is.tpe
idea of equifinality-(an organization may dé)iﬁe many diffefent
ways of ‘producing the same ouiput) and of differentiation (a
given system may have many different sub-systems, each with a

different task, and therefore a.different structure, which may
f . ‘ .

17 E, Harvey, "Technology and the Structure of Organ-

iz&tions " American Sociglogica] Reviey (April, 1968), v.:733,
pp. 247-259. _

18 D, J. Hickson D, S, Pugh and D »*C, Pheysey,
"Operations Technology and Organization Structure. An empiri-
cal Reappraisal," rative Scien R vol 14,
September 1969, p. 395.

b
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be constantly'changing'in r%sponse to the needs of the total
system, to other sub-systems or to the external environment)
Both of these ideas are pertinent to the study I propose.
HoweVer, they have managed to ignore many of the problems
posed by open s?stem research, particularly enVironmentzl give
and take. Théy ha‘_ve looked for what J. D. Thompson in.a study ]
of the medium bomb ming of the Strategic'Air Command. of the '
USAF describes as a "highly protected organization [in which]
structure primarily reflected technological contingencies."19

t

‘There is, however, another body of work which has

attempted to deal with problems related to the environment t
within which organizations function. General systems theory
assumes that organizations have a set of interdependent parts

organized for.the purpose of. attaining a specified goal and

.~ ensuring survival, Talcott Parsons has described the "social

system" ?s a network of lnterlocking systems and sub-systems

¢

whose functlons meet each others' needs. - T

. "An organization is a system which, as the attainment of
< v 1its goal, 'produces' an, identifiable’ something which can
e be utilized in some way by another system; that 1is, the
output of.the organization is, for. some other system, an
input,"20

. 15 J. D, Thompson, “Teehnology and Structure " in
Marshall W. Meyer, ed., megne_si__SMLLJidjlsiem_s-__liead—
ings on Qgganizag onal Behavior, Little, Brown and Co., Boston,
1971, pp. 196-208, ‘ : .

. 20 T, Parsons, "Suggestions For a Sociological Approach
to Theory of Organizations," in Amitai Etzionf, A Sociological

Reader 02 Complex Qﬁzagizgtions, Holt, Rinehart & Winston, New
Qrk 9 9’ PPe. 32" 22N
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- On the basis of this inter-relationship, the continued exis-

tence of an organization and its ability to procure the -
necessary resources to achieve its goals depends on the value
L \ | T

of its output to the larger system., This may be illustrated ™ -
in the following Way‘;f“ ‘ . -

-

- H’ - ) \
¢ L N
|‘ ! Thé~S6cial System .. ‘ N
g Organizations @ ' Rﬁi-.
Sub-systdg Sub-system

-

v
w e

,Q;arsons therefore defines an organizatibn as "the speciél type -

of social system organized dbout the primacy of {nterest in

21 Once

the attainment of a particular type of system goal."
having ‘defined what an organigation does, it is possible to

distinguish it from other kind$ of social systems on.the basis -

that an organization has specific goals and bounda;ies that

can'be located by reference to objects or processes which 1imit
or contribute to the organization's survival or: its goal-
attainment, - SRR ’

This yill apply to the sub-systens)wifhin an organiza-

tion as well., If sub-éysiems perfor:/ﬂunctions for the organ-

d1zation, then this system in turn meets the needs of higher-

level systems, from which point of view it itself is another '

R
sub-system, To use a collége as an example, there are at

least three sub-systems:' academic departments, maintenance . <

°. 21 '
3 Ibid-, p. 3%9. '

L
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and administration, each of which consists of people whose
4

activities are consciously coordinated toward the—échievement

of some function required by the other two sub- systems snd of

the college as a whole. One might say that the administra-

tion controls the 1nput and output of students and of person-

nel, whereas academic departments are concerned with the

throughput the trg}ning of students., In return for this
service, the. larger soclety provides money, buildings, stu- -
dents, and teachers which the school requireséto continue to

. turn out CEGEP trained students. Finally,.the activities of&

“ "administretors, teachers and studentsﬁcf;éte maintenance work

(1obut) which when carried out by that gﬁﬁisystem (output)

makes it possible for the other sub- -systems and" the college

as a whole (organization) to achieve their function of edu-

- \ ' cating students, This achievemeﬁt,-in turn, ensures 1nputs - I

of needed resources from the Province of Quebec—(environment');:t~
: AN

-

- ‘ It 1s perhaps easy -to see- that this functionalist-_
apprcach leads sooner or later to, the natural or open system
approach, and that environment and goals must be incluged in - l
organizational analysis. It is also clear that«wlth such ) l
complexity of relationships and in a setting of change and
hetdrogeneity, neither the goals of an organization's members

nor envifonmental pressures can be assumed to be constant.

1. Environment .

Studies of. the relationship between organizat?ons and
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congerns to explain organizational structure and processes.22

The first category includes all those studies which siress

change. The first group we have already.discussed.

The work

”either the "environment input" or the "environment- -output”

‘ technology and those which stress’the rate of enwironmental

of Burns and Stalker and of Emery and Trist, both of which

relate organizational form to market pressures and competi-

tion, are examples of the latter.

istie" form (very close to the rational hureaucratic model)

Burns and Stalker found

" with anﬁ"organic" form of organization An which roles and:

processes are continually redefined in terms of particufar

tasks, Emery and Triat camed§o similar‘conclusions.~

1

the environment have tended, in&Silverman'a terms, to stress

1

. that stable market conditio”§~were associated with.a "mechan-

. whereas a rapidly changing or unstable market was associated

\ .

would also include StinchCOmbe s study of Social Structure -

of the influen 9

)

of . environmental input on organizational

e Bureaucratic DhenQ_gnQn as. further examples

form, since both are concerned with the effeet of culture on

organizational structure. Stinchcombe ‘shows. that organiza—i'

tions which.aﬁpear at the same time have simiflar structural

. 2
' David Silverman, The Theorz of Orgagizgtiong,
Heinneman, London, 1970, pp. 16-20~

o~

!

-

@

- properties as a result of the norms and resources available
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at a particular period, 23 Crozier/% study showépthat the

4

. dominant French cultural norms and values determin3~organ-

izational forms at allilevels of the soci&ky.zh

13

* Studies of environmental. output type are conhcerned

. b

whth the relationship between tLe function of an organiza- 3ﬂ

tion and its environment, in the fukctionalist iiadition.*’
In these studies, the form of the organization is seen as
Adetermined by the part it plays for thessocial systemf?s a
| qhole. These -include ¥e;ton s and other studiles of_ud?n~e

tended codseqdences of ofgﬁnizational|béhav10ur such as

Selznick'h discovery of the displacement of\goals which ~

occurred. in the TVA as‘a result of itsggrass roots policy,25

as well ag.Parsons and Katz and Kehn who are concerned pni-',

marily with the intended consequedces of organfzational

changag their goals or dissolved altogether when the need

for their functions ‘diminishes or disappears, or, as in the '

case“§rqthe National Fbundatioq for Infanttle Paralysis,

. ) . e
the organization's goal of bringing infantile paralysis,
’ . . : : ‘

% -

23

» -
L

“ behaviour. David Sills'fodnd that many drgenizations have- -

Arthur Stinchcombe, "Social Structure-and Organi-

zations," in Marshall W, Meyer, ed., Structures, Symbo1s- and
Systems, pp. 261-288. E

&

Pl

!
}

AN

. 25
& Ro¥, New York, 1966
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: 2 Mrens1 Croéier, The Bu;eaucEgtlc Phgnomenon; Uni-
versity of Chlcago Press, Chicago, 196k, ) ‘

; 3
Pilip Selznick, IVA and the Grass Roots, Harper:

~
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under control'waslachieved.26 Lawrence and Lorsch also |
belong in this category, Their study of organizations in the
fgod, plastdcs and container industries foumd that organiza-
tions in dealing with environmental requirements tend to dif-
ferentiate and to assign adaptation problems ianlving rele-
Vaht sektors of the environment té'different sub;groupﬁ of
_thg"gggqnization, thus developing different behavioural and

- gtititudinal attributes among members of the ;ub-grpups.27

To apply‘this to our concerq33 colléges"assigd t6 the Board -
6f Governors the, problems of 1egitimatién in the.clienf com-
minity, while administration handles high school guidance
systems and govefnmental regu}atory bodies. What is of sig-
nificance to us here 1is that, as also predicted by March and
28

Simon?® this differentiation of function leads to differen-

tiation of-goals_aﬁong sub-units which tend to regard thelr

.own function as paramount at any moment 1A time;ﬁ Naturally, .. .
this may, if sub-unit goals are in conflict with each other - -
or with organizational goals, lead to intra-organizational

conflict and perhaps even to a deflection. or displacement of

o

26 David Sills, -"The Succession of Goals," in Amitai

. Etzioni, A Saciological Reader on Cgmg]Px Orgagizatigng, pp. -
175-197.

. 2 . . ’
.27 P, R. Lawrence and Jay I&mscﬁ; Organization and
Epvironggnt, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1967.

28 ;. G. March and H. A. Stmon, Organtzations, Jobn
Wiley, New York, 1958, p. 41,
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oréanizatiqnal,goals.
. ; .
2, Organizational Goals

This brings us so consideration of the goals of an
organiza%ion which in open systems theory mustﬁba considered
bronlematic) for ihetreasons outlined above. Simon assumes
that goals of an organizagign_are multiple, oftan conflict-
ing, and subject to change‘és a result of internal and
external pressures. 29 To this list of characteristics,
Andrew Gunder Frank3o adds that organizational goals are’

, often ambiguous and involve conflicting standards, which are—
"selectively enforced. This state of affairs is the result
of (1) priyate motivations and goals which individual mem-
bers bring with them; (2) the tendency of sub-systems of an
organization +to develop their own goals; and (3) uncertainfy
and change_ i in inputs from the environment and envfronmental
needs served by the organization. ‘

Such differentiation obviously requires some Iintegra-
tive force to keep-the organization from flying apart.
According' to Simpn, organizational goals, implemented effec-

tively, act as a corstraint or control on decision-making

<

29 H A, Simon, "On the Concept of Organization Goal,"
Admi rativ Scienc ar y Vol,., 9, Je, 1964, pp. 2-22. ,
,f 30 : "
. Andraw Gundar Frank "Goal Ambiguity and Conflict-
ing Standards: ‘An Approach to the Studg of. Organizations,"
Human Organjzation, 17, #k, Winter, 195 59, pp. 8-13.

e
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within organizations;, Péoplé ér; offered various inducehents
to contribute to'achievement‘of organizational gbéls. In
this trade-off of inducements and contributions, the organi-
zation as a whole, its sub-units, and its ;ndividuai members

are all constrained to consider the goals and’ interests of '

~ment. The organization must accord some degree of recogni-

tion to theipriVate member and sub-group interests an@ éoals,
in order to obtain cooberation. On the other hand, the over-
all organizational goals limit what the organization will

accept in the way of motivational concerns of the partici-

pants. Applied to académic departments in a .school, this

. means. that the multipie goals of the individual members as

‘well as their shared sub-system or departmental goals will

be q?ntiﬁuously limited by the organizational (the school)- -
necessities, but thét the college, in order .to motivate the. =
members to wgrk for thé overall goals, will acceﬁt compromises
and try to meet member goals to some extent. e e

In summary, we may say that the 1npu%1throughpﬁt-.

output model of the relationship between technology and

structure suggests that it is the nature of the,taskrwhiéh
determines the most effective structure. Kuhn has pfovided .%;i
w:perspeqtive on academié disciplines which enables us to ?J//
define the nature of the task 6f'§eaching physics as requir- ;

ing greater roufinization tﬁan does the task of teaching

soclology. According to oped sygtems theory, however, this
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formulation is too restricted, since it does not allow for -

environmental inputs and oufouts‘which,befqg erucial to the
-functioniné of organizations, may possibly cause the‘organi-
ization to modify,.cﬁange or displace its original gogls,,if

not to disappear altogether .- In other words, we cannot '

* assume that the only or even the primary goal of an organi-

zation is the efficient production of an object or a service. .‘-"
This, howevei, is the basic assumption underlying the tech-
oolocy and struetﬁre argument. Open ‘systems t theory assumes
that organizations have survival as a primary goal, and
efficiency may be the means to that end under-many condi-
tions of environmental demand and suoply. In addition,
individuals and sub -groups may have many goals, gpme of whlch,“
also\represent adaptation to extra-organiZational and extra-
task contingenciesl A1l these goals are subject to change as

a result of the functional relationships between systems
sub-systems and individuals, 1The relationship between environ«
ment and organizational goals is a reciprocal one, and organ-
igamionel or sﬁb-system struc{ure may develop to meet market
'oempnés or in response to cultural nor@s) for example, as well
as because of the technoloéy.required to produce a commodity

or a service. | o

. If this 1is true of the relationship between orgeniza-
tions and the larger sacial system, it is also true of |
relationships between the organization and its'sub-systems;

I would expect, therefore, as suggested by openg;ystems
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. theory that the nature of tne primaky goals of the college °
’?ﬁ~~ o .and the structures which develop :to meet these gosls will act
as a continuous constraint on the activities and ‘goals’ of the !
departments, and vice—Versa, and that this feedback process
will tePd to modify the structure and functioning of depart-
,l ", ments in the general direction of the system goals -- even e
when this is;contreiy to the structural requirements for

. . P ,
technological effectiveness in meeting sub-system goals.

3. The CEGEP System ag Environment .-

"The environment or the social system as a whole is
too, complex to treat except as a larée number of. independent

variables from which one selects fof‘consideration_those

which seem mostaimbortant ffom a particular per spective.

Lodahl and Gordon considered only the enV1ronment -input

e = - represented by the values and .norms of, the scientific com——--<;
;:~ - ' munity and the .extent to which these tended to attract

t Tresearch funds.. I, have assumed that since CEGEP teachers ‘

' were_trained in academic. standards (all must have atxleast é'
‘ . master's degree) and are prepaiing many of their students

|

for university, that they belong to the community of Scholars

?

in their discipline, Just as those at the university do.
However, I'have added to the Lodahl-Gordon formulation
another‘environnental variable, namely, the CEGEP system in

. Quebec, or the relationship of the colleges to the Quebec
Department of Education. | by o

¢ . Cos ]

‘s

-
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-rersities. The aesumption ofpthis study was, howevér, that!

., length- in .subsequent chapters.
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The importance of the CEGEP level in a retest of the
Lodahl-Gordon study was first, that a different task {only
teaching, and at the introductory level as compared to
research and teaching at the graduate level) is required of .
members of academic departments. Secondly,ocolleges operate

under a greater degree of governmental control tﬁan do uni-

~ these environmental factors, being relatively remote would

have less impact on departmental structure and functioning ‘
than the goals ‘and structures of the colleges themselves. ‘
The environmental input in terms, of the client popu- ‘ !K
1ation (students and parents) which ihe two colleges serve
and the kinds of teachers they have hired.is recognized but

not investigated. This was e,deliﬂerate choice made in an .

'attempt to limit the study to organizetionel rather than -

cultural variables. These questions will be discussed at _.

’

Y ad

4, College Structures and Goals : L e
: N . o
We have expanded the Lodahl-Gordon study in two other

ways. We have investigated classroom structure in addition

' to departmental structure and we have investigated the influ-

ence of different college goals and structures onbacademic
departments’and classrooms. ff ve consider departments as

sub-~ systems and the college ae the system or organization,

-

then the nature of the collegT administratize structure, 1te.

.

.7
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values and goads may have a very important influence'on the
. ' — .
‘structure of departments and classrooms, perhaps as import-

ant as the nature of the task itself. The Lodahl and Gordon-
study-did not investigate the nature of the univeréity gstruc-
ture in which depértments were embedded: but since most uni;
versities afe.organized along fairly bureaucratic lines with
‘administrgiive hierarchies, formaldzed rules and clear role
definition, we can, as evidently they did, take this‘univer-
sity structure for graeted. ’
Greenwood and Middleton were in many ways alike 1;
structﬁre because they wefe,subject to the same regylatory
control of the Department of Education in'Quebec and the
basic goals of all CEGEPs had been defined by legislation.

-~

Nonetheless, the two colleges had developed at the time of _

)

this study differences in goal emphasis and structures which-~

were recognized by members of both colleges. - Greenwood
emphasized-academic excellence and subjeet centred learning_

- and was trying to develop a relatiVely formalized or "mech-
anistice” structure. Middleton emphasized student- centred
/Aedpuggg within a humanistic education perspective and had
déveloped an "organic" form involving fluid and indefinite
foles; very little fcrmalizetion,iend decent;elizétion of

_'decision-making to the unit or individual directly concerned.
T%e last included a commitment to democratiec participation
and student parity oQkall decision-making bodies.

Although Middleton had, at the time of the study, a

“

)
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strueture which.had developed as a reaction to bureaucracy, .

defined in Crozier's sense of a form or organization

characterized by "slowness, the ponderousness, the routine,
the complication/ef.p?ocedufes oo and the frustratio%s
whieh/fﬁeir members, clients or subjects consequently endure"3
there were nonetheless many bureaucratic elements in 1ts

structure, in the Weberian sense of rationaligation of qol-

. lective activities, many of them impoged by the Depa}tment

of Education. On the other hand, although Greenwood was try-

ing to become a more efficient.bureaucracy, it was having

" difficulties with this, perhaps because of the fact!that the.

majority of employees, as in ‘any school, aré{brofessionals.

Several studies have found that professionals, who have many -

rules and regulations :iilt into their training, as well as ..

the expectation of ind endent and creative- work, are.not—-

easily supervised or regulated by non-professional groups or—’

routine procedure,s.32 In addition,.both schools are strue-—--
tured to some extent by the Department of Educatibn regula-
tions and the top administrative posts and thelr Job descrip-

tions are specified by the Department. We have already men-

tioned that college goals are to a large extent stated by

3

CrOZier, Pe 30 ‘

- 32 William kornhauser Scientists in Igdustgx Uni-
versity of California Press, éerkeley 1963; R. H. Hall

. "Professionalization and Bureauératization," ASR., v, 3§

No, 1, February 1968, 92-104,

)

h

<
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provincial decree for both colleges and that between the two

* that concern us hetre, sStudent-centred learning and academic

o

— == —— . -— «(3) rules, (&) procedural devices for work, (5) limited - - - --—--

1]

excellence, colleges may only choose which is of most import-

ance. How, then, given the similarities, could organiza‘-
tional differences .‘be identified which might be expected to
influence the functioning of departments és' my hypothesis
suggests? (i o
Using the Weberian rational-legal'model,of bﬁx;eau-
cracy and assuming that the ideal-type is useful as a model

for comparison rather than as an accurate description of any

ex,ilsting organization, I assumed with Hall and others, that .

bureaucracy in this sense can be regarded as a continuum and
the two schools compared with each other on this scale. Of
many- elements found by .different researchers to be present

in organizations and agreed to be characteristics offbur;aaiu-

cracy (1) hierarchy of authority, (2) division of labour,

authority of office, and (6‘)‘ impersonality of personal con-
tact were listed by most 'df them.33 These hav? been refined
by Pugh, Hickson and Hinings::"‘+ to develop a scheme for

/

. . . ¥
33 R. H, Hal].?. "The Concept of Bureaucracy: An

Empirical Assessment,” American Journal of Sociology, v. 69,
No. 1, July 1963, 3k. |

3k

Empirical Taxonomy of Work Organizations," Administrative
Science Quart y . 14, No. 1, March 1969, 115-126.

-

D. S, Pughy D, J. Hickson, and C, R, Hinings, "An
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"problems to solve. Pugh,et al found that both their dimen-
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classifying organizations according to the degree of bureau-
cracy present in their structdres. The dimensions of burgau-‘
cracy which they found to be emoirically useful are: (l)ﬁfhe‘
structuring of activfties, that 1s, the degree of standardi-
zation of routines, formalization of procedurcs, specializa-

tion of roles, and the extent to which behaviour is specified
by the organization; (2) the concentration of authority, i.e. |

the cpntralization of authorlty at the upper levels of the

hienarchy and in units outside ‘the organizat1on and (3) the

line control of workflow, or the degrec to which the people
actually doing the work control it as opposed to a co;¥r01

system based pn procedures dictated by stcndardization. T "

I found this a very useful scheme for analyzing the

‘structural differences between Middleton and Greenwood,

because 1t 'seemed to encompass both the most 1mportant,dif-
ferences and similarities, The CEGEP system is very new, \;>
Middleton .is the oldest‘English one and it is on1§ five year
old, _For this reason, the colleges have under gone rather

continuous and rapid change and have had continually new

sions one and three are Qubject to deuelopmental sequence.
Structuring of activities, for example,.tends to go from ®
little to much with increase in size over time, and in the
same circumstances, line control, that is control of the
workflow. by members or workers fends to change towdrd

impersonal or procedural control of tne’workflow3 Both these
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factors suggest that Middleton should be more structured

‘tpan Greenwo jsigce- it is both older and bigger. A third

dimension, the concentration of authox:ity, on the other hand,

doeslnot necessarily change with time or size, since these v

'patterns tend to be the result of historical factors and of

the relationship of the organization to the environment or
the auspices under which it operates. In this case, althougb

1

the environment has specified certain ‘aspects of the struc-—
ture of both colleges, historical factors have been differentb
and have produced different adaptations in the two schools.

To measure the difference in bureaucratization between
the two schools was not the point of this study, and goes
beyond its purpose, but to be able too establish-that there
were struct‘ural differences between the two schools and that

the differences were capable‘ of having an impact aL\t the: - —

departmental \level was necessary to test the second part of

kWL
S

my hypothesis, This became more urgent as initial observa—

tions of departments suggested that the existence of student
parity at Middleton was honoqred by lip—serv.ice only in many
cases (as one would predict) and that where-it was actuaily
in oper;t,icgn it seemed to have little effect on d‘epartment\al
functioning., Administrative statements, c‘;.ables of organiza‘-f
tion and calendar- announcements are, of ccurse, known to be

as often as not only "official" rather than "operative." In

addition, then, to these indices of differences in college

.governance, an effort was made through interviews,



» ' . ; "~3)+ - . [ . \

- . \
. . -
.
'

o

observations and questionnaires to probe for differences in

the degree of bureaucracy in,the'tw% schools, Bearing the
Pugh scheme “in mind. If the colleges were different in'their
degree of bureaucracy I assumed‘thap this would bé reflected
in the work experience of departméﬁtal members, students and
teacheré, iﬁside andg outsidegxhe classroom; Exactly how this
wa§ done will-be-discussed in the.section on methodology, but

here I might say that I expected that teac’!%é, particularly,

would experiende these differences_inﬁterms of.such evetyday

~

problems as (a) whether ‘one takes a oroblen to a person or to

an officet how}much auﬁhority, reward and power resides in .
offices as comﬁared to persons, and whether teachers %eel

that authority fnd powver 1s clearly and effectively limited
byﬂregulationélpr rules; (b) the extent to which a division

’

of labour is .observed -~ that is, do peoplelsticﬁito their
roles or does everyone do everything?; (¢) the degree of

Succéﬁsful routinization and smoothness of registration pro-

'y b

cedures, grade recording, timetabling and other routine
- 3

activities, i.,e. how often crises or unexpected deadlines

occur around routine activities; (d) whether decisions are

made, in general; on the basis of personalistic or-univer-

j
salistic criteria in such matters as hiring, firing, '

academic,standards, breach of contract, student probléms;
(e) the degree of centralization of authority, i,e. the =
éxténi to which departmental: or classroom decisfons or .con-

trols are in thé hands'of_top~a&ministrators (ipcluding“
. | -

/ Q - .k\ \4 . i

!
|
|
1
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—_government) Father than decided by teachers and students..

‘ ; ' Greenwood was chosen for stndy on tne grounds that it

-

| a -'.‘ approabhes the university administrative model. Middleton
| ‘was chosen because 1tSs ctructureq and goals were NOT 1like
those of the Lodahl-Gordon study, whlle in most other respects s
Middleton had the same organizational problems and task as all {
j“*\ CEGEPs , including Greenvwood. In short, the choice of colleges
A : represents an effort to hold other variables constant, in trﬁ—
ing to assess the effects of organizational goals and struc-
june'qﬁwecademic-departmental‘and classroom structures.’

AN

£

E) Assumptions, Definitions _and Hypotneses
Cgo " N

>

This study makes open s&stems assumptions abont the
rélationshio;of environment, goals, etructures and ‘the task
‘ , of the'brganizations studied. QIt assumes thathdepartMents at
the two colleges may be regarded as ‘'sub-systems of the 1larger
system which is the college, which in turn is e sub-system ofﬁ' -
7 the CEGEP system. These’systems and sub-systems are all
relateﬁ.to each other in snch a way -that the optput of\gne is
v o+ the inppt of the other, anti all are engaged in some ‘activity’
‘ . which meets tné nee@s of the nehbers, of the organization, '
and of the CEGEP system, They are all, ’furtbernore{ to be
defined as formal organizations, as distinet from other social
systems and.I accept Parsons' definition of an organization

. as "a special type of social sygtem organiged'abput the‘

primac§ of interest in the attainment of a'particular type of
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- of ﬁy assumptions is that the answers to questions which
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system goal v At the same time, I would hope that the study
shows that dec ans, goals and organizations are made by

“people, by individuals, .who act together through dooperation,

competitidh, coercioR: conflict or consensus, to reach some .': )

' common definition of the°situation and a set of role rely-

~ -

fonships which we call structure. In this connection, one

people give concerriing who influences decisions is accepted

as reflectingractual structure of classrooms and departments,
znot only pgrcepti_ng of structure, I make this assumption

for two reasons. In the first place, it wasWade in the

-“;odehl -Gordon study and I wish to stay as ’'close as\possible

'to the terms of reference of the work which I am attempting’

to replicate. In addition, I feel this can be Justified on

A

- the, further assumption thattpeople act on the basis of shared"

N nfﬁpeanings and that if the majo{ity of mémbers of a deparjment

or of a class share a common vieEVOf the roles and. relation-s-

: ships within the group, the Chances are that they act in.’

N

ﬂ%terms.of those perceptions. Where this proposition seems in
doubt, triangulation has made it. possible, in most'cases, to
check the accuracy of survey data with data from observations
and interviews and’ to determine when perceptions of structure
.diverge from structure. N ~ v

‘Perrpw g theory and Kuhn s paradigm propose four .
possisllities with regard to the relationship between aca- *

demic discipline, and how people will téach and the . \
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"“z 4 decision—making structures‘tney will evolve. Since I find

| . Perrow's terminology awkward when apblied to teaching as a/=»

', . task and tos tudents a.s a raw material, I will describe
students as having uniform or non-uniform needs, rather than

.~as stable raw materia}, and the knowledge base as certain or

P ’ uncertain, rather than.as a well-understood .or not well-

’ understood process. Perrow ﬁ%sumes this relationsbip to be
based qn the teachers' perGEption of—tge student needs in
relation to the nature of the subject to be taugnt. they may
regard the student needs as uniform, or all alike in what
they need to learn, and the subject as a certain body of

o knowledge sthey may regard the student needs as uniform bnt
the subject as umce;tain; they may regard the subject as cer-
tain, but the students as non-uniform; and finally, they may
regard the  subject as uncertain and the studends as don- "

ﬂunifogm,=§ﬁlnce I have taken the twq extremes of the'above

;”T‘:“ - 'spectrum, I would expect in accordance witn Kuhn's concept of

\.paradigm and pre~pe%edigm science that'tne sociology depart-

ments wifll fall into the uncertain and non-uniform category
ahd*the'physics department in the certain and uniformcate-
gory, and that the way people teach and the way they organize

ﬂxtheir departments will reflect this, ' ﬂ ~

-

-\

Academic excellence 1s measured- by means of grades.-

Grades are used ¢o indicate the amount of knowledge or skill
! )

| . a studeat has attained in a given subject, If knowledge is

regarded as measurable, it must be viewed as certain and

i

[kl
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» students, since they are measured on a common scale, must be:

regarded % hqv_in‘g.uniform properties in relat;oﬂ to the task
of teaching and learning. This logic can be regarded as the
unﬁerlying assumption of traditional teaching roles and rela-
tionships*and, as we would expect on the basis of Perrow's
theory, it has led to a standardization of teaching methods:

mﬁlectures; exams, grades, It also has led to a role relation-

"“ship or classroom structure in Whichffhe teacher or school
‘ administfgtion is the "authority and soufce of the generally
accepted and certain knowledge. 1 the decisions therefore
afg maQe by these authorities, JStudents' interests or pre-
ferences are secondary to the purpose of imparting basic
knowlédge of a,subject. This is.tée~i0gic behind the rela-
tionship between academic excellence or subjegt;centred
learning and classroom structure., I Qill, therefore, assume ¢
X that_a_primary emphasis on ééademig excellence 1is an index _ _.
?f subject-centred learning as a priority goal. n
'o i will define student-centred learning as an effort
to a the subject to the. interests, needs and” aptitudes of
the student. In teaching, this should evidence itself iq the
_ amount of student influence on classroom decisions about con-
tent apd method and should be higher in sociologm departments.
Inﬁthén$hysics departments, I would expect to‘fiﬁd subject~
; e\tred learning (defined as a concentration on getting across
%o .
student must or shpuld adapt himself to the demands of the

basiclknowledge to a student and an attitude that the

]
:

.
v a2
» .
. , %
ord . '
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subjectf\with little influence-exerted by students on class-

. room decisions., In terms_dfggeparfmental gtructure or

decision-making about teaching &nd other administrative

matters in the department,'we should expect that physlcs
depa;tments would be more autonomous, but within the depart-
ment there would be less 1ndividual aﬁtonomy and‘ﬁore'com-
mittee or group decisions than in the soclology deparfmegts.‘
In the latter, there should be less departmgntal aﬁtonomy,
fewer decisions made by committees and more‘iﬂaivigual
aq%gpomy. Thét is, at least, what Lodahl and Gordon found '

’)with regard to departmental structure at the graduate school
level, ‘ ’

My hypotheses are: (1) that while the association
between acadéﬁic discipline and st?uctﬁre predicted by Perrow
and confirmé@'at the graduate department level by Lo@ahi and
Gorgéé;gill_gg found to be true at the CEGEP 1eve1% (2) the
ass&ﬁiation will be much reduced at Middleton because of
system goal§ requiring thé physics department to adopt a

’.
looser, less routinized structure than they would otherwise

{
find effective. The sociology departiment, -on the other® hand,

should find the Middleton overall structure and’goals con-
sistent with 1its needs for looser struciure and more individ-
" ual autonomy. Findings at Greenwood should follow miore
closely those of the Lbdahl-Gordon study; (3) physicéxclasses
will be subject-centred with stuqents having 1ittle or no

influence on decisions, while soclology classes will".be more

{

<3
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studenf;centréd andfféerefbre pr;vide more}%tudent influence
on decisions; and (N)'the goals and structures of the two
'golleges should act in such a way that at Greenwood the phy-
éics‘department will be stréngthened id .its effort to use
traditional and %outing classré’m methods, The‘§ociblogy
department will be constrained to be more subject-centred
than the nature of the discipline would lead us to expect.
At Middleton, the sociélogy teachers will be supported in a
;student-centred‘stéﬁce appropriate *to the nature of their
giécipline. Physics clasfes should be mofe étudevt-centreq

than we would expect, as ‘a result of college goals of human-

istic education.’
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CHAPTER II

METhODS AND DATA

’ ‘ ‘ A) Obsefvations and Interviewsg

L4

K . The study was conducted over a period of a littIe
more than a year, from May 1973 to June 197% An explora-
tory period was spent in each school during which.meetings.
of physies and soclology departments were QEtended, and

5 administrators and teacners were interviewed. - The adminis-

strators interviewed at each college were the director-
getierals, the directors of pedagogio servaées;_the sector

chiefs of science and of arts at Middleton ang

: oot and .social sciences at Greenwood: In additio
. . . others*at. bo%h collegee were interviewed becal™Wgtiey were.

* . recommended -by other informants as being knowledgeable

;; , about particular events or situations. The purpose of S
e observations ‘and interviews within the departments éas to

\ . " discover what it was like to teach and work in the two ‘ ~
i; . ~41. depaytments at éach school, Interviews with administrators

v
/

ﬁ \ wg?e intended to pro{idé another perspective on the funcs e
‘ ‘ tfoning of departments and a sense of the kinds of environ- "

| : .
; ment the college administration was trying to establish,
N o
1' Because of the lack of formalization of the organization at
i . . \

r

- b1 -
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Middleton, considerabiy more intervieﬁs vere hecessary before

#the essential character of the relation%g;ps there could be
grasped in spite of the fact that I was myself a teacher -
.there and Tong familiar with, if not informed about, the

uncertain terrain. All teachers :ho had been{members_of o
their departments dpring the prévious year were inter&iewed,

with one exception'ia the physics department at Greenwood.

It was assumed that at least a year's experience as a membér '

S
Tt

of the department would be necessary before a teacher would
De'a reliable informant about either 'the department.or the ,. |
college as a place to work. At Middleton, eight student
representatives to sociologi and physiés depar{hents (five
from’sociology, three' from physica) were also 16c1udad in ~ ‘
the study.
‘ Interview schedules are included (Appendices A, B, C).
It should be noted, however, that interviews, whila following
these formats were always in-depth, kaking a minimum of an
_hour and permitt}ng, gven encoufagings divergence on the part
" of lnterviewees, whanever I falt that by so doing I gained a
better undersfanding 2? the experience of being a member of
that department. Some interviews were for the purpose of
getting detailled information on particular events qr situa-
tions and in this case the interviews we{f structured only by
the opening question: "Waat'can you tell me about X?" An ;

observation chart for meetings was also kept (Appendix D) and

minutes for the past year studied for the same kind .of data. ~



- 13 - .
"I found, however, that the most useful part of the chart were
_the general remarks I made at the time, which often contained
‘clues to departmental relationships. Documents used Qere
official puPlicatioﬁs,‘most}y calendars of each collgge which
in addition t4 administrative interviews, verified the differ-
ence8 in college ggéls and structures% _

In the éarly part of the resedrch, the principal dif-'
ficulty wés that of managing the role o% participént observer
" in all of its nuances. In the soclology department at
Middleton, I had been a member of the group I wished to study
for five years and now proposéd to become more objective and
less involved in departmental and college-wide issues, In
‘this case I moved from what Raymond Gold has called the com~
plete participant to the participant-as—observer and encoun-~
tered not only the "going native" problem,* but also.the sus-
_Picion écéérded to ény person who ceases to be "one of us"

and becomes more remote and objective, possibly even disloyal

>~
« . .
7 , -

in the eyes of membeqs.1
' In the Middleton physics department and to the admin-
istration, I was a participant who represented the sociology
- department. This group had enjoyed considerable notoriety
. ﬁhe year before because of a split in the department, ending

-

\ * A term meaning to develop sympathy for and identi-
ication with the group being studied so that one loses

bjectivity. : 1

ions," in N. K, Denzin, Sociologica) Methods, Aldine Pub-

¥/ L Raymond Gold, "Roles in Sociological Field Observa-
//ishing Co., Chicago, 1970, Pp.» 370-380.

{3}
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in a non-renewal of contract proposal for one member by the
departmeht, & proposal rejected by the:cofiegé appeal board.

- At Greenwood, I was also a pérticipant—as-obserVer in Gold's
sense of a researcher whose role as observer is recognized

. fgom the start by all qoncgrned, who participates-in the
activitigs and life of the group for a time, 6btaining

Simmel's "intimate content” but who does not pretend to estab-
lish any intimate form of relationship with the members of th%/,
’group.' Bgsides the normal difficulties of this role, I had
again to deal wilhtthe problem of being a representative of a
rival college which was well-known for a particular style of
administrative oréanization, one wbich‘Greenwood had tried y
, and abandoned, To‘éoﬁe informanﬁ; and respondents this
represented Success, to othefq, Eailure and théir reactiod.tof'
mé as a Middletonite refiected_these feelings,’especially in

early encounters, . 3

bY
Y —— — -

--1*::=§veryoné during the process or phaSes‘of’tﬁé*?é?fiﬁi-‘"*
pant observer relationship2 tésted my ﬁotives and opinions on
the assumption that as Q'sociologist,‘or as a Middletonite, I
would have éertain‘prejuaices or preconceptions. I cannot
say that I developed any formulas to handle this,}excépt to
try to have no prejudices or preconcept@ons a to reassure

the respondent on this score by my manner, questions, and

3

\ ~

. Olesen and Whittaker, "Role Making in Participant
Observation: Process in the Researcher-Actor Relations 1Q,"

in N; K. Denzin, Sociological Methods, pp. 381-397.

$ . _ v
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.freqﬁent assurances of confidentiality. I'attempted to

explain the basically nonjthreétening and non-judgmental
nature of my research as another form of reassurance, but
here the problem was. to do so without giying respondents so
much of the theoretical content and expectations as to-p;o-

duce a self-fulfilling prophecy. Accepting the respondent's .- ..

"suspicion as reasonable also helped.

These responses Shduld not be exaggerated, however.
On the whole the depart?entg aéd the administrators at both
colleges were most cooperative and helpful., Not a single
inpérview was refused or "forgotten"‘and information was
glven freely and except in onée or two cases without signs of’
stress or annoyance; in spite of the ‘time-constuming nature

of the interviews.

»

B) The Survey. Questionnaire _

At ihe end of this period of aboq} two months:in eachajﬂ
co}lege, a portion of the'Eoéahl-Gordﬁn quéstions concerning '
departmental structure and, from another of their studies,
some yeacher attitude questions, were given to all facuity'
members of each ﬁepartment; and at Middleton, to student
representatives., (See Appendix E). The Lodahl-Gordon ques-
tions ‘were modified to include only questions related to thé
teaching function, eliminating‘all research-related questions
as irrelevant to.fhé‘CEGEP ;evéi. Also, the groups or indi-

;iduaIs influencing decisions was changed to include the

{
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. \ .
different persons or groups which are known to influence

decilsioné in the Quebec CEGEP system, but not in the U. S.
private university. | '

I wished to add to the departmental structure inves-
.tigafion a study Pf classroom decision-making, .I felt that
the real differences between disciplines should appear in
the éiassroom, since 1t is the%e, rather than in depértments,
that the ta;k of the colleges is‘performed. A seriés-of
questions were deVised using the same format as the depart-
mental one (see Appendix F). Both queséionnaires were then
pre-tested with members of the psycholog& éépartment at

Middleton, students ard teachers.participgting. Various sug-

gestions, mostly concerning clarity'and relevancy to Middletpn;
. procedures were incorporated iﬁ the fiﬁal,qﬁéstionnaires. An

o
earlier version included questions on who students and teachgrs

N -

it introduced another

thought shoul makq'}ji decisions, but this was- dropped because’

thesis too far.
Q

. N ~
All teachers in all departments being studied were

" then asked to chose one class they were currentPy teaching,

-~ - .
preferably one which by their own standards was their most

successful, and t6 ask the class to fill out the classrdom
questionnaire, -‘As it turned ogt, 1;achers eitﬁer managed to
return both departmental and classroom questionnaires br they
returned neither. The questionnaire return results were:

-

physics, Middleton, 11/15, departmental, 189 classroom;

ssue and extended the scope-of the - -~ -

~ 0
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roiolbgz\i?fdleton, 9/10 departmental, 147 classroom; phy-
sics, Greewiood, 10/13 departmental, 186 classroom; soclo-
logy, Greenwoodsy 5/6 departmental, 89 classroom, This repre-

sents a réturn rate ranging from 73 to 90% ., v '

'y 1

C). The Analysis of Data
. ) '

The statistical tests applied to the questionnaire

‘data were Chi Square for significance and Cramer's V for .

correlation-in the case of the classroom data, both appro-
priateffor asymetric tables with large numbers and nonpara-
metric daia. " The departmental data, where numbers were small

(47 including students, 36 without), were dichotomized with

the two lower influence 'levels (Q=none, l=some) given a-value’

of 1 (1little influence) and ‘the two upper influence levels

- (2=moderate; 3=grgﬁt) assigned a value of 3 (great). This

was justifiedlon the grounds that there were too many cells
with O or 1 and that -the respondént was likely to make his '

basig discrimination on whether a group or person has little

" or great influence rather than on whether he has -some or

moderate influence. In any case, no other possible dichotémy
made any sense at all, Fi;hgr's Exact test or the corrected
Chi Square were used as tests of significant for the result-
ing tables and Phi for correlation as being aﬁpropriate for
nonparametric, dichotomous data with small numbers, The
Lambda correlation or predictive tes% was useful and tended
to support the Phi Scofe’evidgnce in the departmental data,

~ ( \
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but much léss so in tbe classroom data. Th s may bavé been

because of the dichotomizing process which trengthened dif- M,

ing of responses in the classroom data, which ﬁeakened dif- .

° 1
4

ferences., o A : ‘ - e
This result'may also be the effect jof the measuriog

instﬁtmena itself, The‘questionnairés, both the\replicated o
and the original were cohglex and required, ' I have reason to A
believe, more exact knowledge and'experienca than students
usually have. They requine difficult judgm%nts even of 1
faculty who prasumably, after.a year, have the knowledgayand
;}oerienca ;&Fessary. An attempt was made 16 this study to
correct for this as much 'as possible by eliminating student
reSponsea from analysis of departmental questionnaire results.
(analyzing student responses in a different way) and in the

case of classroom data, using only tHe obSerafions'which

»

- applied to decisions made by those actually in the classroom"(

teaobers an%ﬂstudenfs.‘ Even so, w€ don't. know how many of . -
those who answered were reaily guessing and”the'low correla-
tions in the olassroom results suggest ihaiﬂansw rs are often
somewhat haphazard, based on gueasing rather than an under-

%

stood set of role relationships. of course, the low correla-

‘tion may also mean that other variables are at w rk and that

not only college administration and academic dis ipline are
the oause of décision-making influence patterns in classroons,

The method of this study, therefore, ca# best be
Co . -
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defined as friangulation, or the use of different etrétegies
and types of data to substantiate or negate findings and to -
ovefcome the;metho@ologicel shortcomings of each. - The inter-
view and obse;vation dage provided a sense of teaching in

» these colleges as a human'experiencg and as a social process,

material and acted as a check on 1nadequate or too narrowly
"\ —defiried and measuréd questionnaire material, The latter
~ served, on the other hand, as a check against observer andﬂ-

interviewer bias and provided more soli&—gbdﬁnds for causal,

tion. Both\§Te necessary.' I thimk however, that question-
naire material should be based on 1nformation and impres-
sions that grow oit of the observational‘period rather than

-

imposed from another context. ’ .

/,

@ Thig brings us to conslder the problems of replica- .

thefe were enough common eiements?to‘retest or extend the

-, knowledge we have. In ectual practice, however,,one 15 aware
ofha questionnaire developed in anq}her coptext as something:
imposed on the situation and there 1is a good deal of uneasi-
éess, if one knows the situation well, as to whether it has
much relevance to it. Since one often feels that these are

2

not the kind‘of questions these people ask themselves, we

may fear that the results we get are induced by the

It also prbvided clues to possible explanations of the eurvey'

anélysis ithan the more impressLQnistic qualitative informa- --

tion.research.” No two- social situations are ever the same,_..

but if knowledge is to be cumulative we need to act-as thqugh

-

o
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questionnaire, not by the social facts we wish to understand )

ﬁ%ne of the advantages to triangulation is thHat, as in this

. case, if the’ data from the seVerai methods seems to point to

.
’

simﬂlar findings, one is reassured Ir.it.doesn't, we may‘_

v

r

have‘a clue as to ‘why. ' ' .

; . ’ : . ! .
! There.%s another difficulty. Results, because all -

situations are 4ifferent, are diffibult to compare. In this 4o

research, I have mentioned in dePwil the .ways in which the .
situation at the CEGEP level and in these particular colleges

. 3
is diffegent from that of graduate departu\_nts in U, S, uni-

Versities used in the Lodahl Gordon studyv There was, how- *

\

' ever, an even more difficult problem in. comparing our resqlts

withntheirs and that was the. fact thatldifferent statistical

2 . . ' " ] £
. tests’ wereg used. The Lodahl-Gordon materiaﬂrqas‘?est@é’first

with means of responses of all departments for all'univer-

sities and then, controlling for academic discipline a factor

analysis with varimax solution and orthogonal rotation was

— 1

carnigg, t. . Since the data are nonparaftetric, that is, the

vaziables are either nominal (colleges, departments)‘or
L s

-ordinal (O=no influence to 3=great influence)fthese tests

seem inappropriate and so were not used. Although we may be

_able to assume that gross patterns which emerge as signif1~

cant. in both sets of data can be compared, it does not,permita
analytic precision, and indeed, it was @ifficult to know .

&
whether we would have got the same results had we used thet

same methods of statistical Analysis.

¢ °
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o - . CHAPIER III" ' »

. THE CEGEP SYSTEM IN QUEBEC

TR, e

"
'

i. The Parent Report, published in 196&,'yecommeﬁded,
: o aﬁonéfother fundamental changes in the system of education
o "in Quebec, the‘establishmént of a system of colleges
- - d'enséighement general et pfofessionel, generallyfknown~és
CEGEPs.; The recommendation was put into effect in 1967 in
BfifL21; the General and Vocational Colleges'Act. The col-
leées werelintended to offer fphe pos{-secondary edﬁcation,
consistfng of a general education st?éam (comggsed of pre-
univeféity and terminal students) and a techuical and voca-

tional stream, both leading to CEGEP diplomas. :In this

they‘are not different from the Junior g;wCommupity College

A  elscwbers In Canada or the Unlted Statesgexcept foi.one to-

o 4 thing;;;iﬁiﬁuebec, unlike the_community college, the CEGEP
I is the odly route to university, the first or introductory
' university year having been phased out. All university-

s

\“g bound students ére thus required to obtain the CEGEP diploma

. © " .« before they are eyigibie tqqénfér }he first year of the
"+ . three year university programme leading to a Bachelor's
‘degree.

: - . »
{ o«

. )
{ . ‘The -authors of the Parent Report believed that the

. ’ . i
4 . . , ' |

-
.
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CEGEPs should be able to, through consolidation of resources,
raise ‘the level of pre-university academic training and at
the same timé//to be flexible and experimental enough to fit
"programs of study and method to the tastes and interes}s of
students who otherwise would drop out of:education by this
", stage. _To quote the aims of CEGEP.education as stated by the
. Report at‘one point: ¢
_ "We believe ‘that at one and the same time the quality *
.of teaching will be improved; that all will be given a
chance to extend the scope of their education; that a
.cholce of studies based-on tastes and aptitudes will
"be encouraged, Such are the principil ailms we propose .
‘and which we believe\are realistic."

‘This statement, and in fact the whole Report, leaves
room for interpretation, and colleges, whethe} of French or
English language instruction, have‘developed a wide range of

~ styles based on their view of how best to implement the intent
of the Report. 1In terms of this thesis, it would seem that
twdtqf the—écals laid down by the Parent Reoort\yere suffi~
cIEﬁEiymaafithetical or at least likely to be in conflict that

they akone could account for quite different schocl climates

" ¢ and structures. They are that colleges (1)~shou1d offer

student- centred learning, and (2) should strive for academic
excellence. These goaks*were not. put in any order of priority
and in actual practice a teacher or school often finds them

in cbdflict. When we add the further -condition that the CEGEP

2

- )

1 eport of the anl Qmmissig of Inguiry on Educa-
:L_Qn,_i,__ibe_._L_v__nL_Qﬁ_ s Part II, p. 127'.

-
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is 1n€2nded to give the school drop-outs of socle}y ano%her
chahce,'that it is also to serve as a. centre fgr continuing
education of adults wiéb many different goals, from career !
changes to eveniﬁg entertainpent, we begin to see a situation
in which each college-has had to establyéh its own priorities
in order to function at all in such.a confusion of contradic-
tory goals. It should not be surprising, then, that the col-
leges are varied. Depending on the original assumptions of
the. founding group on mat@ers'of‘educational philosophy‘and
the stéuctufes necessary to carry out the Parent Rdbort) the
colleges tended to have different histories andj;faditiéns,
if a tradition can be said ‘to exist in less thQACfivg years.
' Other differences which emerged méstly feﬁlect dif-
ferent relationships between the environment and the pa;ﬁﬁ-
cuiar college. College-sbonsored studies at beth Greenwoéd‘

and Middleton suggest that students tend>to—£tteﬁd the col-

lege closest to their homes, and therefore the geographical

i%%?iion of a éoilegé is an 1mportantfdéterminan; of the kind
of student it gets and the kind opréﬁulétion it sefvesr

3 . The input from the environment in terms of the kinds
of teachers a céllege hires may al?o make/gn important d4if-
ference. The CEGEP system was 1n$erted between the univer-
sity and the high school. Teachers were expectéd, though

qyt always required, tq ha;e at least a Master's degree in
the fielb‘tbey would teach. The people who sought positions
gt this new level were, predictably, higﬁléchool teachers

i
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with Master S degrees and students immediately out of a uni-

1

versity graduate programme. The third major group consisted
of people in business or ptofessions who wanted to teach and
who taught for the most part, in the career programmes.,
Many of .the high school teachers were people who wanted out
of that system and hoped for more freedom. The CEGEP level
also offered upward mobility for, them. The unisersityograo-
nate student had usually had‘no/geaching experierce, except
as a teachiné assistant, and brought with him, instead, uni-
versity professorlal standards, images and expectations. It
is clear that these three groups'of teachers would have

quite Hifferent personal goals, different views of what

should be the college goals and different ideas of proceéures.

The particular mix of these kinds of teachers which a college

‘hires’will be an important factor in its organizatiomal func-

e a

tioning.

Finally, there are differences in the number and

kinds of vocational programmes offered among the colleges.
This has been negotiated with the Department of Education in
an effort to avoid overlapping and waste of resources. This,
again, affects the way a college relates to its environment,
both in terns of input (students, teachers and employer
d'emands) and outputs é:he kinds of tralning that must be pro-

vided). Returuing' to our ooen systems- model, we can see- that

_Jin all these ways the environment has imposed on each college

<_a different set of problems, demands or 1nputs, which may

L

T~
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have required ea;h college to establish-a éifferent set of
5 ) priorities among the assigned goals and different struc-
tures to reach these éoals.

On the other band, the colleges are restpicted as to
choice of goals, structures and activities by a set of regu-
latlons which apply to all of them and tend to produce uni-
formity of structure. Bill 21 provides for a Board of
deernors, consisting of specified numbers of representatives

. of parents, teachers, studénts, and the community, an Aca-
demic Council and an Executive Committee, the former as an
advisory group on pedagogic matters to-the Board; the latter '

to carry gp,thqr"ordinary administration" of the college.

The only offices provided for Speéifiqally are that of

Director General and Academic Dean, whose terms of office and

N method of selection are specified, but not their job descrip-
_ - tions. This act also provides for negotiations of working

‘ﬁépgainigg agent, union or non-union. Most CEGEPs' operated

under’collective bargaining agreements, embodied in orders-in-
sy

council, which had beepn negotiated by uniodg,,cqllege adminis-
trations and the Department of Education, and which establishgd e
very strict regulations governing relations between a college \
and 1ts.employees. However, at the time of this study, uéither\
Greenwood ngr Middleton had unlon affi}iations, so that this '
féctor, while lurking in the backgrouﬁd and possibly influen-

% o cing structures and relationshﬁps in the two colleges,'was not



-Pedagogique specifies what courses may be taught in each
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actually opefative.

What were operative, in addition to the basic offices
and bodies named in Bill 21, were the Regime Pedagogique and
the Regime Budgetaire, which laid down 1n'a general way,

ruleé,”}egulations and procedures for all colleges. Regime

discipline, what course content shall be, assigns course
credits ‘and states course requirements. for each course of ’
study, suggests'é;aluatidﬁpprocedures and student admissions
policy and the requiremégts of the college calendar --

number of dayg holidays, beginning and end of terms to be

‘observed. The Regime Budgetaire establishes anine group bud -

gets under which monies to colleges are allotted and speci-

fies how they may be spent, i.e, the budgets are divided “

. into.gperating and capital expenditures. These two sets of
-regulations between them tend effectively to control struc-

‘turés and activities within colleges, or at least to make it

"very’difficult to resist fairly traditional forms or organi-

;ation and procedures, ‘With fairly limited budgets (and \
CEGEPs are certainly not affluent) there is no specific bud- '.\
get for innovations or experiments, so that emergency funds |
available to the Director General or the Dean must be used,

or departmental budgets squeezed 1f these cost any money.
Similarly, although it is possible _QL to organlze academic

work through departmental units that follow the traditional

divisions among disciplines, it is much easier to continue

: J};&*é



e

WA A TR AN waAE. Al et e

f, ’ - 57 <

t;jdo so'because the Cahier (the anqual catai&gue of courses
tﬁgt may be offered in each subjeét and of requirements for
diplomas, published by the Department of Education) and
other Regime Pedagogique regulations are organized by disa
cipline. o |

Given these areas of enforced similarity of strue-
ture, what areas of internal college discretion .remain? To

begin with the goalg, as we have seen, a colkege'canodecide

‘what priorities to assign to the goals set forth by the

Parent Report. After that, although the Board, the Academic
Council, thg‘DG and the DSP (D;recteur des Servicés edago-
giques, or Academic Dean) are specified for ever&’college,‘
the exact wéy in which these functions shall be‘carried out
and the relationship between them and otbg? bodies or indi- .
viduals are not specified, nor does the Act lay down whatj—»
other bodies and officeéla college may establish or how. they. _
will fulfill their functions,'Or how members- will be -~ |
recruited and from what groups. At tﬁg;level of the task of
teaching, although content, method, evalﬁition and texts are
suggested, there has been no effort, so far, to impose the

suggestions and in any case, a teacher may be able to inter-

pret them in his own way. Finally, he may choose what G

" courses he wants to teach within the 1limits of the depart- -

ment's obligation to offer required courses, and provided
the course of his choice 1s listed in the Cshier. ‘
This situation 1is considerably different from the
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circumstances of the elghty university graéuate departments
investigated by Lédahl and Gordon. In what they call "the
decisions traditionally cogsidered the prerogatives of pro-
fessors" of whiéh I have selected five which seem applicable
to tg; CEGEP Ie%gl in the departmental questionnaire and™
five in the classroom questionnaire, éonsidgrable autonomy
'was found either in the department (Physics)'or among indi-
viduals (Sociqlogy). We would certainly expect much less of’
either type at the CEGEP level. In addxxion,’maqy of the

Lodahl-Gordon questions were eliminated altogether which were

applicable to the principal task of graduate schools: cérry-

. » ' -
—ing out research and training students in research, but not

applicable to the only task at the CEGEP'level: teaching at
the introductory level. |

In summary, the most important differences betweeno
the university graduate level and the CEGEP level of educa-
tion yh{ch are relevant for thislstudy are that -the CEGEPs
are cﬁkract;rizgd'by: (1) greater environmental pressure

and control of interhal‘activities and procedures, i.e. of

goals, structures and of the task itself; and (2) a different

. task, 1,e. teacﬁing'étudents at the introductory leyel,

" rather than training them in research at an advanced level.

It could also be postuLated that two other differences may
be important, namely that (1) at the CEGEP level teachers .
are 1ess~committed to their subject matter and more committed’

to their gtudénts; and (2) that students are being taught who
’ 2 ' [N

?
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are not committ®d to the discipline, as can be gééumed in the )
case of gréﬁuate students, But‘these speculations would be
/ d1fficult to prove and their relationship to the task even.
more difficult to establish. It is therefore the first two
differences Qpich I haveé tried to demonstrate and deseribe
and agéiﬁst which I have tried ﬁé retest the Lodahl;Gordon‘
findings. Throughout, the attempt was t6 discover how strong .
the relationship is between structure and the nature of the
subject-matter or the discipline which was found by Lodahl
and d;;ggg. Does it persist even when the hmqediate~task is

dii;érent or must be carried out under different structurélf

! conditions?
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™ CHAPTER IV

GOALS, COLLEGE STRUCTURES AND ACADEMIC. DISCIPLINES
AT MIDDLE.TON AND GREENWOOD
This study focused on two English CEGEPs, Greenwood
ggand Midd;eton which, it was assumed, had developed at that
time, different structures and different goal prior%@ies. In
view of the amount of structuring already present as a r;sult' :
of various decrees and legislative acts applying to all
CEGEPs, 1t was not easy -to ,establish and verify the differ-.
ences in 6rggni§ational and administrative style which one
felt and which employees at both qollegﬁg ﬁsserted to exist’
between them. As the analysis in Chapter III shows; there
" are two.areas.of possible differentiation, where colleges’baveq;u
soiffreedom to develop theifqown approach to the—problems of
collegial education.- One of these 'is in the internal adminis-
trative structure: role relationships, structuring of acti-
"> vities, the division of labour and/or authorit&, formallza-
tion of rules. The other area is in classroom activities, or
the task itself, which I assume is an extension of the goals
and strugtgres ~~ the teachiﬁg activity which lmplements the0
goals and for which the structure exists.‘ The questions .
which concern us here are: (1) are the colleges different and,

1f so (2) will the differences in academic departmental

- 60 - 2 -



differencés in goals and structures in the two colleges

from doéuments, observations and interviews, only those ERS

4) _The College Goals ..

.ﬂ} - 61 - x

functioning foﬁgd by Lodapl and Gordon persist or will the

interchange between departments and the college produce
changes in the department as operf systems theory would sug-
gest? ™

. Since the purpose 1is to establish thht there are‘
rather than to measure the degree of difference, I chose, . .

eidmples which demonstrate differencés in that they have -
appeared at one college and not atlghe other, and which tpe"
people working at the two colleges regard as,indicative.of' -
the climate of fb? schools, Perhéps the easiest way to do A
this,is_through a.point by point comparison. On the assump-
tion that structures are built to facilitate tasks and that.. .
tasks»are¢£b£wxhe~purpose,of reabhing some goal, let us con----
sider first_the goal prioritles,’ ‘

~
-,

The collégé calendars suggest in their formats and ,.
in tgeif‘ﬁording a ‘difference in ;mphasis between the two
primary goals of the Parent Report (which we have defined as
aéademic excellence at the college lgvel and studentfcentred
learnin%) and by implication a difference .in attention to the
to people of all backgro?ﬁds.. '

The Middleton calendar for 1973-74, takes almost four

third(goal, free and more democratic educational opportunity-
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émall-tjhe pages to explain the Middleton community ccncep
and how it works. Althongh both goals: acadenic éxcellence
and student centred learning, are espoused in the first para-
graph, the former goal 1s never again mentioned except in

thateﬂicdleton is described as a community gf learners on a
° basis of equality -- that teachers learn from students as

well as vice-versa and that administrators learan from“both
' What is emphasized most strongly 1s the political style and
organlization of Middleton, 1i.e. decentralized decision-making
and student-parity and the calendar states that. ‘

Throughout growth and changes, several characteristics
have tended to dominate. ¥
Middleton has encouraged students, faculty members and
staff to particlipate actively in shaping all phases of
college life ,of concern to them -- to share in deter-
mining the character and direction of the college. '

1,M:I.cid«lai‘.on--l'zas striven to have its academic-life influ~—— —
ged primarily by faculty members and students, rather -
_thén by administrators. R
Middleton has tried to find continually better ways of
having decisions made by those people-who will be most °
directly affected by these decisions ...

Middleton has encouraged honest and open interaction
among its members, whether student, faculty member,
staff'member,»or concerned citizen.

"Middleton has claimed that one's whole experience at
college, rather than merely what goes on in classrooms
. and laboratories, should be educational.

With such ambitions, Middleton has not been -- and is
not -- a tranquil place. Nor has it found the formula
.for ideal operation. In fact, Middleton is frequently
hectig, turbulent, frustrating, A sense of poténtial,

of movement toward excellence, of openness to change, -

however, have sustained the college and tempted many
(

-
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of its members to continue a sfzuggle for improve-
ment .1 “ \

The phrase, "merely wbat-goee on in classrooms, ete."
certainly suggests a greater coﬁcere for the person, for
student groﬁth on an affective or personal }evel, than for
academic suﬁjects or skills, In fact, one‘could get the
1mpression from the calendar that Middleton is primarily an
experimental community with religious overtones (one official

o~

document proposes that the College government should be. o
mission-orieeted)2 with mb;e concern for the emotionai,
spiritual and civil growth of al; its members, espeCialiy

chers and students; than for ﬁhrely cognitive growth and

skills. The same document, as well as a Report of the .

College Council-on Governmental Amendments, which was passed

by referendum in 1972, states: "The humanity of the Céiiege~"

R T g SR ) " ——

is more 1mportant than the efficiency," and "Creativity mustm——-w~*-

o o Srmp—— = g -

often take precedence over clerical details," statements .-

>

help to, éonvey the sgpirit of the college. Tbis student -
¥ .
centred 'or humanistic view of educ%;ion was also supported by

a statement made by Phil Grant, the current and original

Director General of Middleton College., While asserting that
his first goal was to turn out students of as high academic

! Community, Middleton College Calendar, 1973-4%, p: 5./ —

2 . ) P o
Pattern for Middletop Collegg_ggxgggmggl, 1970-71,

c s . my
" u
. .
.
. > '
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competence as any other school at this 1Evel he remaqkes
about his origihal goals: )

Lo : (.
. "I was committed to the notion of ‘general eduogtion P T
- S for collegd students. I felt that most of our uni- '

\ . -versities brutalized students in an effort to make - .
) I, them academically.competent, whereas 1 was interested
: . .1n{{ﬁ2 'total experience' .of the student., I also
. felt that one-of our goals must be to offer new - "

] alternatives_for students who were not going to the
university. ”3' - ) : .
xThe Calendar for the same year at Greenwood contarhs :

¢ [

|
considerably less informat!bn about goals and style than | . -
o ' . Middleton's does. Brief sentences in various sections'—* ' ‘

‘ describe the purposes or goals of career programmes, prer
s
university or confinuing edugation, always in terms of aca- _

© demic skills or knowledge which>will meet student needs. The

[

only general goalpstated is in its entirety, as follows: .

Greenmood College as a learning community offers wide
opportunities for human growth where each student can .
‘reach for the ideal -- the development of individual—. ...
. ,potential. The people focus of the.College depends
PR ‘ "for its success’ the group and individual inter-
. 1+ action which is ggstered in “each department. Greenwood
» - offers;its studénts an opportunity to develop their. -~ ..
. "7+ ' skills, attitudes apd opinions while gfowing in ability .
- and responsibility. .

-
-

SN . ' _ .
e S At both ‘gchodls, the Director-Geherats have attempted ' .3
A ; - to state and get support for college goals. Tbe statements ° o
- from various documents quoted above about the Mlddleton pri~

‘orities are 1n tone %gd substance tbe“same as have appeared !

T o
. N Lo L R
s —J . - ¢
Ty *s

- \ T, 3 Interview, July 18, 1973. l o T

r; L ( ‘ eenwood Colle e Ca Ty 1973’7h9 P‘ 1“
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in a number of memOranda bearing Phil Grant's signature which

have ci;culated in the college from time to time. One of

these, dated August 21, 1972 ﬁpd entitled "The CEGEPs and

—
Middleton College" states on page 5: T

Middleton prides"i&self on ifs commitment to students
and applicants whq-would ®btherwise be disadvantaged.
Middleton accepts the fact that all students do not
come to the college equally prepared; it attempts-to
acknowledge this fact by adjusting 1is activities and
programs, its instructional technlques, its. sources

of motivation, and its styles of learnin and teaching
to the individuality of* its students and, student
groups.

3

This-seems to reflect, again, student-centred learn-
ing as a primarv commitment. v

- Byron Mackey;‘birector General of Greenwood,‘has also

g 1 ‘ - . - .
. lssued at least two qocuments which attempt to define and get

. (agreement on goalg, |One, entitled "A Conceptual Framework"**‘”

§>

for Collegial Education," (unpublished manuscript, Augusty -
1973) is an effort to devise a model for the educational pro- -
cess that is multi-dimensional and will integrate thé various.

. hitherto conflictimg goals of collegial education. The empha-

sis is on helping students to formulate and pursue their aca- Q
demic or career goals through curriculum development, voca—.’
tional guidance and academic advising. The need for informa-
tion and 'skill in order to reach the student's goal 1is stressed
‘as the primary function of the pedagogical activity and an
important role is assigned to human development in the model.
Just as the means of achieving academic excellence in the

Mtddleton milieu is left very vague, so at Greenwood one feels

) ‘ N
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that the means of achleving human development is undefined,

except to’ pay that it requireé’ﬁa demanding, but non-
A
thréauenTng environment." B, Mackey rdeards provision of
: — /
human development as alparticula: function of the CORE /

English and Humanities courseb tnrodgh their subject-matter

“and through speclal attention to study skills, ﬁemedial read-

‘ing and motivational analysis when a student‘s development

seems to be blocked. Clearly here one is engaged in adjust-
1ng the student to the environment, rather than the environ- :
ment to the studeat apd human deyelopment has a strong cog-

nitive bent. In the ether documrent, "Oreenﬂbod College

Obgectives" circulated through the college in January, 1973,
- and which according to B, Mackey met witih “thundefﬁng indif-

ference" and .according to a Greenwood tedcher was so general

that nobody could disagree with it, the following objective §

Greenwood College will provideﬂa meeningful system of.
feedback on students' performances to:Q - L e |

-~ enabYe the students to asse s tbe‘r progresg, tovards
their objectives, and

‘-~ enable others to assess “the student's probability of
success in further pursuit of his educaticnal goals.

L , 7

” This is one of or‘ly ‘seven objeetives listed in the 7

one-page document, but is the one which has not and would be

'unlikely to appear in a: Middleton statement of goals. It

v

‘suggests that grades or ather forms of evaluation play a very

important role in the. student experie ce at Greenwood: It .

may be compared o the statementiin tbp CEGEPs and Middleton ' g
\\ N

[

. -
»
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. College: (p. 14) | S
. Middleton expects the evaluation technlques to be

{
‘

related v .o
y
to the content and objectives of specific courses and,
exceptionally, to the partlcular program load of stu-
dents in’ partlcular cases e.. )

department, rather than on the college administration,
the responsibility of adjusting course content,
instructional techniques and learning environments to
the particular need of” students. (p. 13)

& .  Middleton confers on the individual faculty member and

This difference in definition of the goals 1mp11es a
« °* different role relationship between student and teacher and
’ a different set of criteria for success. .That this is in ’
( fact the case was sugge;ted bj intérview materfﬁl Heckéy

. -

\ stated that the .best teachers at Greenwood were, by and large,

-]

the ex-high school teachers and went on to add that the more

\ | : P successful of -them were very much oriented to university.== .. -

-

[ standarde'eﬁa\requirements and that such teachers and their

" departments were very prond of thelr students' university

-

acceptance rate and achieVements.s Ron Graham is an admin-
iy

Q\\ istrater who oftén chafes at the Middleton style, but in
. \ .

’
'his answer was: "The best teachers are those that are

l T \\responding to the question about who are the best teachers,
' . . effective iq reaching and bringing 'out the best in students, S
| - who are.not rigid or insecure and who can blend. effective

‘teaching with an honourable_ltfe style and can take part in .
- , . \

N

5 Interview, October 23, 1973.

-
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the life of tbe college.'f6 It would be nardeto find a more.
clear-cut etatement of the different definitions of success
which flow from the difference in goal priorities between a
school devd%ed to academicﬂexcellence and one devoted to

oo

numanistic education.

%
Finally, evidence of the importande of academic excel-

lence at Greenwood as compared to Middleton '8 emphasis on .
student-centred learning is to be found in the sections on
4dmissions in the two college calendars. Greenwood's .empha- ~
sizes the competitive nature of admissions {the word doee.not
appear in the Middleton calendar) and "marks" es the decisive
factor. (p. 32). | . There are four types of admission decisions
which b student may receive and these are clearly laid out.
Aside from specific entrance requirements of different pro- ‘.k
grammes,~Midd1eton has more. indefinite statements about- admis-"-
sions, suggesting that "Middleton 1s striving to obtain the”

widest possible cross~seq;ion of people from the Montreal com-J

munity into its student population," and that, "the Admissions

Office shall eesure that each applicant's qualificatdone are‘

cérefully and fairly examined, and an éppropriate decision

made ," (pp. 14, 153. o w‘ -
It may be and probably is th at many'of the same cri- -
e%ective processes, but

r

the tone of the two documents is quite different. When

v

4

5 -

Intérview, November ZL 1973. & o o
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" ‘tongue is not English, who are first—geneiation immigrants,

!

ﬂ. . ' - 69 - . . B ‘ L

combined with the above-quoted statement of Mi?dleton's wil-

lingness to adapt to students whose backgroundé may be

— "

~—

inaaequate in various ways, this statement of admissions
policy suggests that there is more of an 'open door' at
Middleton than at Greéiwood. There is other evidence that

this is true, that Hiddleton takeé more students whose mother

and who have not finishedshigh school than does Greenwood.

9 ,®

Statistics on this year's students wer

sily available,
Q
but Denis' study of Middleton showed/that in 1972, 30% of

_Middleton graduates did not have English as their mother

—

tongue,7 whereas administrators and \teachers at Gréenwood

have stated that the student pbpula ion there is almost

entirely middle-class, English-speakNpg Canadians,
This study also shows that in e physics and socio-
logy/classes studied there 1s a definite diTTerence in ethnic
background of;étﬁdents at the two colleges. Table 1-shows
that on three counts: plage qf birth,-mother tongue'and
réligion, there is considerable diffénénca between the two .
schopls; iTEé*differendes afe sm@ii between the two depart-
ments at each school, excépt that at MiddiétOﬂiéociology
clgsées have more Canadian porn students than physics classes

have. However, there are important and large differences

between the two @olleges. To choose some interesting points:

v

7 Ann Denis, Middleton (not correct name) Graduates,

1972, A Summary Report of Findings, p. 6.
rd « . . . ) . b

t
1

P : ‘ L | |
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the proportion of students whose mother tongue 1s Englisn
varies from 66.9% at Middleton to 38.3% at Greenwood; 89.1%
of'areenyood students were born in Canada as compared to '
71.7% at Middleton and more than half of the Greenwood stu- 5’
dents are Protestants as compared to a little mor e than one-
quarter of Middleton stuoents, although Middleton classes had
1535% Jews (22.%% in eg;ioiogy classes), Greenwood had only
.h%gend none at all in the sociology classes; There was
little difference between the two schools in the number‘of
students whose mother tongue was French or whose reIigion~was
Roman Catholic. in‘éummary, it appears, insofar asﬁzngee
erably L
more students who were not born in-Canada, are neiiher Roman
Catholic nor Protestant and whose mother tongue ie neither
English norJErenoh, ln short, of immigrant groups and native .
born Jews, althongb the data can96t te@l us this in any pre-

ctfe way. The first is suggested bowever, by the near cor-

_respondence between the proportion (26%’5at Middleton who

‘have neither English nor French as thelr mother tongue, and
the number who were not born in Canada (28.3%). The latter
is suggested by the fact that the rather large pngportion of

students in sociology classes who were bornvin Canada” 679.5%

’cohpaned to physics' 65.6%) 1s -not reflected in a difference Z\

in the mother tongue data, but 1s reflected in the number of
Jewish students in.sociology clasSes. - )
To tlhhe extent that this is a reflection of

; L
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administrative policy, it suggests that the two schools take )
a different view of the, third goal of CEGEP education. to
‘ offqr free, post-secondary education to the previously dis-
‘advantaged and the drop-outs of soclety. This, however, j
Yenores the effect of geogfaphy and the social envfronment.
Middleton is am lnner-city school in location, being scat-
tered over the center of downtown Montreal in old buildings
not: designed as schools and mostly in depressed areas of the
city. Greenwood 1s situated in the West Island suburban erea
on two well-locdated campuses surrounded by Engidsh-speaking, -
middie-class familles who exert considerab}e pressure on the
college. In fact, they regerd it as 'theigs'. The colleges
naturally reflect to some extent the goals and problems of

toe commynities they serve, -

'°'“} Without getting too involved 1n the reasons for the
differences, I think it is legitimate to suppose that there
'1s a different priority of goals in the two CEGEPs, even
though the'goale must be and are the same. One would. expect: "

that this would lead to there being a difference in etructurge‘

at ‘the two schools, - <f,.«~
B) The College’Strycture

e

A
It should be foted here that Greenwodd, . founded 1n
‘1971, two years later than Middleton, had as its first
Director General a man who had been a teacher at Middleton,

and who had tried to set up a school following the Middleton
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model, Benjamin Bruce, now a Humanitiea‘teacherfat Greenwood,

explained that he had the same advisor as Phil Grant, and

%

L v started with the samé.idea.of the open.community,"student par-
' . ity and decentralized decision-making, Zgﬁhougb "parity was -
never officlally stated as policy."8 This lasted only a year,

& "~ 4which Bruce attributes to there belng no issues to force the

college to develqp.é community spirit and too ﬁuch homogene ity

A and compiacency among the students which‘pfoduced a total dis-

interest on the part of the majority of students in participa-— —

tion in decision-making. Finally, he foresaw that the growth-. .

in siée‘which Greeanga would’exgeriéhce would make the Com-_ N
wg . manity Council idea unworkable, At the time of the stud;,ff

~

students hadn't even been able to form a student assoeciation. .

= Student representation is at the moment working effectively

(‘a .

]

only in the Hu@anities“agpartment and on those bodied where -

it is rgquiréd by law -- the Academie Coumcil and. the Board

of Governors. The college has in general given up the 1d:i.

StuQent opinion-is égﬁgbt where pertiﬁént,‘but“not partici-

‘pgtion %n'decision-ﬁaking on most matters. . Z
: Nancy Semple, chairman of a tommittee given a mandaie

(\ . to propose new coliegé.governﬁent ;}rﬁziure;, after Bruce

resighed in the first year, stated” that the early structures

4]

g Interview, February 19, 1974,

f - 9 . . . | -
B Handbook of Greenwood &egg: Who, What, Where .
and Stu&,

September 1973, p. 1%; C .

\Y . \
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broke down because of lack of.support for the Community and
Academic councils, their large size (80 people on the Aca-

demic Council) the lack of definition of their powers and -

roles, all of which tended to deliver power into the hands =~

-~
of a dedicated, but not necessarily representative, few. As

noted in its Calenda y Middleton-was not deterred, though N
e | .
often turbulent, as the result of some of the same difficul-

ties.

Both colleges were re-examining) their - structures in.

1970=71; for Greenwood, 1t was 1972-73. At Middleton,'tbe

original pbilosophy of Phil Grant as stated in be Middleton
ggroach (1969), which was basically a statement of the goals

we discussed in the last section, remained unchanged,

Greenwool adopted. a more traditional administrative structure..-.

_The Pattern For Middleton College Government was ratified by _.

the college community in Spring, 1972, and Greenwood gave up -
its Middleton model’ ;tructure only some months 1ater in - \
November, 1972, the year 1973 ~-74 was probably optimal in the
1life of the two colleges for’ obs%rving the effects of differ-
ent structures and goals. Under the pressure for unioniza-
tion, community disapproval (particularly byﬁthe English- .
Canadian, Protestant, middle-elass community of Montreal) and
the department of education's efforts to standardize all the
CEGEPs, Middleton was clearly going to change 'in the direction

\

of GreenWOod's structure and goals whether it wanted to or not.

(X
A

W

grrt

“the second year of‘the;n.existence. For Mtddleton‘this‘WHS?::f*tr~—~

—
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e of Governors. The Revised White Paper, presented to the

e

It wvas imperatﬁqg_in terms of the research to catch as much
of the_origﬂ&ol Middleton as ﬁossible for comparison and so
h

the researchdon Middleton was done first durfing the Spring

!
Summer and Fall of 1973, It is believed that the changes

* had not yet affected the basic functions and structures of N
the college. Greenwood was studied in the Winter of 1974,

At Greenwood, the Repart of the College Goverogeng

Review Commissigg, (October 1972) proposed the structure
reproduced in Chart I and subsequently agreed to by the Board

1y

Middleton Community by the Negotiating Committee for Struc-

. ” Y
N ‘ tures (May  1970) proposed the structure shown in Chart II,_

which was, except that college-wide councils were reduced
T~ . ’ .
from three to one, approved by the Middleton Community in

referendumy i {r ' ~
- Many things might be said about the differences in

\

. these'two‘tables of oré;nization but one of the more ele-’
medtary from the point of view of thi& study is that\fz
‘hierarchy at Greenwood is the traditional one, with the
admiﬂistrators at the top, the task perfogﬂers at the bottom,
whereas Middlet&h’s suggests that the principal action and

" the primary decisions be made by the task performers énd fed . 4

ls \
own to administrators and college—wide bodies, . "

L Another equally important struetural difference;is |
2 R 4 l‘n‘

hat at every level at Middleton there is student represen- i

 tation, at pafity or better with other groups. Although this
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o may not be clear from the chart, it is made clear in\thé

. : —~feport., At Greéﬁwood; studeﬁt)representation is required.

- only on those bodles/which are stipulated by BAll 21: the

- . Board of Governors-agd the Academic Councll (or whatever
college-wide legislative. council exists). However, both"tﬁe
physics and sociology departments at Greenwezd did invite
student‘representatives to sit on the Hiring Committee of the

- departments, making a special effort to find students who

would be pnesent durin"interviews with prospective candidates ]

” teaching positions.

-2

Returning to the two college cglendars, this is. con-
firmed in statements about college government. In the -
Middleton Calendar for 1973-7%,'the emphasis 1is on freedom 4
;nd self-govgrnment; particularly at the lower leYéi, since

the principrq“that the administration- serves buf_doesnnoi con- T
trol was and is a firm:a?an{fpoint‘of view»aéq has-been—- - -
labellgd by some within the school as 'democracy by the -
\ :: i kiqg's command'. The words 'free’ or:derivativeS‘occu; four
timeé; the words 'self-government' or derivaiivgs oceur five
Ltimegw: Neither of these words occué in the Greenwood
Caie&dar description of its own government whicﬂ\yonsiéts of
. s three - paragraphs.kthe second of which, dealing with’internal
& .  government is quoted in its entireay (p. 19) .
L - " In its first year of operation, the College adopted --

' a- Community Council format with specific ihterest

. work-shops, agsuring all members of the College an

equal opportufiity for decision-making participation. )
- ' Idealistic, like Greenwood itself, the 4Jgrmat proved * -

. \ ‘ -
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unwieldy and was found to demand excessive tiﬁk and
endgy. Interest fluctuated and withered. away when
there- was neither crisis nor’ conflict. A Goverament
Review Commission composed-of staff, students and-
Board members proposed a more sjructured system for
the consultation and decision-making processes. Its
recommendations- accepted by the community and pre-
sently 1in operation, established a Tribunal for
internal’ goverament gpd jurisdictional issues;
described the membership of the elected Acggemic
Council (required by Bill 21); as well as the con-
sultative committees to advise both the Academic
Council and "the administration. General forums may
be called by the Tribunal on suggested topics of
college~wide interest or importance, cRad

Middleton's description of its style of governance

eovers almost two pages, but two paragraphs are central to

People of similar interests, attitudes or goals
are encouraged to asséciate freely for their common
ends, all the’while r
tives of others to associate freely. This notion ise

_iManslated for th# academic life of the college .into
the formation of "departments" with a significant -

| 2
the differences between the two‘sché%ls: tp. 6) . ,§I3

measure of. self-government in important matters such '

_as budgets, curriculum development, performance evalu-
ation,. and staffing... Within each academic department,
‘government policy and 'decision-making are shared
‘equally by faculty members and students as an applica-
tion of the principle-of "student parity". In nons
academic matters, clubs and organizations, made up
largely but not exclusively of &tudents, apply the
principle of self- government and c%pperation with
other organizations, '

Central to the Middleton approach to self-government - is

the principle that administrators and support personnel .

"provide services, animate, co-ordinate, and inform =~
rathexr than 'direct' in a traditional sense, Adminis-
trators are expected to establish parameters for self-
oyide iaformation, to propose alterna-
s kde rather than order. Chairmen of -
academic departmggts~are dvéduntable to department
members and rarelp@et without departmental consulta-
tion; service "de-">uents" have the difficult task of
provlding services to‘all other departments equitably

tives, and to pey

and efficiently, sector co-ordinators inform and assist

A ’ v - 1

specting the-rights and‘preroga- ’
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academic departments which group for common purposes

. ather than manage the -affairs of such departments.

“ The specification of the requirement to have studen:t_/.1
parity at the departmental level is clear and at the time-of
}he study, there was, so far as I bould discover, no depart-
ment at Middleton which did not~have some form of student
participation at departmerital meetings, however. minimal and

& »e

token, and many departments had regular and aotive input from,

~

G R T - AP
3
c . . f

student reprekentatives in all departmenﬁal matters. There
s another structural gifference whtch“is brought out in the

la’t sentence of the Middleton statement on its government

admin trationéspd regarded according to James Hartt DSP at
as administrative reoresentatives. At Midd!eton, ‘

- Y the sector oordinators are elected by tne ‘sector-and regarded~

26 da ..»-g«.—‘

. as the representative of the departments and accountable to ;u;

3 a
. o ‘v‘_ ———————
y ’ ot : o ’ .
. . " .

them,

'S o

From these differences, there follows a number of

4

other tendencies, not always successfully carpied through and

T

often resisted by some strong groups dt each coIlege, but

M

which typify‘the two colleges. At Greenyood there 18 a ten-'

~
[

dency to’ accord authority and‘responsibility to offices, not

° persons, apd to use.proper channels. James Hartt states that ,,6:
he makes a point of working through channels- and expecting

' others to do so aiso. _Only seven people re ortﬁfo him >

.

directly. the three sector chiefs and four servtee heads.

~%
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s . If he*hears a teacher is¢not fulfilling his contract to take

) y an example which Hartt provided ‘he takes the matter up -with .

O i the sector chief Wo takes it’up with the: department chair-
. man, who then must deal with the situatidn and report back 4o
| the sector head, ete, He: is rigonous abo&t supporting the’

~_

authoritywand decigkons of his' subordi tes and‘asserts that | 1

10 : "?"J N
the Director Gengral 19 also./ LS e T |
At Middleton, persons,are more important than offices, -

4

'.;, aﬁd channels were honored at the time of the study, more in

the breach than ‘in the observance. Ron Graham, DSP described ‘
his jbb as that of a fire-fighter, running around putiing out

fires (prqblems) that start up betweea .dgpartments and waitini
endlessly for~ erartmen}s &&d other \groups to make decisions

that "could better be made in five minutes by a trained

a ministrator."ll Graham had, at the time,,direct contact - -

)

with deoartmental chairmen and this meant that as mani as
twenty-eight people felt that they could and often did report
‘,or try to work directly througgghim. Grant always encouraged

;\ people t8 come to him with problems and this personal touch

w &

J was characteristic of the, way all problems were solved. If,
[}

fyent to Grace Mason, or to. Ron
i,

. anyone had a problem, they
.’ (Graham) or to»Phil,'&? very .often byfpassing their

4

. e . ’ ' o ’ v
10 o ] ‘ - ' :
. # Interview, April 30, 1974. B
i ’ ( . ! 4
. fe 11 ? ., - -
; . Interview, Apr 127, 1973. . X N
t12 Interview with Richard Parks, Adjoint-DSP ,
Mid@e'&m, May 6, 1997\+ ‘ o ' o
e Tt . ' ‘ ¥
. . . , o t:k . , .o . ~ '
L a £ - : A &
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:io Grant ané get a diffefent decision.l3 . }

. Hartt, on the other hand, believes firmly in clear rolc

do everything is demoralizing to the'peconle who do have
. LY - - . T

V"f" AR R
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departmental %Pd sectoral heads and college~wid%>§overning ’
bodies. later, thefe personal decisions often tuxned out
to be binding on the legally constituted groups and offi-
cialsg even’ if”they‘éid noi'aopnove of them; A -.campus
manager at Wlddleton dubbed this "the end-run" and describés .
it as‘;helﬂgthod yherebx peopleﬁat’Midq1eton get around the
decisions of anth;rized ‘persons or, bodies. "They s;mply)go

_ . % Grant 1is notorious for not supportlng his adminis-
trators. For'reasons whf%h may haVe to do with hiﬂ long
career as a tcacher in. th*“Satholfo school syatem, he- °
eXplained in an-inmervipw that, in setting up the college,

he was particularly concerneq.yith dhe tengbncy of adminis-
. ' A)

trators to lose contact withythe task and the people doing
it and usé their position to y¥eld poher.lh ‘Also, as indi-

cated’ in many of his papers and statements, Grant was

rpsis\?nt to neflning roles in any. clear-cut way, Or.eneour-
. L

g&dng pooola to. be experts. He said repoatedly $hat adnin--

istrators should’ teach and teachers should be involved in =

administration and studonts should be part of both. Janes

definition and.Specialization'and says, "having everjybody

: '
413 ¥ ! . 0 \, o ' ) '
< Ingprviewfw1th Marshall Smith, Ma§ 30,,19?5.}'
. \ . _ R K . -
’ 7. .
e 1% Interview, July -18, 1973, )
. . . '- ?' 5 ~,
} ,A"\ ' . . | ’ ’ ’ * A
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expertise . and is inefficient~hesides.“15 Pfedictably, at .

{

]

é 0 Greenwood ,.- the turnover among administrators has been very
S . . e ' !

; low, while at Middleton it-has been very high: only two

adhinistnators remain pf the group that started in 1969, one ;

[

el Tl

' of whom is:Grant. . L.
There are eXCeptions to ‘all this, and the systems d;d
) not work in eithe; college in the simplistie way which this
} ~analysi ay suggest. At both col{eges there exist counter
,currengé/zhich tend te.eounteract the thrustof the‘dominant
s{yle. At Greenwood5 Yeachers who regard’ themselves as pro=-
: fessaonals with their own standards and righfs t; autonomy,fb
resist authority when it concerns their own activities or
J o when it conflic;sﬁazih their view of their task. As James
Islartt Says "I~éan only persuade, I can't order," and" some ( |
teach rs stated that they regarded him as dapgerous in his~

emphasis on control and efficiéncy. One teacher remarked S

that- if Hartt ‘were DG, Greenwood might be in trouble with " )

.

its teachers, Departments tend to resist elther covertly ™. . ‘

(by ignoring suggestions) or overtly (by making pubi;c pro-

)16

- tests what they regard as administrative 1nterfq<:hce in ;

* * departmental affairs. The difficulties of runhing ap effi-

. : . v
clent organization in face of-regular assertion of "academic

1

15 Interview, April 30; 197%@ A i - ;

16 Examples of both were observed in meetings of

departments at Greenvwood.
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freedom# by teacdhers was mentioned voluntarily several times
by both Mackey and Hartt ™ interviews. v e
At Middleton, there is an informal system that exists’
as,a substitute for ru1e§ and not as an effort to., get’ around
them, It 1s "informal" in the sense that it has no formal
sanction. More than one adminfstrator reported that he felt

he had more power at Middleton than he would have at a more

regulated school. 'Power'at Middleton is defined and limited

not by rules but by personalistic criteria, and eccfues‘téll

i

‘persons with information, credibility,‘eharm,‘persistence;"ﬂ

“ connections or aggressiveness, The resnlt is a kind of sys-

tem of feudal lords surrounded by-tpeir retinues, competing

for position, money (what little the;e is) and power. Ag f-"‘
‘one administrator sald: ’Its 1ike\the Wild'West. The guy

with two gunf wins. "7 It must be noted, however, that this
state of affdirs is muoh more upsetting to administrators

than to teachers, at 1east in the two departments where ‘

interviews were conducted. Teachers complainéd of ineffi-

L ciency in admini trative and pedagogic services at both .

schools, but ‘at Middletou teadhers did. not, in Spring to Fall,

Al

1973, complain of administrat1Ve interference in departmental

matters or,of. a threat to “"acadeific freedom:® On the contrary,

>

the majority interviewed felt tpatfthey had a%l the freedom

ok o
and autonomy they needed. L, _ .
AR P
‘ L I _ A | L

[ . N B v

17 Intervikw with Marshall Smith, May 30,. 197%4.
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sibly at Greenwood than “at Middleton.

¥ 4
it was hard to pin respons!bility én anyone, roles and .

andqpleading their case.

Jin an interview

N

- 82 -
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In this connection, we should perhaps’add that in

[

terms of "quality of life" indicators, there was more. spon-

taneous expression of mutual confidence and truszy}n col-
leagues-to'haintain professional‘standards and a¢t respon-

What one noticed was ‘

that difficulties and frustratlons experienced by teachers o

at Greenwood tended to be blamed on the administratidn. At

Middleton, blame was more diffused and tended to become a

general distrust of colieagues. This was_possibiy because

~

authority being,so loosely defined - -

¢

)

Another illustration of how decisions are often made

7’

at Middletoh on the basis of personalistic, rather than uni- A

'versalistic, or pensona’l rather than impersonal, criteria are

: the numerous~stories that circulate at Middleton of students

who manage to get around the rules of the registration pro~

cedure (an area where routinization and regulation seems

. essential) by going direqtly to coordinators or to Phil Grant

These stories have been confirmed

th an administrator.18 This also illus—

[

rtrates the extent to which routinization of what are regular,

repetitive parts f the task oT teaching is ‘more difficult at:

Middleton than at Greenwood. One of the informal indices

which‘were used in interviews to assess whether there was a

3
§ f

4 . s
. ) .
' 2y > - \
. <

18 Interview with R%chard Parks,’May by 1974,
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,difference in this dimension 6F bureaucratization between the
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two colleges was the extent %o which decisions about such

,matters\is grade reports, budgets, course descriptions for

dar, etc., are made on-an emergency basis because of
too short notice of deadlines, My question was, "How often

in the past year did 'a routine matter have to e handled as a

, : . ] .
crisis in your-department because of shért notice?" The ques~ -

tion Jas askgd of departmental chairmen and the answers ranged
from “too many" (Physics, Middleton) to "were there an§ other

kind?" féocioioéy, Middleton) to "we get barely4adequate p

notice" (Physics, Greenwood) amh "I. only remember one" (Socio-
\ L 4
logy, Greenwood). : ’ ' ) -

Finally, as one might notice from the, tables of organ-

§ fgation of the two schools, the organization of disciplines

[ 4

and departments is slightly different in the two schools. At g
Greeiwodd, technologies' are in the same sector as their

related academic disciplines ¢sotial.work with social science,

\for\example, or mechanical technology with physics). The -

three sectors are then: Seience and Science Technologies~ .
Arts and. Arts Technologie5° Social Science and Social Science

Technologies. At Middleton, all technologies are in one sec-

“tor, and social sciences are under the Arts sector.’ There

are, therefore, three sectors: Science, Arts, and Technolo-
gies. . ’ \
Departments also are differently organized in the two

schools. In what appears to have been partially an effort to
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'cross-fertilize ktndred disciplines and pariially an effort

to {Lssen'departmental power, many of the disciplines at ST
Greenwood are organfzed into joint disciplinary departmenta. .
Both the departments studied'here were members of such organ-
f:atronal units. The physics department is part of the Math-
Physics department, and the chairman of the larger sub- group,
mathematics, is chairman of the department, whereas the phy-

/

sics chairman is vice- chairman of the department Sociolo-
[ 4

gists work 1in a'department of Anthropology-Sociclogy-f \
Geography, with two chairnen, one of whom is an anthrdpoia——-%—j-qf‘
gist and one a sociologist . In the first case, because the -
Mathrphysics group is SO large, physics teachers meet

separately much monf often than they meet with the larger

group., In the second .case, since the total group is amall,;
the-anthropaiogists, sociblogists and geographers normally - --- -
meet together, although the Yociologists have axkind of caucua:~‘ 1
¢ which meets sporadically to settle problems which they have . |
that do not apply to the otherst lThere were numerous signs ‘
_ during the observation period that both these analgams were

unstable, producing frustrations more often than inspiration-

and exchanges of ideas. The tendency to break down into
. ‘.

¢ N
separate caucuses, which would be departments in the usual

'case, illustrates the point. N
' To return to the analysis of Pugh et al, it would
appear that both colleges are what Pugh calls perfonnel

'bureaucracies; They are furthermore a particular case,

Ny e

A . }
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"hetef onomous professional," that 1s, they emplby a largé
humbef of proféssionals who actually wmerform the techd{Fal

task of the'oréanizatiOp, but thé organizatiop itself or the .
professional sub-unité are ndf autonomous., ﬁather,'they are
either embedded ih an organization that exerts considerabie
control over theif activity or this control is exercised by

a governmental or other outside bo@y.‘ Pugh‘et al describe
such organizations as “being well above the mean on'line con-
trél of workflow and considerably below the mean on strugtur-
ing of"agtﬂ%ities" bquuse professionals govern thelr activi-
ties by professfbnal standardé, but when émpioyed by‘govérni
ments or other cutside bodies, such organizations %re high on
cedtfalization of authbrity.19. In personnel burpaudraciesz
those Eharacterist}ps most commonly ascribsd to bureaucracy .
by stidents. of organ}zation appear largely-in caonnection with
pe%séﬁhel procedures, ﬂhere hiring, firing,%salgries,-¢6ndi- ‘ ‘
-tions of work, etc.'are regulated. In summhry.we may say that’ ‘
because,bf leeway granted to each calleég to define/éoal pri- :
oritfes and internal -structures as it sees fit, Greenwood has (
developed acadeﬁic excéllenge as'its primary goal and é'siruét ‘ ‘
ture that is EIOSe'to the traditional public educational
institutioﬁg where structuring of activities is, while low, at - -
least higher than at Middleton and line éontrol (i.é. decision—D

making at the level of the task) while high, seems lower than

A . ' . . !

h . 1 N ,
‘ ? Pugh et al, p. 119, B '

Voo.

;
\ o \
1

E
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"trol. There seems 1ittl& doubt tha
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Middleton's. , Middleton d®veloped a decentralized, stud
. ‘ 5 . .
parity model, where the primary goal of learning 1is grewth

in the humanistic sense., There has been at Middleton deli-
- A J -

. berate non-structuring of many actibitiee, for example in

resistance to role definition, to@routiniiation, to rules
- (/ .

and regulétiohs and to impersonalil and‘ah official effort

to keep teachers and students as brimary pedagogical and’

governmehtal decision-makers, thus)|igcreasing high line con—’

p .
ere Wefe differences-

in structure between Greenwood and Middleton of sufficient . .
1mportance to Justify the assumption ‘that the task of teach- :

1ng in the academic departments under convideration, physics -

and sopiology, was carried out in different environments in ~

the two colleges. -
‘ ‘ .q‘\'r—r:*’k X ’ ‘ ‘} ) | . . ’
C) The AcgdemigaDisciglineg . ' T~

¢

There remains one final assumption to consider before -

turning to an analysis of the results of our'replication.of -

the Lodahl-Gordo%‘study. 'This is whether at the CEGEP level

we can assume that the differences between the disciplines of

1 . \_
physics and sociology are those suggested by Kuhn and con- -

firmed by Lodahl-Gordon at the graduate school level ~"Inter-

views were conducted with all members of the physics depart—‘

ments and sociology departments at both schools who had been

~at ‘thelcollege for one year, and with departmental chairmen

and the relevant sector chiefs in an effort to confirm this,
2,4 ' »
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. Although. there were individual exceptigns, the general

.—4direction was clearly-in conformity with the findings on the
graduate school level. ALL physics teachers in both colleges
; reperted }ittlé difficulty in agréeing on texts and felt that
0there was little room for improvisation or chan;e in the con- ®
é‘ ’ e ,. tent O: the courses, thchz as many pointed out is 1laid down
.~ by the Cahier. Method was fairly uniform, although one
o teacher at Middleton and two at Greenwood offered students
' *some choice of method (how many tests or labs to do and dn ... .
what, or group problem solving in labs). The departmeél at .
Middleton had also’ eXperimented with a form of modilar 1ndep4
TN endent study in one course, although this had been Hiscon- 1
tinued. This kind of m;dular instrue}ion was also proposed . !
in the physics-department at Greeanod‘for a remedial course, .
Reactions of thefteéchers, observed during the meeting when
the proﬁosal was presented; suggested that it would be ffied.
The ph%sics departments at both schools organize-course com- - -
- mittees for the:large introductory courees thch have muliiplq
f Xfu R | sections. Students are sometimes represented on these cgm-
: ( o ‘mittees and the teachers involved agree on texts, centeni‘bf -
course, lab problems, and exams as well as the termn schedule :

for these things in all sections. In the physics deﬁartment -
.. at Midgdleton the cbiefgcontroversy in the realm of method was,

about: whether aafinal thréefhour exem should be compulsbry

for all courses, ~All,teaehers agree that students can have

, little or mothing to say about any.of-this ‘except possibly
n o g o wh

,’ ~y
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the method of evaluation, which some teacher8 regard.as nego-

tiable, strgetly within limits. As one Middleton teacher

said, "one of the nice things about teaching physics at this
level is that students cannot questioﬁ,what'you say." In
terms_gﬂkfhe Lodahl~Gordon study'and of the Kuhn paradigm,
there was no doubt that the‘%bysics teachers at Hotﬁ colleges
egree& as tolthe basic gnowledge ip the field, and whspﬁ
"There was not even

should be ﬂran;mitted to the student.

very much.difference in attitude about method. No one sﬁg-"

: gested~at-e1ther school, for example, eliminating labs or -

problems or tég%s. There was searching for better ways to

1ﬁterest students and to commsgicate‘the mategial, and sgme
concern about “how high the étandards should be kept, parti-
There ‘was 11£t1e or

no disagreement about what the pre—university stuéZnt in the
sciences needs. At Greenwood ‘there were two teachers whq
mentioned that they did not give final exams, only tests,

during the term and one of them allows students some choice

- labs or problems, and the department at Middleton hé§ con~- .

. - o |
of method in that students may choose, say, five out of ‘seven . \
|

sidered and sometimes allowed the waiving of exams if a
student s average 1s high enougb for the rest of the course.

Tt was noticeable at both colleges that physics

teachegs enJoy teaching. The maﬁority spontaneously expresse&;

" |their pleasure in their work and in workiqg.wlth students., &

i his‘ﬁas even more marked at Greenwood than at Middleton. -

}

S ‘ . N \ ’ /
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SeVeralgteachers volunteered comments such,ai that of one of
them, "I must say our students are a pleasure to deal with"
and would go into considerable detail about their own garti-
cular methods or approaches to classéroom or individual teach-
ing. At Middleton, there were three out of eleven who did
| not VOlunteer any comments about their feelings about students
or teaching. This does not necessarily mean that they did not
enjoy them, of course., In any case, the majority were clearly
dedicated-and-interested and feit 1ittle sense of frusm}ion
‘or conflict-in thelkr work. As a Middleton teacher said )"I -
think that this confidence in being able to do something well
(teach physics to students) is a very important part of my job
and something in ¥hich I pride myself in being able to instill
in studets." This was one of the findings of the Lodahl and

Gordon study - that teaching and working with students is 0

L)
s

more&pleasurable for the teacher when he belongs to a papadigm

science, where the knowledge base is one in which he -can have

conf{dence and: there is a shared and well-understood vocabu-

lary which facilitates communication with students

’ Sociology departments at both sch001s also showed :the ..
“expected syndrome of the pre-paradigm science: The department
at dreenwood\is only half the size of the\one at Middleton (5 ‘
to 10) and this may partly account for the gréater degrée of
disa%reement and the variety of views about the field and how‘
it should be taught which are present at*Middleton. However,

at both schools the sociOIOgists "are knowngfor their
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inalgllity to get alongwith each other," as one Greenwood\ o
- adminiptrator put it, At Middleton, however, the expected
divergence is either exaggerated oz\\ncouraged by the senseo
of freedom reported by all Middletor teachers, Many, in fact,
e "felt that th\ freedom had gone too far. In ang case, of the
seven sociologists who had been in the department for at least
a ye&n ‘who were intervieWed, six stated that they did ‘not feel

[y -

. ... . because_ thp' students. were so different 1n goals, interests and

that any gie method could be ‘offered to/a class in socioldgy
\‘abilities.-They all-offered multiple choices of method.and
_/evaluation and several even permitted students some choice of
what he would learn, within the limits of:what the course .
could contain. \Furt::;hore, taking the deparyhent as (a whole,
'of the ten members of th department, only two were .o fering
what 1 defined as "tradi(igpal" method coufses. 1ectures,
textﬂl_ﬁzamg and/or term papers. Two- teachers were entirely

-~
.y engaged in modular instructlon, with sucebs'sful completion of

]
tasks leading to an autonatic grade of 95; one tegcher was
developing and using a program. of independent, individualized
‘?instruction, one specialized in teaching through sociodramas
. \

- and asked students.to evaluate their own work, another made -

.exten ive use of audio—visual materials, and~another ‘empha-

Sy 1

~i directppontact of t?e student with sociological/material |
21
through experience, bringing the’ student te ﬁi\id situations\ J %

or inviting guests ‘of all kinds tb classes. There was no’ Co ¢

; effort, except briefiy in connection with‘setting up & modular e
' ‘ .7',“‘ - , R ;

i g ¢ ¢ / \ \ r Ll
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course, to come to-an§ agreement about texts and in-the Fall .

of 1973, no two teacherqllfre usingsthe same text. One of

the major issues for two years in the departMent was "what
\

,/13 sociology?" and the department produced two.lengthy reports !

’

which produced*heated ahd long meetings oh\this subJect with-
out reve aching agreement either on what to teach or how to

teash\\ .n‘fact 'tha;ggpartment had split'rather seriously

in 1972 78 and this issue p%ﬂ%ed prominently 1d the affa;;

.

- In neither sociology department Greenwood or . . -

, Middleton, has ‘there been much effort to form- t@am57or com=-

mittees offteachers teaching theé same course in order to °
achieve un&Formity. As -one of the departmental chairmen at®

Greenwood (there are two -because nobody wanted the ‘Job) said, .
' h
"One of the continual issues is just getting together. for a

meeting and - getting anybody to dq anything cee and even when‘~
¥
we get together there“s\no\way we can agree on anything very
2

, basic.? InterViews with.Greenwood sociologyadepartmenf mem-u

AL

bers indicated that teachers had agreed recently on a text- S

for the introductory course, with each teacher qhoosing his

. own extra regding materials, but that was as far as-it went:

As one. teacher sald, "We have had debates about the problem’(

“of. What the student needs in . the Introductory courses but

finally have come to the concrwsioﬁ and accepted the idea




S LN meee
' keeh him‘inhiine;" ft should.he‘noted hobever, that—there‘
‘\‘ - l,\was much less experimentation\wi\h method and less variety .
- h] of views about sociology at‘Greenwood than at Middleton. ’%

| was' unable to find any teacher who~deviated very far from -

h the traditional mode, so far as methods® end.evaluation\were

: '\\ concerned, . - - ;Y o
| :In observing meetings;of the departments of\Seeioiogy" ‘
. and physics at both colleges, 1t was evident that.all four ' |
have splits about oedaéogicel matters; although:it‘§eems to

cause less difkiculty to physics teachers than to sociology;‘“

The disagreement comes to light in the discussion of content

of introductory cour ses and in physics, eround the ‘{ssue of

'standards in service courses. ' Several teachers defined this N

' / : split -as that between the professional and the teacher in

; ﬂii" - the field; or as some defined it, the university ~oriented:
; teacher and the humanistic or,student growth-oriented teacher.
e~'\ ' - . At Greenwood it was alsd seen as the high-school (experienced) -

| teacher view of the task versus that of the-recent product of- -
s - ',th; graduete school approach.~ As we havefeg%n, this split-is
o inherent 1n the goals of the éEGEPlsystem.-
) There was a sense of tension about thedir nork‘in the

”\\ ‘ ' . ¥ o

~ "7 ¢ remdrks of almost-all sociology teachers at both schools..

[P
X

At Greenwood, one teacher remarked, "If I had students - inter=

[P

o ested and eager for knowledge, then I might be able to be a
lgood‘teacher, but they seem to have no commitment to anything " '

" Complaints about the studeq&s as apathetic, lacking the skills .

. i
;] .
.
.
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of reading and writing,needeg for sdclal sciences, were com-

N

mon, the latter moré common at Middleton. At Greenwood, the
principal complaint was that the students,~being all of the -
L ‘Engiish-Canadian middle class persuaSion vere too_lethargiq‘
’*b] ' and” insular.* One Middleton teacher remarked "if I reallyr

;‘get interested in sdﬁetbing and work hard on preparing a good

lecture, I'm in trouble $ it turns the students of fin
‘departments who find great satisfaction in their jobs, the  --

) -ments and in fact, I failed to get oge/fhoroughly unambiva~
. lent remark about the joys of teaching from a sociologist
There was one uneXpected finding in the interviews,
One of the- questions asked dn the interviews was what was
U rewarded or actively: supported at each college by adminis--~~
trators and colleagues.‘ As it turns out\ there are no est b-
lished and dependable rewards in either college‘for anything,—
L t and no promotional system in the CEGEPs. What 1is interesting'
| is' the difference in the reactions of teachers in the differ-

ent departments to this faect. Soclology.teachers, in most

Physics teachers héd n general, not thought about\ihis and .

g Y S e SO S

' Although there areé undoubtedly people in both sociology AT

' ;general*enthusiasm was markedly- lower than in. physies- depart--

. A cases, in both schools, were aware.of this and found it dis-
» g . turb and distressing..-They offered yarious‘suggestions as.. -
) to what should be rewarded, from innovative é% eXcellent
v \ ‘teaching to. support for research‘or otber outside activities,
" ‘ but the majority felt that‘there should be sohe reward system.
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ﬁﬁen,it'waé'brqnght to their attentiqn they either thought
that there should be no systém of rewards (because 1t leads
to competition about the wrong things) or theycsaid. simply .

L1

that the.rewards they get from®teaching and the responses of
. . ' ’ - L4

Bl h A et A b A e i A S
. .

‘students 1s and ought to be enough. ‘Again, this would Seem
.to sﬁpport the ﬁodahl—Gordon finﬁipgs that the paradigm . -

|
.

séiences, being ‘more confident of their knowledge, are able ‘~' »’

to draw more satisfaction from their work with studeﬁtg. ‘ ‘

~ - Soclologists, feeilng doubtful‘ofvwhat\Qhey know and—haﬁing.“~ |
| ﬁ'difficulty in‘ééhieving~recoéniti;p from cqlleagu;s or the --

. _outside world, also feel less satisfaction from teaching and ~
;eed mofe concrete\sﬂpéort and reassurance from the envifon-

meﬂt.. S ‘ : : - T,

Part qf this study retested the Lodahl-Gordon- ques-.

tions on teacher-attitudes toward spending time with studentss=— -—

S (Sée page 4, for teacberssbnly;.of the Depaftme&tal question-:‘- -

~‘f‘W naire, Appendix Ca). Table 2 preseqts~the-resd1ts. . It should

be noted that the only part of the bre?kdown‘of hours spent -~-
with students that’is presented is office hours and total

hours. Hours spent in classes and labs are set by tgachei‘

I\

' ;chontrécts,‘qoufSe réquirements and ,the teacheg-%fudent ratio,
' as established by regulation for all CEGEPs, - A full-time
teacher teaches so many students so many hours per wéek; but-
" because par% of this is lab time in phkisics, it is difficult -

to" Compare hours spent. by téachefh\in'iheir coq?raﬁted time.

Office hours, however, are more flexible, harder to control

i

T
N
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‘and/subject to no upper 1imit. Therefore, it was assumed
 that the

reflect more accurately the teacher s attitude

toward s ending time with students. Stated attitudes can‘be
the total time spent, especially the ques- = '
tion as to whether the teac er would like ‘to spend morey the
same, or less time\with ‘students than he how does, R
"The table shows that teachers at both colleges feel
that timexSpent teaching is time well spent or that teachi g
is a rewarding activity (which might have. been a better way ..
to ask the question) although there séems to be slightly more
disagreement about this among Middleton teachers than among
those at Greennood, especially.in the sociology department.

In fact,-as one might predict, the'sociology departnents at

. — . \
both schools show less agreement among themselves than phy-

sics teachers. Another striking datum 1s’ the high degree of
agreement among physics teachers at Greenwood that they find
their teaching satisfactory, coqhined with the number of . .
hours actually spent ‘with students, which is markedly higher
than in the other three departments. Even so, three Greenwood',
teachers would like to spend more time with students..

‘ In general, the two physies departments and the
Middleton sociology department have-given-the responses whicb
Kuhn's'tneory and the Lodahl-Gordon study would lead us toy
expect}::The Greenﬁood\sociology department, however, 1s some-

what incénsistents It is difficult to interpret the response

of some of the members that they would 1like to spend more time

b}

-
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i " with students when the departmental average bi hours spent
. ' ) 1S so low. That is, one wonders why, if they want to, they

‘ don't, It was observable thatufgere were fewer students sit-

A et A = e,

Cos , ~ting in faculty offices or working in the general area 1d the

'sociology department at Greenwood than in any of the three

Y

departments. Why this should be so was outside the purpose

|

{ ' ) df this study. What we can say is that the amount of time
i actually spent with students (not mentioned in the lodahl-
} ,

gents, vith-a noticeable spread between departments at -

' Greenwood and no difference between departments at Middleton

tl ; ~ Gordon study) is, however, quite different in the depart.—~

|

|

|

|

| This general review of the physics and sociology

| departments in the two colleges makes it clear-that we may
-assume that Kuhn's definition of the differences in physics,

- ] ~ as a paradigm science, and sociolOgy, as a pre paradignm T

’ - sclence, found to be true at the graduate §eheol level by

L. - performance in academic departments, holds true at the;CEGEP-

|

|

1

[ ‘

; ' Lodahl and Gordon and to have certain effects on the task--

,

| " level as .well. Specificaliy, we-can assume that there is a.

’ ’ éreater'egreement among .members of the physics departments

' than among.sociology departments as to the content, method
and'texts for introduetory courses and a resﬁlting greater‘ ot
ease in organizing the task and dealing with students.

. \ This being the case, we may assume that- the differ-~~~‘

. ences between physics and sociology deparfment structures L.-

found by Lodahl and Gordon should be found also in the two

6‘ v . / ‘ : ".0
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CEGEPs through the replication questions which epply to these .
etructnres. _The differences should ‘also appegr in classroom .
structure in the teadher-student role-relationshin, and 1n the
. decision—making process, where one would expect more decisions
of all kinds to be made by faculty committees or departments.
- as alwhole in physies than in sociology and more by’ teecbers
_in‘sociology. StuQenﬁs in sociology classes should have more
influeéce on decisions tnan‘in physics classes, If these‘ .
findings are' not true~or if they vary from one college to the :
other,;tt‘may suggest that the structure of ine-college ; e
- ' an environment, is forcing change on -the departments, So. that

they are adoptlng structures not congruent with thelr tasks \

. or the nature of the discipline taught, ' L.

' D) Summary o ‘ . ‘

) - - N

| i~
)
1
H
|
i
i
t
I

\

*'—-‘-—_:mu..—z_‘&-‘ -

c wedre chosen for this study.‘ The colleges, apparently, have.
different goal priorities, Greenwood emphasizing academic
excellence' and Middleton emphasizing student-centred learn-
ing. They also had,oinerent.administrative structures, withf"ﬂ'
Greenwood attempting centralization of authogjty, a clear
division of 1aBour and role definition, an& as much routini-
zation and regulation as seems politically practical., — : '

Students were involved in decision-making only‘in the

o



‘Academic Council, the Board of Governors and on departmental °

‘Biring Committees, tne latted on an ad hoc'basis.f;Mtg&leton' '

’/: . « ' . 3 - 98’ "~

. . ..
‘a , . o

was attempting to décentralize, authority to'keep'rbles-flex~

" ible, with, routinization -and regulation at a minimm and

student parity on all decision-making bodies. Finally, the
departments chosen seemed to exbibit the charactéristie
qualities of paradigm«and pre-paradigm sciences, by Kuhn's
definition. Physics teachers showed high agreement as to

//'
‘what constitutes the basic knowiedge, methods and problems of

thelr discipiine*and tendead: to use traditional methods of e
teaching, suggesting a view of students as uniform in their

needs and the process of teaching them physics to be well-

‘understood or certain, Sociology teachers showed low ‘agree-

ment on what constitutes 8hé basic knoyledge,: methods and

-—— <

v

problems in their field and tended to assumeﬁthat students?- -
needs were not uniform and that there was.no best way~io‘-‘
teach the material. In spite of theseAexpressionSIOf

- e e o %20

opinion, ‘there was n6ﬁ§the1ess little difference in how

sociology teachers really tpught their courses at Greenwood, -
but a considerable varietijif,method at Middleton. Physics
teachers at Greenwood seemed slightly more flexible in

method than those at Middleton; k -
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At the end of the observation and interview period, a
' questionnaire, based on the Lodahl and Gordon study, was pre- ‘

sented to all the members of eacb department. This was the

replication part of the thesis, and was intended tq test *
whether the departmental structures at the CEGEP level in N

o pe ey =

collegdes having d;fferent goals and.structures would reflecé ('

the same differences based on academic discipline as had“ﬁeen

' found in the uniuersity graduafe departments in the U, S, As

mentioned in Cbapter IT, tbe flndings of the Lodah1~Gordon -

.study were, briefly, that departmental autonomy tended to be
high in physies- departments, that 1s, that upiversity adm;n-ﬂa-

istrators tended to let 2Eem handle thelir own affairs to a

greater-extent than in thé case of soéiology denartmentsﬁ -

Physics departments handled departmental business through com-~
mittees largely, and because agreement was easy about most
matters, individual sutonomy was Tow. Sociology departmenﬁs~,

had high iudividual autonbmyw since agreeméht was very diffi-.

'cult, and as a result the admiuistration more frequently

- 1n%ervened in departmental.affairs, producing a situqﬁion of

|
low departmental auionomy.
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o The questionvaires used are presented as Appendices

E and F.. In analyzing the results ofv both questionnaires I

have assumed that all decisions are equal, that 1s, that

they represent the same level of importance and are compar - ‘
able in assessing total influence of a particular group. I

know of no theoretical basis for distinguishing betwéen them

L d

and to invent one would have been outside the scope of this

<

studyf . v N

It is. quite difficult to conpare the responses to. our
departmental~strueture questionnaire with, those of the Lodahl-‘"
Gordon study for, several reasons. First, the sample size of
this study vas very small and different kinds of statistical
tests were useds The latter was not onl& because of the size
of the sample, but also becsuse serious question was raised
about the\appropriateness of the Lodahl use of means and-fac--

tor -analysis with nonparametric data. ‘In addition ‘many of

‘the questions referring to graduate department decisions,'~'

e g —L . —

particularly those related to research, .could not be included-

in our questichnaire and others,which seemed of importance

‘were added. Finally, the number of levlels of decision- aking \
rw cl had to be included were thought to be much greater in a

p ic education system than in private'universities although,

as it turned out, many of ,these could ‘have been eliminated,
sinee respondents digfng{ﬁalways know how much influence people

at the more remote levels had.

L)

Unlike the Lodahl-Gordon study, students were included
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because they are members of . all decision-making bodies at

‘~d1ddleton. Finally, becaguse of very small numbers in the
a:/“cells, tbe requqses were.gfohped s that O (no influence)

# -and 1 (sdme influence) = 1 or little ghfluenceﬁ 2 (moderage )

. ianUOnde)'and'3‘(great influence) = 3 or great influence, b »

an adjuqtment not necessary in the LodahI*Gordon study

where numbers were large.

R : .. All of these differences mean that this study can : v
i , .o only be- ppgarded as a replication of the Lodahl Gordon study
N ' 1n the sense that it started from some of the sdme premises

. 'and used some of -the same questions 1in"a .similar question-“

: ﬂnairecdeslgn. weicannot here talk about “gutonomy" wbether

Lo " of individuals or departmenxs, Since these wereé categories’

. resulping frpm the factor_anelysis ‘and cdhsisting of clusters"”
df components, yhose exact definition is.not vefy cledr eben

in the original study. -We can, however, cgnpare our ffﬁdinés

_ . " with theirs in the pre-factor-analysis stage, in a general

et

- way. Although they used means of standardized scores and we'
' . T . ' N J
have used median-scores, these were reported for alL denart-

‘ments in the eighty universities studied, before betna factor-
anglyzed and it 1is. possible'to obtain some idea of how ouﬁ\
departments compare "with thelrs in degree of influence
. w1e1ded by different groupns. ' ’
Before beginning an aqalysis of the results, a word .
should be said about the student respondents at Middleton.

Eleven students at-Middleton, -eight class representatives

: s .
s Cf’ ; - R



'serving in the sociology dep’artment and three in the physics'

at tb_e time of the study, as regular 'and as large as’that of

?
faculty, there 1is little

"had been given up. It is somewhat more surpr'ising at .

. - 02 -

department filled out these questionnaires. _ Because ‘the

]

student résponses showed evidence of guessing, included very

|
many "don't. knows" and, as a result, tended to obscure pat-

. ° M . ' ’ * )
terns, they were separatea from faculty responses. for pur-

t O

<

pos(es af statistical analysis. .
There ‘was much uncertainty in- student responses. In

nineteen questions, -one or the other groups of"’students

divided at or near 50-50 in their responses and there was a

»

high "don't know" rate about decisions’ made beyond the level
of the dep‘artment ohairman, However, the most interesting ,
and important finding ;bou:t student pa‘rtic_i_pation is that, -in
spite of Middleton administration's serious effort to foster
student parlty and the fact that student attendﬁnce at meet-

ings.and work on comniittees in the'sociology department was, -

£

fference in the influencé of stu-

>

dents in the affairs of e ber‘ co‘llege or all: four depart- - .~
rnents. This is not surprising at Greenwood, where the effort
to involve students i'n’ college government on any wide scale.

[}

Middleton where such serious .efforts had co‘ntinued over a- T

‘period of.five years and where observations had shown that

all departments had given some, attention to the problenm,
' B\

Admittedly there was considerable variety in what was called

"student parity," but in the soclology department, at least,

-
~

@
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important rolé“\pn several committees. They carried a. good
.decision influence was not large.

'vations. The relative lack of information which students
Lhave (also clear from the questionnaire results), the short
jperiog"which students,stay on as class representatives, and
infIuehce decisions than faculty members. ' It is, on the

remain active are becoming very effectivé by the end of the

tinualiy involred beginito'take on serious’college respon;‘-~ 3'

,pxceotions, that student parity had been an ekciting growth
‘experience for' them and they were aware that if they had the ’

extent of involving a number of students regnlarly and

- 103 .-
- . N . a v 1

over a year's period of observation, there were often more

students than staff 4t meetings and students played very

deal of the work load-of these committees, even if their

§

. Interview material was useful here as well as obser—

their lack of long term inVOlvement, all of which are

related, mean that students are inevitebly less able to

other hand, often observed at Middleton that _.students’ who

- ug .

seoond‘yeer,vand some who stay for three-years and are cofw——--—--
Q -

sibility, sometimes of an uncomfortable sort; such as pub- .
lishing course guides. But even those students whe do not— -
stay that long and who answered that students had 1little or

no influence on decisions said, in 1nterviews, with oniy two

time ‘and inclination they could have influence.

“

Why did student parity seem to work, at least -to the — -

A s |

-

actfrely, in the socidlogy department at Mi@éieton and. not

[
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l'-departﬁental matters. On the other hand, the sociology

L3

P J
Table 3 is a comparison of the reSponses of th%lmembers of -

. .

U .- 1ok -

in the physics department? @his waslprobed 1n interviews.
One possible éxplanation’consistent with our theory is that

sociologists who, because of the uncertain knowledge base

2

from’which they work, are more prepared to consult gtudents

in the classroom about interests, methods of learning and ;-

-

other decisions, also find it easier to. consult them about
"

\

_teachers at Middleton were perhaps the most disillusioned

»7

teachers\I interv1ewed on the subject of student participa-
tion. 'With one: exception, all-of them felt that students

could not really have as much influénce as teachers on any

¢

decision, for the reasons outlined in the preceding para-
graph. -gnd one. must assume that they speak from' experience.'
In any case, one of the findings of this, study 1s that

student parity at Middleton ‘has not, increased student influ~-;~
ence on decisions in departmental affairs to any degree -~

¢ - s

greater than ‘at Greenwood. Ié\fact the single instance of »
SRR A “

high student influence occurs at Greenyoqd and even there ——

only in new faculty appointments - to the socloldgy department

i Let us now turn to an analysis of faculty responses.

the physics and sociology departments at Middleton to the
questionnaire included as Appendii E;.cTﬁe‘original four ) %

'value scale of degree of ‘influence (b=none; l=some; . =mbderate;

3= great) has bgen reduced to two: 0 + 1 equalling 1 or little

influence and 2 V 3 Squalling great influence. When more: than

|
B
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.58% of departumental members in both departments agreed as to . -

y ’ . ’ - 105 .= . , * .OL C -

L)

! which categoﬁ} 6f infIuence applies'to a group on a decision,

that“number appears‘in the cell.. Where there is disagreement .

between departments,. both departments are shown in’ the cell,

If the disagreement is at a level of significance 6f " .05 or-

less, there is an asterisk be31de it, Table b gives the same
data about the departments at-dreenwood Tables 5 ané 6 then
) eianine these di?agreements in detail, showing the numberi?f .
responses in each category in each department the median of
N\

these responses and the resuhis of the statistical tests, =~ .

hen the;differences weré\g1gni§icant. Table 7 then oresents\' o
\ X

|
l
‘ |
he results when we &sk whether there are significant differ-'- -1
.ences between coileges, with academic discipline held con— " |

, ‘ - : LI ] " . i
stant. - e, B o "

L ol

. . . vy )
| . A). Departmental Structure and the ‘Academc Discinlines

If we exanine 1able 3, we notice that there is no dlS-

t ‘ cernible difference 18 “the. amount of influonce that faculty *

in Qgiiics ané in socioloﬂy have on decisions. The two

,,

departments agree on every “point exceot»how much iffluence

-‘

they have on new faculty appointments,.where physics teachers

3 , . . o
” P - -
.are more certain that they have great influence than‘are -
» N - 4 L] -
. -\ -
. sociology teachgrs. .
.Eowever, there'ls considerable differences in the ’

amount of influencé departméntal chairmén ané departmedtal

N

' committees have in the two departmentsy Departmerital
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. eommittees in the soclology depértmént.hévé great influence -
. - over deqiéions conperding'new fachlt{ﬂsppo1ntments,lhow‘to
allocate departmental funds, who -will teach what courses, \
Qpat courses will be of fered, and whosé contracts will be
renewed in sociology. In physics, committees have 11tt1§
influence oh who will ie%bh‘what courses and what, courseg
.will be offg;éd, but gfeat influence on who will assume'yha%
o C ladministrétive duties. However, the differences betwéen the
) departménts at Middleton';ré not as gréat as ihe differences
—— e bétween_ihe“colleges as we shall seé later. R - -
( The major difference between the departments at |
.¢u "‘Middleton lies in the amount of influence or power the depart-
ment chai;mén has. The §stics chaérmad‘ﬁas great inflﬁepce
on all decisions_éxeept new faculty appg}ntments, who ‘the new
chairman-will be, and admission policy. The sociology chair-"'
- man has little influence over any decisions éxcept how to
} | b allocate‘depér}mental funds, what courses will be offered and
1 who will assume what aaministrative duties,: JIn short, the
e - ééciologylchairman scores only three out of ten possible

"greats" as'compareahto seven for the chairman of thsicst

The significaAL differences between. the departments

5 ’ ' at Middleton concern pheqleve of chairman versus committee
influencerénd revolve around Ihe decision concerning who will

teach what courses. The difference, rathér_surprisingly‘in|

ter€§ of our theoretical expectaéion that physiés will be high

on committee influencg, is that the chairman has most 1nf1ﬁgndé,

’

.
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on this decision im physics and a committee has.most-iaflu-

X f
ence in sociology. Interview andﬂoiservation data confirm
this finaing in the physics department, where the chairwoﬁan
explained that teachers-hand her their first three prefé}- ,

" ences as to courses and hours and she does the best she can

to satisfy these requests. Teachers feel that this gives N
her a gréeat deal of dissaetion in the matter. In the socio-
logy department, however, observation and interview data
conflict with the reSpohsq of faculty that a departmehtal
éqmmittee has great influence on who teaches what, " A depart-- --
mentat curriculum committee eiisfs and should perform fhis?

function, but dbes not. What actually happens is that

. teachers feport what they would like to teach:and this 1is

!
ratified by the department as a whole. We will discuss this‘

discrepancy :and': possible reasons for ‘it later. 9“3' i+ .

At -Greenwood, the.differences in degfrtmentplast;uc-

ture suggest that students, are much more influential on the

‘saciology department hiring comhittee than-in the-phystes—=~

department., (See Table %), ''This was bsrne out in ‘inter-
views with teéchefs in soclology who felt that students'
opinions or 1mpressionsrof the prospective teacher, that is,
whether the students could ﬁfelate? to him‘was taken very
sefiously by faculty. Physics, as we would expect, sere more

concerned with competence and credentials than relationship

. and did not feel that students could judge these. In thgo

other two cases where differences of influence were
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' statistically significaht, the sociology dfpartment viewed

b

o

faculty as being greatly influential in decidling on space
allocations and on whose confrac'ts would be renewed within
the depaytheht. £he physics facuylty feels it has 1ittle
influence on these decisions. There was elso a non-signifi-
, cant difference tn the influence on allocation of depart-

» mental funds by departmental -committee, such a committee »
having greater 1nf1uehce in physics than in sociology. Other-
wise, the main areas of disagreement were gn,thg amount of
facultﬁ ihflueoce, with sqciology'faculty having great influ= . -
ence over all decisions except what hours classes will meetfﬁ'

. 'and admissionupolicy. Physics .faculty responded thet it had
1ittle influence over two other dec;sions: space allocation >
and whose cootracts:wfil be renewed, both differences/signi-’
ficant at the-.OS.level.. What is interesting abogt‘these RO
respohses~i? that in th% two -areas of disagreement between™-

“the degartments, both faculties also respond that college;ﬁide

. or secteur bodies have great influence,- but the sociologym~-

‘ teachers feel that they also have great influence, whereas

| physiecs teachers dQ not. " This suggests ‘that physics teachers -

are more convinced of the power of sector or administrative

groups, especially since they alSo say, unlike the other three

[N

A : departments, that sector or college bodies have great ‘influ-

.

ence over what courses will be offered. Again, there is some -

observational and interview data which suggest an explanation

v

-

for this difference. As Tables 3 and 4 both show, there are
!

i
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- They have, formally therefore, some power. However, the

“allke as a strong, -very effective administrator and by faoul—

_that physics teachers would be .very aware of the power of

groups,beyond the department level and of their own -lack of

on what courses will be offered on who will assume what

four decisions on which bodies hierarchically above‘the
depertment have great influence at both colleges. However,
the ~sectoy chiefs, as we have mentioned, are appointed by the -

L

administration and regarded as middle management at Greenwood,
Science sectlor, chief is regarded by administration and faculty

ties in other sectors as a tough and aggressive fighter for | N
his sector. The Social Science sector chief, on the other

. \
hand,nis'regarded by all those interviewed as somewhat inef-uu—

fectual ‘In this situation, perhaps it is not surprising

influence whereas sociology teachers have discovered that
they can and must- fight a number of their own battles, sitice. *=
as one of the -depar tmental chairmen reported,‘"we don't- gave"“

-

a sector chief who can do much for us.”

3

B) Degartmegtal SLrUQ&ures and the Colleges

At both schools, faculty has considerable influence

administrative duties, and at Middleton, on. whose contracts -

2

will be renewed. The faculty has little influence over-

decisions about whose;contracts will be renewed in physics

~at Greenwood, but great in sociologyﬂand the same difference

refers to faculty influence'over Space'ailocations. In the
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ﬁlatter decision, the influence of faculty in physics at
Greenwood and in' botb departments at Middleton was small. In
. general, in both schools in both departments, faculty has
great influence ovér at least six out of ten decisions.
Exceptions at both schools are decisions about what hour
classes will.meet, space allocations and“admission policy,
.all of- which are decisions made largely by the college admin-
4istrations.‘ . T )

\ Department chairmen at Middleton in both departments
show a pattern of, more influedce than they do at Greenwood. -
While both departments there report -that . their chairmeh’have
"little influence over all decisions, at Middleton the chair-
man has great influence on several. When we examine Table 7, :
"showing the statistically significant differences between
* departments.-of the same discipline in the differeot col{eges}**‘
the importance of the role of the chairman ,of-the Middleton -
physics department emerges as the most consistent-part of the

pattern of differences. -These results might be regarded as

evidence that both departments at Middleton, especially phy-
sics, feel the neeg,fqr more,structure and con rollthao the

Middleton milieu perides or that they have ac eoted consider-
able chairman authbrity in order to haedle th 1arge umber of
administrative decisions about-wHich they ar

. .‘
tribute opinions. (Eitherior both wéuld be

expected to con-
e-enforced by the
“fact that sector chiefs are elected and reldtively bowerless

to regylate relationships between departmegts). The same
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hypotheses may also apply to the relatively large influence

of departmental committees at Middleton as compared to
Ggeenyood. Observation data in the sociology department, at
least, suggested that comgittees nave ?een regarded as an
important and necessary alternative to/too many and too long
depar tmental meetings.‘-Such:meetings'were the result_of too
many administrative decisions required of a department® that
eould not come té easy agfeemént on enything. In botbq
departmenfs at Middleton, obserVatione and interviews sug-
gested that an energetic and active chairman nas been~fe}
regarded as necessary to the defense of departmental interests

\in the large struggle for scarce resources among Middleton

aeademic departments and other groups. If true, this suggests .

o

that in the conflict of goals between sub-units (departments)

whosa members regard their task to be teaching a particular -

academic discipline and an administration which is attempting -

to involve the subvunit members in adminlstration, the depart-
ments are developing a structure which enables them to control
- and limit the effects of ‘the organizational or college goals, .
It is more difficult to interpret the findings at -
Greenwood. If one examines facnlty responses in Table L, ene
‘of the interesting things about the pattern of influence.is
that only faculty and sector or college-wide bodies have  great™
influence over any appreciable number of decisions. This

college'is only three years 0ld and: has had major administra-

. tive changes durimg that time, so that clear patterns of

[}




- 112 - ;

- influence may not yet be clearly developed. Although the ,

° 4 © ‘ -
faculty at Middleton have great influence-on as many and the
- . ;

same"decisions, in the’absence of any influence ﬂfom other

.

. groups, one might assume that faculty influence at Grlenwood .

is more decisive, Clues provided by observations and inter-
views suggest, and this can only be a tentative hypothesis,

that in actual practice the administration-at~Greenwood and

'the faculty are still working .out their power and influence

relationships with the s&ruggle appearing as one over "aca-
demic freedom" or professional autonomy of teachers versus‘;‘
administrative efficiency and accountability. As we would
expect in view of the differences between the disciplines

in our theory, there is a slightly greater tendency for’ the

'physics department to accept standardiﬁation and account-

the- seeiongy~departmeat to assert aé%demic-
are only tendencies suggested however, both by Table 4 and
by Figare I below, which show influence by bodies outside
the department to be siightly greater for physics, and the
influence ofifaculty tt b:/slightly less than in the socio-

logy department at Greenw

/

The major picture isy of course, the lack of many-.
significant differences -in departmentsl structures between
disciplipes, and ‘even between colieges, which may reflect
the fact that the regulations and restrictions'under which

the CEGEPs operate impose very similar structures on all

\

}

“ability=es=defined- by sector and college-wide bodies and for --- .

P
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departments. The latter is suggested by . tbe patterns of
agreement hetween the departments at the two colleges. As
Tables 3 and 4 show, the majgrity of teachers 1n physics and
soclology agree that on most decisions,. the same people or
groups have the same amdunt of influence in their departments
dt both colleges. This suggests that within each college the
structure and functioning of physics and socilology depart-

ments are different\only on & few points.

"As we have noted before, the advantage of triangula-.

. tion is_that it enables us to check inconsistences in the--- '

data. Three cases in point occurred in the departmentgal---

‘structure dats’, The first is that the only difference in

student influence at a level of sighificance occurs in the
physics devartment at Middleton and the sociology department

“at GreenwoedjﬁeWe might assume that the\requirement of parity==:. -

SO S - k-

* for elections at Middleton has produced significantly more

Student influence on who is chairman of the physics depart-
ment than-is the-case-in the Greenwood departments=-The influ--=-

ence of studepts in the Greenwood sociology department hiring----

‘committee on new faculty appointments has been confirmed by

the fact.that teachers interviewed said that they take very
seriously student impressions of candidates for teaching
positions, But why does this result appear in these -two
departmentsnrather than in the Middleton sociology department?

" - It seems strange when interviews and observations revealed

that‘neithef’of these two departments has had very successful
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-or long eXperiEnce with student representation.-.In fact,

students are consoicnously uninvolved in the affairs’'of both,
Faculty in the SQQioEogy department at Middleton as well as
the sociology student representatives themselves report that
students have very little influence over any decisions,
whereas at ,the time of this study students were very much
1nvolveF on all eommittees and often outnumbered staff ai
departmental meetings.

(\ The third case is that the majority of members of the
soeio%egy—departmentiet qiddleton assert'thaq a‘departmental“"
committee has great influence on who ‘teaches what. The incon-
sistencylhere is between this survey response and the
obserVed; and re-checked, feEt thaé although a Curriculum

Committee exists, in. fact it doesn't perform this function,

_éithough~£orma11y it should. In fact, this-decision 1s nade™

entirely by individual faculty members whol%ngounced what they

want to teach., These preferénces are then negotiated with

" other-teachers-4n departmental meetings in such a way that—

the requisite number of '"bread anﬁ butter" or required courses
are offered, after which everyone teaches what he likes and °
what students Wt .

. Perhaps the best explanation which seems to\gpply to
all three of these cases is that the distinction whioh the
questionnaire required beople to make between formal and

informal deciSionJmeking probably was not”easy to make and ‘at

' times broke down altogether, - The instructions said: "In the
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folléwing sgries’of questions we are tf?ing‘to determine the -

range of actual discretlonary power exercised in your col- °
. .

* lege. By discretionary powver, we '‘do not ' mean prefunctory or S

" routine authorization. We are rather seeking to determine

the amount of influence pergons or groups in the college 1n

a variety of kinds of decisions."_(see Appendices E and F),

In each of the three dases:of discrepanéf, the group (students
or a committee)” had i_LMQl, but not informal power, at/least‘
as far as I was able to determine. *To put! it another’way, to
link it to the material in student interviews, tbese wvere-akl-—
cases where people thought.thquroup indicated was suppgsed” "~

: to have influence on certain decisions and were answering the

'hugstion in these terms. The qﬁestion then is, how do we

know that'reSponéenﬁs did not make this mistake throughout - --
the questions?...The only gssurénce we have, it seems to me, is .-
that tofthe other nearly 100 items, the responses were at

(4

least reasonably congruent with the reality observed by the

”Eesearcher and reported--by people interyviewed—- e e

C) Comparison With Lodahl-Gordon Findings

—

The questions which our study had in comm6on with the

'Lodahl-Gordon stﬁhy were a, b, ¢, d, e, f, and } in Appendix _
E. These referred to the following kinds of decisions: new

faculty appointments; how to allocate-departmental funds, who
will teach what cou}ses, what hours classes ®ii1l meet, space

allocations, who new éepartment chairman willlbéa and
»
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admjssion policy and selection of students. The decision-

&

makers on both studies were: faculty,faepar{meht chairman}

and college administration. Before making a factor analysis
\

N

of the results by deparfment Lodahl and Gordon first took

r/_,./

the mégns of responses for all departmehts, thus presenting
a kidﬁ”“% composite view. of who influenced what decisions in
unlversities in general, We may ‘begin by comparing Tables 3

and h with the L;Lahl results ﬁor all departments.

-

1. Faculty Influence
S T e
Of those items that were the same in the "Lodahl study

and in this one,  the means of aTl faculty responses'in four
departments in eighty university gradugte departments showed

strong faculty influence (influence level dver,2) on the fol-

“lowing decisions:. new faculty appointmentsy student admi;-*

sions, who_will teach wK;t courses, who the new department. _

chairman will be. The majority of teachers in our study also

saw faculty as having considerable power (2 or 3) in all these -

decisions except student admissions. In the Lodahl, study »
faculty had little influence on bourz/%lasses meet or on space
allocation, but great influence on admission of graduate

students.

-

L

A The major difference between the lodahl findings and.

-

ours is that college faculties have mg;g,influence over allo-

cation of départmental funds than graduate faculty have over

allocation of departmental research funds anh lesg influence
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\Greenwoodmchairmen;~especially in the physics department ,———
,The physics chairman has great influence on all decisions RS
_except new faculty appointments, who' the new chairman will be

and- admissiom policy. This is even more power than the moans™

RN
J . y

7.

‘over admission of students. Otherwiee3 both studies found =
faculty influence to be high on all decisions that the two’ )
studies had .in common . The differences in«department:struc—

ture at Greenwood is closer to the Lodahl findings than are

-

differences at Middleton, so far as faculty Influence is

-

conqerne&. On two decisioné, whose contracts will be renewed

and on space, allocations, physics teachers have sjignificantly

f - g
less influence at Greenwood than sociology ‘teachers, perhaps

supporting the Lodahl finding of greater autonomy of teachers

invsocioiogy~departments.

’

2. Department Chairman Influence

5

Our results showed that at Middleton the chairmen of

bo'th departments had considerable influence, compared to the

N

of faculty responses in the Lodahl étudy where out of eleven
decisions, department.cbairmen had great influence on six.

O%}the decisions the twonstudies had in common, the only dif—

ferences are that in the Lodahl study, department chairmen

were found to have great influence on new faculty appoint-

.

ments and on student admissions, whereas at Middleton they
have little in either department.- . »
It is difficult to interpret this since the Lodahl’

x

"y
. . ’
a
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study did not find any significant differences by discipline
in chairman authority. Rather, this seemed to be related to
departmental reputation such that the higher the quality -~
rating of the department the lower the chairman authority,
in all four disciplines, (Ibid., Figure 1)+ In only one
case, i.e, the 1nf1uence of the chairman over who will teaeh
what courses, is the difference between the Middleton depart-
ments at a level of significance, the other differences
) representing very snall response differences, and there is no
reason_io_belieVe that there 1s any important difference-in--,
the reputation of the physics department at Middleton and the
" one at.sgfireenwood, nor_that the college administrations ‘feel
that the reputation of one of their departments is*higher or
lower than the other. . o

3

L.
e e e [ * b - - - ATl i tad - Bhis

3. Administrative,lnfluence

. o a— i — e -

T = |

Both colleges show, in'Tahies 3 and 4%, very much the
same;pa%tern—of—adninistrative inflnenee. It is small on all
decisions_excepi whai hours classes willlmeet; space alloca-.
tions, whdse -contracts will be renewed and:aémission policy,"
“that 1s, fonr out of’ ten decisions, with a&ght disagree-
ment at Green;ood as to how much power the administration hag
over what courses will be offered. °Ezvenl_.so, this is more
poner than is.reporyed oy,graduate depariménts. Of ‘eleven
‘possible decisionsy graduate faculty responded‘that the h

‘central university administration had moderate to great
Q »

.
-
. Cow
Al - » N
. .
.
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influencelon only two. faéulty nraises (not included in our

studx,because these are automatic and dé&ermined by union
s - agreement and civfi serriée contract) andbwho new department
chairman will be. We thus see_ that,? although, the college( .

" dogs not have much pawer over many dacisjons, it 1s, as we L
would expect, more controlling than are university adminis-
trations.' If we'addeﬁ the controls exerted by the&brovincial

‘ department of education,'the area of discretion for college
- | departments would be smaller than that found by Lodahl and

o geeenee - Gordon—in-u niVersity graduate departmentsg , R

There is one othér matfer to consider in relation to

o Vo
administrative influence which may throw snme light on dif-

Gordon study found that many of their results seemed to be

modiﬁiedwh¥~on,contingent upon (1) the alldcation of. research

5 _ modifled-hy-oz-contingent Upon 11J the allgeatlion ol cf
_ - funds;amd(2) the quality ratings of departments, For

\

|

!

|

|

|

|

:

|

|

|

|

|

| ) .
( ~ ferences between ‘the Lodahl findings and ours. The Lodahl- Shaw—
|

|

|

|

~ example, administrative ihterference, or conversely, depart- - ;
e s mehtal~autonomy‘were a+function ofbfavoprable ”viEIbility ‘of —-
R consequences," meaning that departments were-more likely to —

" be 1ndependent.and to‘get money for research when the admin-
istration felt confident that the money would produce good .

’ . or rellable results and the" department was made up.of com-~

~.? ' . petent people. rThis is much easier to .jJudge in. the case of¥

R K paradigm sciences than»in non\paradigm, and in research than

s . in teaching. The absence of.research as \a factor and o§$any
L

| " means of evaluating the work of departme or colleges may

- -
. o
- ' . . B
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make an important difference between organlzational struc-
tures at the ‘two colleges and those of the universities in
the Lodahl-Gordon study. .It may be tnat it 1is not the dif-
ference in level per se (introdnctory’versus graduate train-

ing) that influences structure, but that this level differ-

' ence involves a differe:7e in tasks (research versus .teach-

ing). Ldgk of visibility of results of teaching, as compared

to researceh, produces.quite a4 different set of environmental

“

contingencies for the two disciplines at the college level.

Sinceiieaching cannot be’ so easily -evaluated, physics.: -

- teachers may be much closer to sociologists 1n CEGEPs “than’

they are in universities in terms of iheir ability to bar-
gain for sub-group goals with administrators or the Depart-
ment of Education. This may help to explain the fact that

we found-all-departmental structures to be more alike than:~»*

roes e s - - 4o

- differents" - . SR

\

‘D) Summary of Findings _ ‘ )

’

FWe may summarize the resulte'of the departmental’
structure part of our study as follows: the difference in*
departmental structures betweentdisciplines, predicted by
the theoretical assumpgions of our pader and found by Lodahl
and Gordon have been mcdified more by centralization of -~

adthority outside both colleges, in the department of educa-

tion, than by college administration policies. This infer-

ence is made on the basis of the similarity of influence

i
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pa%terns in the sphools, in spi%e of different aqdiﬂistratibn
p&iicigs.  It is interesting how few departmental‘ﬁembefs )
‘~reallze how much-the structure of départménts and the strue-
- tur; of the colleges themselves are determined by fiscal and
educational regulatioes made in Quebec -- probably because
these decisibns are negative ones, rather than a ﬁositi#e
limitation; for exa&plq, these,regulationé more often.limit
' activities, structural possibilities, etc. than define what
they must be. But the goals aad structures of the dollege do
have a certain minimal effect. Diffefences between the col-
leges center on'departméntgl chairman}influence in the phy-~
'sicifdepaftment, and to a lesser extept the 1nf1uéncg of
departmental ‘committees, which is high in both Middleton’
dé;arfments as compared Wwith Greenweod. There is no important

difference-between colleges in the amount of-or the kinds -of-—- -

Tt "dééiﬁiénS“mﬁde_gy students and‘collegq-wide.bodies. As—figu;e

1 shows, there 1s also no important difference in the amount °
of faculty influence. The majority of teaéﬁ;rs rebort fgéi in
, their departments, out of ten decisions, ﬁgggl&x‘has”great

influence ons . : -

Figure 1
-Middleton Greenwool

physies 716 .
. . sociology 61 8 ’

\‘w . —

P ]

o~

Of these decisions, physics and soclology faculty at

Greenwood had different levels of }nfluenqe which were
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significant in two cases (see Table 6) which gives the dif-

o pno

ferences there'sfronger‘éupport than in the other cases.
- * None were, significant between the departments at Middleton,
‘nor between the colleges when academic dbécipline’was_held

constant. (Tablesl5 and 7). .
4 )

Departmental Committees are reported as having great

influence on the following number of decislons (out of 10):

~

i Figure 2
Middleton Greenwood

-~ ’ . . . ‘
F - e b v e e - —_ .- - - - ‘
3 , © physics ul 2 ' ‘ o
‘o R - soclology 51 1 . |
." - ’~ v . . ‘ ‘

|

T\\\\\\_ ’ _Figure 2 includes only one decision over which depart-
[ * e - mental committee influence was signifiéantly different in the

‘two departments at Middletpn (Table 5). This same decision

S W ey e+ e o

was‘ihfluenced by departmental committee &f‘é.levglwgf signi-
,ficanq difference between the socilology departménts‘at the two
colleges. ' ' .

The greatest difference between the colleges.appgars
in the amount of chairman influence. This 1§‘also the single’
greatest‘differehcé in influence patterns bétween the depart-
ments at Middleton. Out of ten éecisions,-the chai}man hés
z ‘ E great influence on: ' T | 'Jl
. Figure 3. S

Middleton G;genwogd ‘

i ghysigs 21 Q
' e ~° " sociology 310

o

P T

. . ' .'\‘.‘
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, | - Of these, one,diff%rencé in'influence of chairmen
between departments at Middleton 1is significant at the .05
' level- four}are statistically significant hetween the col- °
leges with discipline held constant. *

« <

Since the Department of Education does not specify
“how departments shall be organized, and since we have found

| . no consistent differences between the departments that can
' " be explained by tbe nature of physics as a paradigm science
or sociology,as a pre-paradigm science, we must assume that
among—the--variables considered in this study, the college
goals and structures are most likely to be the cause of the
differences we have found. At- Greenwood the differences .
between the departnental structures point in the‘girection of::a"r
slightly less faculty influence and more ﬂse of departmental :
committees in physics than in sociology,*a result consistent: '
with the theory, if the ‘trend continups long enough to develop.
any real-differences in the departments there. At the moment,l
all we can say aboutwthe effect of Greenwood's administrative:
sfyle Jds that it has resulted in very little differentiation‘
. of structure, w1th all decisions made either by faculty or by

rﬁdministration and with few intermediary bodies or offices,

'such as committees or chairmen with any power.
\ , At Middleton, where the same basic college goals and .
st{ucture had been in existence for four years at the time oﬁ

the study, results are more definite. The departmental struc-

.tures are not at all related to the theoretical expectations
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based on charagleristlcs of fne aJademic disciplines;'but‘we‘
.find both departiments have developed a structure in which
department chairmen (especially in physics) and departmental
committees have great influence on a. number of decisions, as
does faculty in general In other words, there exist a num-
ber of groups and levels where influence is exerted on any °
given decision. ) "

The differences still seem less 1mpressive, even if
more interesting than tbensimilarities,"but both-suggest the
nsefulness of the application of open systems asstmptions-in
this study. Our findings have suggested that strucdtures .
Qnicb would be expected to emerge ln conformity with the
"nature of the task have been suppressed by the nature of the
environment (the CEGEP sjslem and the regulations of the
Depar tmeit of Education) in which all the departments must - -
operate, 'In the interchange between the college and the
departmenlgj'{ne structures and even the goals of the depart-
ments have been modified more by college goals andxgtructu;e-«~
than by the paradigmatic status of the discipline. -At -.
Middleton, the departments seem to have adapted to college-

goals and structure in such a way as to protect their -

interss : ensure'subrgpoup'éurvival and goal attainment)

"sions to departments, by developing strong chair--
man and commit e influence. At Greenwood there is only a
. ol . .

tegdency, developed; for faculty to compete with

§ ot
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~administration for influence, probably in an effort to resist
standardization and structuring of professional activities by
“aAministrators, espe91a}1y in the sociologdy departmbnts. On
the btherhand, the departments have done this within the
necsssitied of college goals and structurgﬁ. The Middleton
~i_esult can‘bé regarded as witgin the intent of the decentral-
ized structure which encourages sub-groups to make their own
decisions in terms of @he1£ own goéls.~ And the close similar-
ities of departmental structures at Greenwood suggest that *
activities are more structured: (and therefore more standard~~t;wﬁ#f
1ze&)'as'imp11ed by the goallof effigienéy'édd suﬁjecf- ‘
centred learning. o

AT A Rt st




CHAPIER YI - L

R e T o 2 T
- » .

THE CLASSROOM STRUCTURES AT MIDDLETON AND GREENWOOD

It is-in_the classroom that differences in role rela:.ﬁ
; tiohships, the building blocks of social structure, can be
' Seen most clearly. Here the teecher'is least subject to qut-.
< side interference or pressure from the environment. Jn a
i, paradigm science, where the knowledge base, the- problems of

the field and the methods of solving them are agreed upon,-.r..

. o

the task of imparting this knowledge 1s much more certain and
it can be standardized. or roﬁtinized We can expect that

and

’? ‘ physics 1s likely to use traditional classroom structur
activities: lectures, labs, problems, exams,.with subject -«
- ; matter training as paramount and the teacher as anthority, or .-

some colleague group -- the point is that knowledge &uthority.— —

i‘q’ * exists and is respected: -In pre- or low-paradigm sciences -
|

. * Where knowledge, methods and problems are not certain or -

i /z Laé:eed upon, it is normal and necessary for teachers to keep

’ ' searching for new methods and more certain knowledge, inside
and outside the classroom. Ir this case, we would expect
.that socioiogy_ngldlﬁe‘more likely to be non-traiditional as -
to methods, flexible as to content, and that the teacher,__c
would:be likely Qg share decisions with students and adaet

the course to their interests.

S - 126 -
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‘Teachers: were asked in this étudy to give the class-

room ‘questionnaire to the class which [they felt to be~their’

" most successful during that term; by their own standards. It

was assumed/fﬁgf in th;s way the sample of classes obtained

yquld most closely reflect the ideal type of classroo@ Qtrgc—u

ture and procedure for that’teacber, and when added toggther;

for -teachers in that discipline and that gellege. ’Tables,S

tp 10 show the results of ;hése questionnaires, - o |
. An interesting pgttern appeared in the dagé wiéh '

regard to the degree to which decisibns were influenced by B

groupé outside the classroom, Except for the question as to

. what iffluence the teacher had on ‘prerequisites for the

. course, to which 16,8% of‘s:rdghts in Middleton so?iology

classes answered that t%ey id dot know, all queétions about e
decisions made by people within the classroom yielded very

low, if ény,number of responses of "don't know," ﬁsual}y v
between O and.2%. Beginning with the three questions concern-

ing what people outside the classroom might have influence on,

“ the proportions of "don't knows" became suddenly excessively

ﬁigh, as Table 8'shows. This was so consistent that the data
about influence 6n decisions by people outside the 'classroom

situation have not been used as a statement of the actual

. c¢lassroom structural relatiomships, RKather, I have assumed

that students 1n c¢lasses in bdth departments at both schools
cannot answer these questiéns in sufficient numbers to make

the quéstionnaire results valid measures of aetual structure.
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*Two things are immediately noticeable in Table 8,

-
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There are, however, some interesting patterns in these

- responses whiech on a purely Specu}ative basis may he useful,

The first
is that the proportion of students fn sociology departments
who say they don't know is consistently higher than the pro-
portion in physics departmenﬁs and the second is that the
percentage is in every'case higher at Middleton than at
Greenwood. b

There are a number of guesses one-might make to

explain these differences, such as that the .ethnic mix at ...

Middleton produces more students who do not understand how- -

the institution works. Explaining the physics-sociology‘

difference, one miﬁht speculate that sociology stuaentg either
actually know less, or are less intelligent, or are more will-

ing to édmit and more consclous of their ignorance —than- phy—.—

' — BV D T aE

éics gtﬁdents. From the point of view of—the~theo£y on which- -

thig paper is built, howgv;r, another-poésibility is more .
interesting. It is that ph?sics teachers have less autonomy -
in the classroom than sociology teachers, asvour own and the
Lodaﬁi-Gordon data sgggests, and that theylmake {his clear to
théir students, so that physics students actyally are more
awvare of decisions made'by persons outsidé the classroom and

that acfually more influence is wielded By people outside

physics—classrobms than outside sociology classes, -

"Two things which appeared in the interview and obser- -

vation period suggest this as\a possibility. One was that
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' physics teachers very ‘often volunteered the comment that stu- .

dents had very little choice about course content because

. "it's determined by the Cahier" and that matters such as

texts; exams and labs were determined by codrse committees or
departmental agreement. One might assume that if these state-
ments are made as a matter of course to the interviewer, they

are probably also made in classrooms. Such comments were not

-made. by sociology teachers, among whom the dominant attitude

‘-

" seemed to be that the Cahier descriptions of courses was suf~

ficiently broad and general.to include a very wide rangavof

— e 4 m e

interpretation and possibility for content, nethod, evaiua-

tion, texts, etec. These different views of the Cahier also

' auggest a difference in readiness to take guidelines and

instructions from colleagues on the DIGEC advisory committees
who compile the Cahier, and can be seen as symptomatic of th§> %

nature of the disciplines. Physics teachers, shardng a more

_certain knowledge base and less ambiguous vocabulary and more

agreement as to appropriate and effective methods- of teaching

might be expected to accept the guidelines laid down in the

.Cahier because they agree with them anyway, on the whole,

Thef would be inclined to follow the requirements literally
and scrupulouslyl Sociology teachers who do not_agree among
themselves about the basic knowledge, method and problems of
the field will not agree with Cahier guidelines as often nor
will they be likely to accept the opinions of their colleagues
in the DIGEC committee as necessarily‘iinal or authoritative.
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‘Therefore, ~pnly must they find their own way and invent
\ -
e . - -
- in dealing with student interests or demands. Students in

| to such influence. And in fact, there is. less, Thei;:
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their own courses to a greater exf.ent, they must also make
many classroom decisions’in conjunction with students and

will have no reason to fal‘L; ‘pack on decisions ,mede elsewhei'e

so?:"iolog‘y classes, therefore, are less likely to be aware of
the influence of people outside the’cflass;'oom on what happens

in the classroom. because 'they don't hear their teachers refer

response, that they don't know may mean, K in many cases, "I

. \
don't know of any,”

- T

L4

{

The same hypothesis might apply also-'to the Middleton-\ -
Greenwood differences., The gene;al feelings which was

expressed in interviews by all Middleton teachers of having
all the freedom tbey wanted in their work may be communicated

to st‘uderrts—as-classroom autonomy -- no one outside need be

consulted, At Greenwood,,where teacthers_ sometines worry

.about academic freedom, this impression is not as likely to
"be convfyed to students. :

A) Differences Between Disciplines o

The Tables 9a to 9e show the significant differences
in classroom structure between disciplines within each col-

lege. The number of responses are given in each category of

influence on each decision and by whom. The statistical data

is the median class of responses in each category and the
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correlation (Cramer's V) and the significance level of the

' differences in respdnses. It should be noticed in all these

tables and in Table 10 (which shows results of holding dis-

: cipline qonstanf and measuring for differences betweenafhe

; . colleges) that differences in totals are- accounted for by

i "don't kn0ws,“ reported separately in Table 8, With regard j

; to the median of reSpOnses in any categoqi' it should also |

' be observed that when the median number falls in the same
claes of responses for both departments, %ni the difference -

' is statistically significanty I have indicated ‘the nearest —
decile percentages answering in that class or in that class .
and its nearest extreme. TFor example, in Table 9a, both the

'physics classes and the sociology classes at Middleton indi-

‘) ‘ cated that students as a group had “some" influence on-what——- .

| . the student will learn, or 'the course content, -The median:--. -

et v

e response was in ‘both cases "1." However, the "none" and —
N . ’

"small" responses in the physics debartéeht.represented'80$
. . of the total responses, as the table shows, whereas in socio- ~ -
. | logy only slightly more than 50% of students gave this**“ ‘.
i . ‘response. In such a case it is the distribution of responses
S A which accounts for the significance level, T !

The first point to observe with regard to Tables 9a

to 9e and Table- 10, in addition to ‘the large number of sig-

nificant findings, isuthat there are many more significant
differences between physics and sociology,.i;e; between the )

!

i

i

|

! .

i *+ disciplines than between the éolleges. Tbere\erq fifteen
i
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decisiong which are influenced in different degrees by stu-
dents, individually or as a group,.and by teéachers. For
every decision about which the student could judge, i.e. |,
thoseidecisions made by people within the classroom, there
were significant differences between elassfoom structure in
the two disciplines, in one college br .in the other., 1In
twelve decisions, the ¢lassroom structure 1is different at a

level of .05 in both colleges. In three cases, the differ-

ence in structure is statistically significant.only betyeen

the two,disciplines at Middleton, tﬁene being no significant-

>

difference between the Greehwood physics.and sociology
» rén I +

classes., Thus, our *first finding is that the disciplines ar

" different in.classroom structnre and that the number of dif—

ferences are slightly larger at Middleton than at/Greenwood.
Our second finding is that “the differences are,ﬁon S
the whole, in the expected direction, in terms of Perrow s

and Kuhn's theory, and of the Lodahl Gordon results. The*i“

tables shJiing significant differences in classroom structure: -~

between disciplines in the,same'colleée (Tﬁ&les 9a to 9e)“‘f;~
show that students and teachers, in sociology have more influ-
ence on classroom decisions than do physics teachersgand,
students, ‘Students, indiyidually or as a group; had’ more __ .
influence on’'decisions as to course content, method of-study,

choice of texts og\othex teaching—learning tools,. evaluation

“'of students' work, and prerequisites in sociology classes

than in physics classes at Middleton College. At Greenwood,

. . . .
-
' s
( 1 { -
R . N c . : . ' -

12N
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they had more influence on these classroom decisions in sdecio-
] * f 8 .

Q:;slggy”than in physicsﬁclasses,'%xqept in the case .of cougse’

- prerequisites, This‘does not mean that they have great influ-
ence? In most cases, their influence was 1¥ttle or none, but
the\responses were skattered, as the tables\shon, and .there

uwerelalways more sociology students who‘felt(that they Eha

. moderate or‘gfeat influemde on these decisions ‘than d4id phy-

+ Sles students. ‘The only decision on which students have

o influence as high as "moderate" is on methods of gearning in
the sociclogy classes at~ q1eton}-.(Tab1e 9b).

’ It is intberestingﬁe note the kinds of decigions
which students 'in sociology classes influence as compared to
physics classes, Tn'soeioIogy classes students iniluence

*

) decisions concerning course content, methods of learning,‘

n

texts or other tools of learning, and courSe prerequisites*

; at both school and in additLon, at Middleton on how the
students WOrk 4111 be evaluated The only example of more

"

student influence in physics classes than in sociology '

o
1

classeS‘is at Greenwood with regard to how students' work

will be evaluated. Thus, we see that sociology teachers con-

1

sult students about matters- concerning the knowledge base
¢

itself, as- weLl as teaching ‘methods and tools. Both the

knowledgﬁgand the process of learning'it are matters the
teachers share witb students. In physics this is not'the

o case,y and this is consistent with the nature of the two dis-
-~ ' "
ciplines as pre-paradigm and paradigm sciences. ) ) \

N ¥ -

, E
- ,
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Teachers in socioIogy'classes also have more influence
» “
on:- classroom decisions than do physics teachers, a finding
which is in line)with the necessitles offt e teaching|¢ask in
sociology. Although teachers have moderate to great influence

on ali decistons, eXcept course prerequisites, the tablea show

that the difgfrence between physics and sociology classes is

'significaqtly in-the direction of a higher proportion of

responses from sociology thaﬁ from physics classes that the
teacher has great influence. In two cases in sociology

classes at Middleton, that of teacher influence on prere- -

response 18 a point higher on the scale than in the other-

three departments.

So far, then, our fingingi/tgc, in the classroom,

*

. . ' R oo
quisites and teacher influence on course content,-the median .

that students and teachers have more :autonomy. in the soclo= .

logy classrooms than in physics classes., If both have, then

—_
we must assume that the relationship is a cooperative or a

consultative one. St&dents see ‘teachers in soclology-classes -

as having the power to make most decislons, and believe that
, they share this power with students, ‘ \\
\ /

- An exception is in the case of prerequisites where

teachers are seen as having less influence. In fact, teachers -

¢

in both sociology departments have spent some timeodiscussing“-"

}his and it is very often considered by the whole department.

In some cases prerequisites are also included in the Cahier,

as well as in course lists at registration, all of which
K i .

? R . ] "

' 3

€
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probably,explains the students"impression that outsiders{ or.

‘at least not only the teacher-of a particular course, decides

on prerequisites.

It should be observed that the associations as
' h ]

described by the Cramer's V teﬁ? are in many cases rather low.

This appears to be caused by the data distribution, Which‘in
many cases is rather erratic and in others is spread unusually
evenly. It perhaps. reflects student uncertainty or even lack
of information, even within the classroom. It may also
reflect quite different individual experiences, an explanation .

that seems more likely in view of the low 'don"t know'

Tesponse rate in regard to people aftually making decisions in

the'classroom. Teachers are related not only to fairly small
classes, but to individual students, and this Ais especlally
true st the coilege level in Quebec; probably- far more;than at

either high school or university level. There is thereforeé no

declsion in the classroom that some- individual students, but

ot necessarily the group 'as a whole, may not-have found they._..

could influence-by going directly to the teacher,- B

1

B) Dg{(geienggg Between Colleges . ‘ N

\ .
E(,wne'l: of the second part of our hypothesis? 1Is the

differeénce in the overall goals and structures-at Middleton .f

and at Greenwood sufficient"to significantly affect this
i

difference between the disciplines? Do we find, as expected,

that students and teachers, where decentralized, parity

/”
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decision-making and studedt-cehtned learning is an adminis-

‘tration poli§y4 actually results in more classroom autonomy'

for students and teachers than when it is the opposite?'

‘Table 10 shows the differences in classroom structure

betweerl colleges holding discipline constant. In the first

place, there are only six decisions rather than

/{5 which show

any significant difference in influence level withiﬁ‘clésses

between the two colleges. - We see, in the first place, that

there are fewer differences between the physics classes (only

two) than -between the sociology classes (4) at-the-two-col

leges.

2

The second point to be observed is that in all the

slgnificant differences in classpoom structure between the

soclology departments at'the two collegés, the difference is

in the direction of more influence wielded by .students as -~

[ 4

individuals or as algroup-(on course content,.on choice of.

texts or other ieaching tools) at Middleton -than-at Greenwood- -

Also, the one differenée between them as fegards.teaéher

influence (on how the studen}'s work-yill be evaluated) shows

that althou%h,teachers have- great- influence on this at both-

collegés, it is higher at Middleton in the sociology depant-

ment,

©

physics classes than in those at Greenwood,

_Students, however, have less influence in Middleton

as to how the student's work will be evaluated, students, - -

both as individuals and as a group, have more 1nfi§ence in

the Greenwood physics classes than at Middleton,

2t was

In the decision -
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ﬁobserved-and interviews confirmed that? as a matter of fact,
. there was more interest in 1hﬁbvation, especially in new ‘ /
methods and evaluation procedures among Greénwdod physics
teachegs than in the Middle?oﬁ;gepértment. .(Seg Chapter IV),
Two teachers reported that they give students a number of
cholces as %o how they will be evaluated and one teacher in
ﬁhe deparﬁment had been given a half-time resea?ch appoint-
ment (1i.e. releaséd time from his teaching) to investigate
new methods of handliné'certain make-up problems )hat stu-
- dents have, dem[nstrating’interest 1ncf1exible';r new -~ -- ‘
aﬂproaches in that department. 'This interest was certMaly
" not as high as in-the Middlgtoﬂ'sociology department, but
.’higher than either fhe Greenwood sociology or the Middleton
physics departments. .- S B

| I.was unaﬁlé to find out why this was the case. How- o
evér;_iﬁé opservation ié here borne out in tﬁe classroom ‘
resﬁaggégf'ike could speculate that this is further evidence |
of being‘comfortable in an environment that is congruent,, but
ihat seems to,_be stretching the theory a bit, and bgsides may

‘contradict it, since at this level, there is little reason

for a physics department to be acting in this way. The most

N
plausible explanation seems to be that this innovative ‘
activity is a result of the leadership of the Science Sector
chief, a man much admired by members of the physics départ- -

ment and the administration, who actively éncourages new -

pedagogical solutions to old and new problems. It is also to
] . ’ ' ﬁ
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be remembered’ that sector chiefs at Greénwood are. adminis-

tration representatives, and effective ones can have con-

,siderable'influence in thh'directions; that is, both up and
doyn in the hiererchy. IM% can make.a graphic summary of our
‘findings. Beginning with data on students, we can total.all’
o : ‘the decisions on which studentsy either individually or as a

group, have influence. Since there are five kinds of deci-
sions, this means that there are ten combinations of circum-
stances in which students may have influence. We have
'\_,~r’ already noted that in only onJ'caserdo students-in any classes
have more than some (1) influence. That exception is in °
learni

fsociology classes at Middleton where studeni:ies a group have

- moderate (2) influence on metho

If wevtake
" from Tables 9a to 9e theé numbe cisions on which the.
median of responses show that 8 have some (including ~

the’ moderate influence reported above) influence in classes, -

we arrive at the following: -
‘ \
Figure Y4 .
Miqgleton Greenwood )
B I ~ physies 313
| + - sociology 717 .
I . - ' g
A Here we see the amount of student influence to-be in the .
¥ expected direction. . T
: - ‘ 2N ' // 2

Students report that teachers have\great influence (3)

‘on five decisions as follows!
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, Figure 9

Midgietog Greenwood

- hysics 2
sociology 3
[

Here we find very little differehce between the departments,
‘although sécioiogy teaghers have, as we would expéét, sligbtly‘
more influernce or autbnomy in. classrooms than physics teachers \
but this difference is minimal.

th

Now comparing colleges, as showh in ‘Table 10, and ask--

L
., s

“

'iﬁg in how many decisions 1s student influence higher: in phyuéhkiwm
sics classes at one college than at the other, we find that
students have a higher level of influence <in two ‘'instances

both concerning evaluation at Greenwood and one at Middleton.

" Since the differences are statistlcally significant in the

case of greafer iqfluehce in Greenwood physies clasées and not :_
in the case:whe?e the Middleton physdics studentsihave greater - -
influence, I will assume that this suggests—-that with regard
. to e%aluation of .their work, students have greater influence. .. .-
in Greenwood physics classes than in those at Middleton7
Whenwe compare sociology. departments at the two schools, we
find tEree cases in which students have more influence oﬁ
course conteét~and on teaching tools in classes at Middleton, -
all at a }evel of significance. There are no cases in socio- -
logy classes at Greenwood where students have é}eater influ-

ence than at Middleton. This suggests that there i3 a

larger difference  between student influence in sociology, in
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the direction of more student influence in the Middleton

: | K classes., - ' z‘ ' '

é e : Inssummary, then, we ﬁay-sax that the differences

; between disciﬁlihe; in classroom st;udture persist and are

‘ ~in tHe expected direction and that the nature of the dis-

- ¢ipline 1s more 1mportant than the structure and goals of

B > the'college in determining what happens‘;n the classroon, ,

The collegé administration goals and structure are not,with-

‘- . out effect, however. The following model suggests the dif-

Simtem e feréncesebetween‘thefciassroom structure and procedures in’.--=

2

%= T the two disciplines in the two colleges., e

Student Influénce

Low . to o High

-

Physics ~ Physies ' Sociology - Sociology
. Middleton Greenwood Greenwood Middleton

It would seem that decentra}ization at Middieton has-

allowved teachers in classrooms to develop or even exaggerate

. the task definition, the process and the structure inherent ‘

- in their disciplines, since 1in every case within classrooms,
we_find.teechers in physics and in soeiology at Middleton
functioning in the best traditions of theif disciplines and
juite in accordance with Perrow's theery and expectations.

At Gfeenwood, the %wqudepértments are more alike, although

i 64111 in the ékpected relationship to each other ig terms
o of the task of teaching the two subjects. Although students
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have more decision-making 1nf1uence 1n the classroom in /
sociology classes than 1n physics, the difference is consider-
ably smaller than at Middleton. Furthermore, we'have notieed
considerable spread between the student influence in
zkegpwood'socioiogy classes and those at Middleton. ‘

The college goals and ft?ucfﬁres offer, among the
variables conéiﬁered here, the tost likely explanation of
tbése differences, The émphasis on decentralization and on
studentTcgntred'learning has‘broduced higb“s}udént'influenbe
on those-decisionsg that ‘concern the knowledge base and the -
methods of teaching, as 1s theoretically appropriate to the . .
uncertainty of the task in sociology: Pﬁfsics femained
ublject-centred, probably because decentralization or high
line control has permitted the'departﬁent to develop a struc-
ture consistent with the task of teaching a paradigm sclence, -~
in conflict with organizational goals of student centred

learning. At Greenwood, again 1t is difficult to 1nterpret

the findings-except-to note that 'subject-centred learning.has ;=

again, resulted in the departments being closer together than -
they are at Middleton. Whether this actyadly leads to aca-

~ demic excellence is some thing this study cannot judge, but

our theory would lead us to ask whéthe;»the so;iolegy—-"
teachers are teaching as though their diséipl ne were, in

fact, a paradigm science, when interview material clearly
indicates that they know it is not. This double frustration

may help explain why sociology teachers at Greenwood spend

o
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so little time with students. Not only are they unsure of

their Enowledge bagse and of their methods, but they are con-

strained in the interest of academic.excellgnce and subject-
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_ CHAPIER VII

- CONCLUSION B

]

s The fiypotheses with wpich we began this study were as

follows: <(1) while the association found between academic .

discipline and dgpartmental structure, as predicted by Perrow _.

"and confirmed at the graduate-department tevel by Lodahl and

Gordon, will be found to hold true at the OEGEP level, (2)
thie”;;;ocie:£oe'ﬁill be much reduced at Middleton because of
the system goals requiring the physics department to adopt a
looser, less routinized structure‘than 1t would otherwise find
effective. The sociology department, on the other hand, should
find'the Middleton overall structure and goals consistent witb
eehpvfof*iooser structure and more individual autonomy..:.-.
Findings.et Greenwood should follow thore closely those of the _
Lodahl-Gordoh study, with regard to classrooms, (3) physics*
classes.;zii’ﬁe~eubject centred with students having little or
nQ/ianuence.on decisions, while sociology classes will be

more student-centred and therefore provide more studeng influ~

ence on decisions, (4) and the gogls and structures of the two

colleges should act’' in such a way-that at Greenwood ‘the physics - -

teachers will be strengthened in their efforts to use tradi-
tional -and routine methods. The sociology department will be

constrained to be more subject-centred than the nature of the

- 143 -
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- discipline would lead us to expect. At Middleton, the socio-

logy teachers will be supported in a student-centred stance ‘il
appropriate to the nature of their discipline. Physics

classes should be more student-centred than we would expect,

as a~fesu1t of college goals of humanistic'education.

Taking these hypothéses.one by one, we may see that
they were too simple and xoo‘geaerala Most‘of them are true
and not true, and by introducing college goals and structures’
and the CEGEP system as environment, we havévcomplicated the *
picture considerably, as well as shown that differences are —-
more specific and less easy to formulate as generalizations |
than our hypotheses suggested.

(1) The association found between academic discip-

line and departmental struocture found by Lodahl-Gordon was

. not well suppéfted by this study,'although'some points of. P ~

similarity exist. In our study, decision-making ihfLuence
pattefns_are more alike in the departments, in both discip-

lines and both colleges, than they are different. :This -led us .

to make another hypothesis, namely, that the structure imposed

on all CEGEPs by provincial legislation and regulation is more ¢
impdrtant in determining departmental structure than are dif-

ferences in academic discipline,
. ¢
(2) There were some differences in departmental

sfructures, especially between colleges. The effect of the \\\
. - *'\-_r"
system goals and structures at Middleton did pot have the

. . R
effeat of producing loosery less routinized structure in the

)
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physics department as hypothesized, nor part cularlyasuppbrt
laissez~faire in the socio}ogy department. ‘Rather, the phy-
sics department chairman has great influence ove} most deci- -

. ‘ |
. sions, and .the sociology department members reonort that

the f ,

departmental committees have considerable po er.\ At Greenwood
ﬂLding§ were somewhht closer to the exp,cted\finding in

that éociology teachers badamore influence on more decisions -
than ﬁhysicé teachers, but there were few more efforts to
ratinnalizg decisions by resortihg to depar{ﬁental committee
decision-making in phyéi&é‘TEEfEipected) tha& in sociology.
‘§§ " and at Hidﬁleton, this iatter featére of dggd?tmental struc=~
‘ ture wgg more marked in the sociologﬁ departm%nﬁ than in
physics, when the opppsité was the iodahl-GordPn finding and
our theoretical expectation. This led us to hypothesize that
,'at Hiddleton the decentralized, looseiy sirugtdred, partici-
- patory model of organization afd student—centre? goals,led to ‘
~—~ '" | bi;h chairman ?nfluence in an effoft to prPtect%departmentai -
lanterests and relieve the burden of administrative decisions

on teachers. Differsnces between departments were minimal at

Greenwood, but since two of the differences between depart- -

ments in the amognt‘oi/iﬁfluence faculty has werp at a 1§ve1'
of sighifiéance and these ag well as other responses indicate:

. that’ the sociology faéulty has influence on more decisions
than the physies faculty, and since this is rou hiy\the

expected direction of.difference,Awé riizht assume that this °
. « 1

L

part of the second hypothesis is suppogted\ That is to say

'
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. proposed to“eXpla}n this unexpected fioding at Middleton was

J146 - L

that the findings at Greenwood follow more closely those of
the Lodshl-Gordon study than d6 findings at Middleton. They- |,
do not follow if‘in an§ other respect, howevef.‘

(3) In classrooms, physics classes .were found to be
gsubject-centred with students héving little or no influedqg ’
on decisions, and sociology classes were more student-centred :
and provided more. student influence'on decisions. "This was
the hypothesis.which_was best supported by the data.™ a

4 ‘(h) The goals and structures of-the tWo «colleges~did -
result.inm(aJ the. sociology classes at Greenwood- beiqg«more~—-
subject- centred than were the sociology classes at Middleton °
and (b) g;g_support the student-centred stance appropriate to -
theldisciplige ataﬁlddletqn. However, the goals, and strue- .
tures of the colleges did not have -the expected result in
physics classes. - In the Greenwood classes, physics students
had more influence than did students in Middleton physics
classes, especlally as regards evaluation procedures, andmphy-n;m—
-

sics teachers di'd pot adopt a student-céntred approach at. -
Middleton, in- spite of college goals, but were, Iﬁ??éad, more —

'subject-centred than at Greenwood. . The hypothesis which we ---

~

that decenpralization tends to develop differentiation?-and e

1

as March and Simon propose,- éauses~greaternelaboration of --—

5t 11
subunit ideologies., - Our proposed explanation or hypothesis

1 March ap& Simon, p. 42, "“{“~ o ‘ o
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explaining the student decision-making in Greenwood classes
vas the influence of a strong Science sector chief, who con-
tinually fosters innovative efforts.

u In sum, we must reject most of the oriéinal hypbthe-

[

no difference between disciplines, departments or colleges,
but that the relationships expected seem to havé‘been over- E

simplified and™the causal relationships inaccurately under-

ses, not in order to accept the null hypothesis that there is -

: o .
stood. The research, as 1is often the case, has raised more-. -~

|

questions than it has answered, and suggests. the .need..for——..
more investigations of-the relationship between task, struc—
tures and environment in different kinds of organizations. )
Specifically in schools, it suggests the need to dichotomize

| the primary task from the secondai%fone of departments, that
is, teaching from departmental business in assessing the

St — 4

',effects of administrative policies and goals, and the neces-
sity to'éo'into classroom situations in -order to find out---
what: the task really is and how structure reflects it. This
research has also opened up all the enormous complexity of
goals, system and sub-svstem and environmental and-individual,
yhich come to bear on any schogl organization and the need to
start discovering .the ways in which,goal priorities are set .

k) ) N
or chosen at all levels‘and-how this relates to the task of

teashing"a particularpdiscipliﬁe. In terms of organizational

G

tneory, the results at. Middleton, where a. deliberate policy

- of non—bureaueracy has beem followed, are very interesting,
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and it would be interesting to know whether other organiza-
tions which have tried to destructure activities and decen-

'tralize decisions have evolved the same patterns.

-

Summarx of Figdiggs

1. The expected differences in physiecs and sociology as para-
digm and non-paradigm sciences persists at the CEGEP level
in tbe classroom structure, in Spite of centralized
authority in the Department of Education in Quebec.
2. -This is not very much-affected by college goals and struc-—m—-
ture; but those differences which are,significant between
. colleges, for the same discipline, suggest that: g

~ a) decentralized decision-making results in polarization

or high development of characteristic differences in

B N ]

- sociology. Studqgt-centred learning as a priority
orgﬁnizational goal does not effect classroom structure
@ except when it is consistent with the nature of the

teaching task. | T
+ ° ‘ ' M ’ ’ J\
b) Subject-centred, learning and academic excellence tend—

~

to produce traditional or routinized classroom struc-
- . \.

. tures in both disciplines and -to reduce differences
between~them, at least when structuring of activities —

is adminisfrative policy.

NG

‘YuB. Departmental structure, because the task is primarily
2. r )
administrative, is determined -more by the general

| '© “¢lassroom structures and processeuetween physics: atx\d~*“ ‘
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administrative regulations applying to all CEGEPs than by .
“: academic discipline, so that depa;tments énd cdlleges are
- hore alike than they'are different. To'the'eitent that-
they are different, college goals'and‘structures seep "to
be more important th;n‘the nature of the academlc discip-
line in prodﬁcihg these difféfences with.tﬁe following C
tendencies resulting: A ‘

a) Decentralization, or high 1ine control, and very low

' ] " strucfuring of activities as administrative policy pro-
e rmmee e duéed-higp chairman authority in physics and-high cém:;fuf
. mittee in}luence in the sociology department. i
b) Where administrative policy has tried tosstructure and
standardize’ activities, sociology teachers tended to
* . have more faculty influence than physics tedchers on ) -

. ‘more decisions. ., - \ | }
4, 'Admin!strat;;e policy, in the 1nterchange with the teach- "
'ing‘gzgls of a particular discipline, does not always_have. - ’

-"the intended result, and members and sub-groups establish- :
their own goal priorities.and structures.“:Physics at : )
Middléton has not developed:sthent-centred-learning~and'“*‘ ]

faculty at that college tend to turn over authority to '
chairmen in what appears to be ;Jdefebsé’against too

little authority outside the department and too many-

administratlve decisions imposed on teachers, Furthermore,-

students have gained more influenqe in sociology classrooms

. but very liftle in departmental matters, id‘spite of
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- dently find 1t.d1fficult or unsafe to be innovative and

part of the environment with which we are cdhcerned (the —-
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stﬁdent parity. At Grgenwood, administrativeqefforts'to

structure activities in some areas may have producgd“
resistance in teachers and a struggle to.maintain what
Pugh.et al call iine’control, especially in the sociology

department. On the other hand, socidlogy teachers evi-

non-traditional in the classroom, which may hamper theif
teaching effectivené;s, given the lack of paradigm'in

their discipline, . .. .

Even though most-of the specific hypotheses on Jbich thig --o-+
study was based must be rejected, the baslc thesis or
assumption oé the paper is supported. Appligaiion of -

open systems assumptions has shown-°that the effect-of that
CEGEP system) plus the influence of the college goals*an&;:i B
structures account for mofe of departmental structure than.—.... ..

does academic discipline, . It is only in the classroom,-..- - ..

where'cbnditions come as near to closéd system assumptiorsss.- " 7

ds one is likely to find in social organizations, that -

academic discipline has primacy in‘determining sirhcture' o
" l

in the two colleges stﬁdied. ,d W
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W L . CHART II - \
» ) T - .
s _ o o PROPOSED POLICY~MAKING STRUCTURE FOR
. P
/ L]
il : |  MIDDLETON COLLEGE
~ . }
& .
‘$\.
PRIMARY DECISION Students "I Teaching Faculty Administrative &
MAKING LEVEL . o - Support Personnel
' Student Assn., ‘Faculty Assn, A,S.P, Assn,

Acadepic Department

GROUP DECISION and Committees

MAKING LEVEL.

rogramme of Study &
Committees

Non-Academic Depts.
and Committees

7 :

CO~ORDINATION i 3:% =~

- ¥ N Lt
Curriculum-- f-otdinator_. L Resources Co-ordinators Jrv °
v -
Academic Council ' Administrative Council
COLLEGE-WIDE . : - .
POLICY 9 Students oy ) 5 Studepts . . -
9 Faculty , 5 A.8.P. .
- 2A.S.P. . S e - 2 Faculty......
Sy - - \. S Falulty -
N Gl | Stude‘nt.s‘- T
r h 2 AcSoP»Q '-\" P4

S e
'COLLEGE COUNCIL
10 Students

7 Faculty - --
.7 A.5.P.._

Plus 3 at large. -

T

Executive Committee of the Board |

P R
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. TABLE 2 .
TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD TIME SPENT WITH STUDENTS

>

!

60 . .

* « Includes one half-time teacher .
** Tncludes two half-time teachers, . te

N

\

, B Middleton Greenvood
A.fﬂgglyou regaré time teach- phys. Soc. ) phys. soc.
.ing as time well spent? No, & lo. . % No. % No. %
1. usially _ 9 81,8 4 L)L 10 100 4 80
2. sometimes 2 18.2 3 33.3 - - 1 .20
3. rarely - - 2 22,2 - = e
Totals 11 100.0 9 100,0 10 100 5 10
. B, Do you find students R
stimulating? g ) - .
1. usually .1 9.1 2 22.2 - - 2 kLo
2. sometimes 10 90.0° 6 66,7 10 1000 2 4o
.3+ rarely - = L. 1l.1 - = 1L 20
Totals 11 '100,0 9 100.0 10 100 5 100
Fisher's Exact Test, significant at <.05
C. Comparé@yto time novy
. spent w students, T C
wouldu#Bu like to spend: ,
1. more - 1 9,1 4 444 3 30 3
2. the sameyvy 10 90,9 5 955.6 7 70 2 40
3. less - = ~ - - - = -
Totals 11 100.0 9 100, .10 100 5 100
. ] -
. &
Time Actually Spent with Studentd (avérage no. of hours/week)
’ Q"Midgleton " Greenwood
SR phys. soc. phys.  soc.
1. Office hours ‘ . 9** 19% - 6.6%*
2. Total time spent, includes _
classes, .labs; and office . ’ . ‘ .
hours ! 19.36 17.1 32.6 17 \

~
.
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TABLE q ‘
STRUCTURAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PHYSICS AND SOCIOLOGY

e DEPARTMENTS WHICH ARE $TATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT.
e — ,
* ’ ot ) .
RS © ° Midgdleton CQ]]Fgg
S Median . Med1an
. Cy ‘ . ( Pbﬂﬂis Influense Soc. Influence
o : < . Level No, Level
- Who- influenges what decigion - ’
1, Departmental committee ¢ Little (1_) : 8 " 1
" _ influence on who teaches 3 1 - 1 ' 3
" what , , ¢ Great (3) .3 8
' { Total 11 ‘9
- TFisher's Exact Test: .00 917. :
. Phi: 61616 Lambda ¢ 55556 Witl‘L‘Tf —
o . - influence-decision variable dependent -
2? Department chairman's - - 3 Little (1) .0 - 8 - )
. 7: influence on who teaches . 3 1
what - _, Great (3) 11 _ 1
< ‘ Total 11 A 9
. * ’ . . ’
W ) " ’ ‘ _Fisher s Exact Test:=,00007 -
S - Phi:_.90267, Lambda: ,87500 with
- - ' - i influence-decisipn variable- dependen‘t'“-“ -
Differenceswhiclg aﬁ'g not statistically significénii . ' ° '\" o
- . b ‘ S ' Medtan~ Median- —
;o o Physics Influence Soc.- Influence
| IR . - : ., No, . Level . No, ~ Level-
‘ : ' ) . "
3. Faculty influence. on - Little (1) - 4 . L
new faculty appointments o 3 --
. _ ) ° . Gpeat (3) . 7 . y
4., Departmental Committee & Little (1) . X . 5 . '
" influence on who assumes- ;. . Lo~ 3 1
~ what administrative duty : Great (3) 7 4
5. (Departmental committee .. : U Little. (1) 7 ph ,
“inf luence onawhat courses: , 1 ‘ 3
will be offered : Great (3 R 5
K ) ‘ v
] { - N
o ‘-»
n ) [}
L ¥ . '



‘IAQLE 5,(con:t.)

N
: Median . ° - Median
. ~é%ysics Influence Soec. Influence _-
" . - N<9fo ! Level Y NOL Iﬁ!gl ‘
’ . a . . ‘ ’
6. Department chairman's s Little (1) _ 9 /7 : .
influence on c¢lass hours \ . 3 1
4 ‘ .. ., Great (3) é . 2
7. Department chairman's s Little (1)\\ 5 ) 8
.~ influence on Space allo-\z N\ 3 1.
cations w Great (3) . 6 1.
8. Student influence- oﬁ who : Little (1) 5 ‘ 5
will be new chairman 3 , o 3 1
Great (3) . 6 ) Yy
9. Department chairman's. : Little (1) L % 6 .
influence: onqrenewalwofk —t - 3 1
faculty contracts—--.. : Great (3) 7 _ 3 -
10. Student influence on.. . 3 Little (1) 10 "o 3
- new faculty appointments 3 y 1 ) -~
‘ . Great (3) TN '3 -

i 1). No, = the number of teachers respondiné\in each category

|

|

| 2) The influence level of the particular person or group on -

| ,/’N\ége given decisionnasnjudged by the\majority of- respondents
. geach department. ‘

| 4“‘ L
[ 3) -~ means' the department s split 50-50 on this judgemént .-
i L ’ - = - ’ )
\ A . o : .
rl~ .. <o
N
* 0 - ! ~
v y . :

, N - o .

i ’ \ — . r ‘)
P P

: ) . . o N\ b \I‘ - ’ ’ . !
| . .

=




ABLE ! )(

3 * STRUCTURAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PHYSICS AND.SOCIOLOGY
DEPARTMENTS WHICH ARE STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT -

2 i J ) \ “
% D

A

Greenwood College )

' Median Median
. ‘ Physiis Influenﬁe Soc. Influence
) No. Level No, ILevel
Who influences what decision ' .
1. Student influence on new : Little (1) 10 ' 2
faculty appointments : R | - 3
4 . , Great (32 - Q 3
Total " 10 . 5 '
s . "_____v 7 ., Fisher's Exact Test: .02198.._ . °
: Cragprs m— Phi: ,70711; Lambda : 3333 with =
) - N - . influence-decision varlable .
e _ . dependen%ﬁ
2. Faculty influente on , : Little (1) 1 {
- Space allocations 1 3.
‘ i Great (3) 2 , L] .
. Total - 10 5 .
I o Fisher's-Exact Test: .04695 -~
- . T e Phi: 57735, Lambda:  .50000 %ith
. 1nf1uence~decision variable - .
| dependent o \
3. Faculty influence on . : Little (1) . .8 - 0
. whose contracts will be 1 > 3
/ renewed ¥ : ¢ ‘Great (3) r : L1
' \ Total 9 L 5

Fisher's, Exact Test. .00300 - .
Phi: 86b66 Lambda: ° .83333 with
; . influence-decision variable

dependent - : o
: . ! ) ) ; 3 .
Differences which are not statistically significant , . B
‘L4, Secteur<or college- : Little (1) 3 : Ly —-
© +wide influence on what - . : 3 1
courses will Qe offered : Great (3) 5 1
Se Department committee : Little (1) 2 2 0y
influence on allocation ¢ ' 3 ' -
of departmental funds ¢+ Great (3) 8 2
M : -

£

l:) A '\
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' o TABLE 7 . o <

' SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN DEPARTMENIAL STRUCTURES BETWEEN
COLLEGES WITH ACADEMIC. DISCIPLINE CONTROLLED -

q

Decision" o ‘ Physicg Sociology
| » T Middleton Greenwood . Middleton Greenwood )
1, Influence of Sgtudents No. . ' No, : No. No. .

on who new department o . Ty
chairman will be . o : : \

. (1) Little ‘ 5 10 - e

A (3) Great, 6 Q - J , |

| ) Totals . 11 10 ‘ :

: : Median 3 | A « ‘

1 ., ophi' .,6.0302 ) ' |

"Signif., <.05 : _ ‘

2. Influence én who :
teaches "what by dept. . .- '> S

’ committee . - - T o ’ ~
| (1)"Little - - o 1 _ -5
| (3) Great ™ T o : 8 : 0
F : Totals o 9 ’ 5 -

. Median - N ‘ 3. o

Phi ' ' 86066 1

g Signif‘ ' D <.01

3. Influence of dept. o ' ( ) . )
chairman on: . , '
a. who teaches what" .. R /\\’ : -
courses -- - . -
(1) Little '“"““””“““:‘ Qo - 7 -~ —_— . p—
ol - (3) Great__.___ ., 11 .., .3 -. .
| Totals . - 11 -~ .10 Ty
Median 3 .1
Phi 74162 .
Signif - &J0L . . . ' g
b 1location of . o . )
fun%sj‘/' ‘ \ ) ’ . 2
/(1) Little ‘- 2 7 , _
(3) Great : 9__ 2 . - fw
°  Totals . 11 - 9 -
Median 3 , 1 . :}
: N

Phi ,-°  +,59596 -~ .
Signif. <.09 .

c. who will assume
what admin, duties o : . o
(1) Little ' 2 .- 7 : o
. (3) Great'’ . 9 -~ 3 — 7 e-
' .. Totals ) i o -
. Median -3, K ) . .
Phi * 52296 : ot s -
- Signif, <.05- : o L

-

A
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Y

B Decision -Physics Sociology
n j . . ' o
Middleton Greenwood Middleton Greenwood”
No. No, ' No, . No.
whose éontracts ’
-will be renewed .
(1) Little L 8 - -
(3) Great 7 1 SR
Totals 11 9 - g
Median -3 .
Phi 53340
- Signif. < 05 \
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o : . TABLE 9a

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN CLASSROOM STRUCTURE BETWEEN 'DISCIPLINES
(Who Influences What Student Will Learn) (course content)*

JL1. Individual student - . ' -
: : Phys, (no,)  Soe¢, (no,) Phys, (no.) Soec, (no,)
Degree of influence , : o
O (none) ‘ - 150 49 152 L7
1 (Some) . 22" 50 " A 21 22 .
2 (moderate) » i 8 36 . 12 1
v . 3" (great) : Ly 11 1 .5
Total responses 186 146 186 . 88
Median** / 0 1 ‘0 ) 1
Cramer's'V ° L8406 31156
Significance 3 daf, ¢.0001 ) 3 df, (.0001
2. Students as a .
Group ’
Degree of influenéée ™ =~ T \
O (none 8g : 18 105 26
1 (some) . 6 56 50 26
2 (moderate) 23 54 25 23
3 (great) ’ 5 18 5 13
Total responses 183 . 146 . 185 88
Median ¥ 80+%=0+1 -1 50+%=1+0 . 0 . 1 .
.Cramer's V o - L3748 ' 31979
Significance—-—.—3 df, ¢.0001 - 3-df, <.0001
3. Teachers *T‘w~w~-
Degree of influence ° v
0 (nome) L 6 | 5 1.
1 (some)- - L 12 50 . 13
2 (moderate) g 67 - 35 . . 67 -~ g e
3 (great) ;5% 93 - 4 99 3
Total responses, 17 141 181 8
Median 2 . ) 3 2;70-%-24'3’/4{ 0+%=2+3
Cramer's V 39174 ) A .18507 Wt
Significance: 3 daf, .0001 : © 3 df, &.05

* Differences in totals are accounted for by "don't knows" which were
eliminated for purposes of analysis and statistical tests.

. Total responddnts for all classes: Hiddleton, 334 of which physics, 187,

_ socioleogy, 147 2

: Greenwood, 275 of which physics, 186,

sociology, 89. —-

** When the median number falls in the& same class of responses for both
| *  departments, and the difference is statistically significant, I have
! , indicated the nearest decile percentages answering in that ciass or in
~ that class and its nearest extreme., The purpose is to shd% that the
: difference in distribution of re obably accounts for the
significance level, . . f _s .

N

\
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‘ TABLE 9b | :
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES, etc.: (Who Influences Methods of Learning)*

!" 1. Ingivigﬁgl student - Middletc ' ' Greenwood
g - * A )
Degree of influence, ~ Ph n Soc \8] Ph o) So no
0, (none) 1 ' 9 . 33
1 (some) ' 52 (» . 51 ‘ 58 © 30
| § émoder%te) %g %% 2§ 14
‘ great C : 10
& Total rqiponses . 187 . 146 186 87
Median *¥* 0 1 1
Cramer's V . .25875 17498 '
Significance 3'df, at .0001 - 3 df, <.05
2. Students as a Group - ! T
Degree of influence . ‘ T
0 (none) " 53 23 L8 17 -
1 (some) ‘ i 72 Lo - 78 .29
2 (moderate) ..o ... u8 A T . .51 N . 28
\ 3 (great) . L2 26 9 13
~ ° Total responses 185 14E 186, 87
.+~ Median 1 - -2 ' . 1; 60+%=0+1 1; 50+%=0=1
Cramer's V' 22671 . .19206 : ,
Significance . 3 df, <.001 : 3 df, ¢.01
3. TIpathers /)M' \ .
Degree of influence ~ | . v 7 -
some ). By . g 11 7 -
2 (moderate) : 64 25 ¥ gy 23 \j/
3 (great) 104 107 - 109 - - 56
Total responses —~- . 186" 142 . - 186 . —. . 87 -
‘Median : 3; 50+%=3 3; 70+%=3 3 A
Cramer's V . .20952 _ 08386 -
Significance 3 df, <01 . i None**

* Differences in totals are acgounted for by "don't knows™ which were-

" eliminated for purposes of analysis and statistical tests
Total respondents: y Middleton, 334, of which physics, 187, sociology,; 147
‘ Greenwood, 275, of which ppAysics, 186, sociology, 89

** Significance level was greater than .09; null hypothesis cannot be --
rejected. . .

*** When the median number falls in the same classg of responses for both
departments, and the difference is statistically significant, I have:- ---
indicated the nearest degile percentages answering in that class or in-

* that class and its neareffyextreme. The purpose is to show that the
& difference in distributid#d¥of responses probably accounts for the
. ®gignificance level, \ ‘ -
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TABLE 9¢

o

~ ()l\’ .

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES, ete.: (Who Influences What Texts, Other Tools
‘ : Will be Used)* . '

v

eliminated for purposes of analysis
Total respondents: Middleton, 334,
. Greenwood, 275,

** When the median number falls in the same ‘class of responses for both
departments, and the difference 1is
indicated the nearest decile percentages answering in that- class--or- —. '
in that class and 1its nearest. extreme. The purpose -is-to- show that— - ‘
the difference in distribution of responses probably actounts for

-the significance level.

1. Individu tudent "~ Middleton ’ ’ Gfeenwood .
Degree+of influence _ Phys, (no.) _Soc, (no, _Bg s, -(n Soc, (no
S (none) , 1549 55 0e b Piugy (00 S
. 1 (some) 28 3 £29 12
2 (moderate) 8 - 21 o 7 . . 14
3 (great) : - 0 17 » L 0
— ‘Total responses - 186 145 . 186 . 89 .
© Median ** ‘ 0; 90+%=0+1 Q; 70+%=0+1 0; 90+%=0+1 0; 80+%=0+1
Cramer's V v 2244y N 37215
Significance 3 df, £.0001L 3af, (.01
2. Students as a group )
. ' ~ ‘1/ - R
 -Degree of—infinence—— — —- - :
0 (none) - 134 22 - 118 43
1 (somg) SIS | 9 - = 5%: oo, 27
2 (moderate) 16 -- ~30 1 13
3 (great) .0 15 2 6 LN
Total respouse 184 . 146 185 89
Median : 0 -1 0 : 1 -
Crimer's V - 0627 ' .22150
Significance . 3 daf, {.0001 3df, .01
3. ' Teachers .
Degree of influence L Y
0 %noneg‘ ) %%. ' _ 3Z _g
1 (some 9 - . - ;
. 2 (moderate) ‘ 59 24 : 57 /16
3 (great)s» S |- T 106 _ ... . - A
Total responses_. - 180 _ . 87. - 173 70 IR0 e
¥edian * 2, . B 2 -3 7
Cramer's V , . «29867 { ' .38534
Significance - 3 ar, <.0001 © 3df,} ¢.0001" '
. ~ Lo Y ¢ - -
* Differences in totals are accounted for by "don't knows! which were .

and statistical tests. ,
of which physies, 187, sociology, 147
of which physies, 186, sociology, 89

statistically significant, I have

)




Be E *
g w111 e‘ valuated)
E 1. Individual student ___ng;gn . Greenwood
; Degree of influence hys, (ne,) SQc. (no,) Phys, (no.) So¢., (no,)
| 0 (none) 116 50 Bg 41
| 1 (some) 46 54 6 22
| 2 (moderate) 14 28 27 14
| 3 (great) : 10 15 3 12
| Total responses, 186 147 185 89
| Median *** o0 = 1 1; 80+%=0=1 '1; 70%=0+1
o Cramer's V .29188 .257 ,
L. Significance 3df, <.0001 ' yft, ¢.001
\ ¢ ______\';
2. Students as a group r
Degree of influence Yy >
=5 (none) 65 26 ™y 27
| 1 (some) v- - S 71 .53 » . 66 32
- 2 (moderate) ~~ T hO g 39 - 63 ! 16
‘ 3 (great) 29 - + 16 - 3y
*  Total responses .- 18 147 i 186 - 89 -
Median 13 7o+% 0+1 1, 50+%=0+1 1; /50*% 0+1 13 6o+% =0+1
Cramer's V__— .27907 ’[.18854 -
Significance +3df, ¢.0001 - 3d4f, .05 ‘1
3. Teachers / -
Degree of influence : .
.0 (none)— . -=zx - 1 - 1 - 1 0 :
1 (some) _ 13 g_ 14 2
2 (moderate) ) . 57 ° 1 62 ay -
k 3 (great) o116 117 | 108 63
N Total responses- 18% v 143 186 - 89
Median s 33 60+6=3- 3; 80~%=3 - 3 : 3.
Cramer's V i\ 22368 . . - 14420
Significance 3df ¢.001 -~none** -

~/////”

- TABLE 94
"(Who Influences How Students' Work ‘

. SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES, ete.:

* Differenc
eliminatéd for purposes of -analysis
Total respondents:

¢

** Significance level was greater than
rejected, :

and its nearest extreme

level.

in totals are accounfed for by "don't knows" which were -

.and statistical tests.

.093 null bypothe&\s cannot be

e median number falls in the séme class of responses for both
pnts, and the difference is significant statistically, I have-
dd- the nearest decile percentages answering in:that class or in

« The purpose is to show ‘that.the

n distribution-of responses probably accounts for the

L
- A4

Middleton, 334, of which physics, 187, sociology, 7.
Greenwood, 275, of which physics, 186, sotiology, 89
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) > TABLE Qe
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES, etc, i (Who Influences Orse Pye-
, requisites)* .
‘1. Ipdividugl student ° Middleton Greenwood
Degree of influence Phys, {no,) Soc, (no,) Phys, (no.) Soc, (no.)
" 0 (none) 161 99 171 75
1 (some) - 7 . 17 Y - Ve 8
2 (moderate) L 11 ’ ¢ 3 2
3 (great) 7 __. 5 5. -1
Total Tresponses 179 132 183. 86
Median *** ' 03 90+%=0 . 0; 70+%=0: 0 0o
- Cramer's V h .22546 . .16502 L
. Significance 3 4f, <.01. , ' None**
., 2. Students_as r
Degree. of infﬂﬁence )
0 (ndne) _ 156~ 96 172 71 T
: 1 (sbme}®™ 11 21 - -
. 2 (moderate) 6 10 - 2 - .6
- 3 (great) Y 31¢_, X ) 0
. Total responses 177 - 1%0 ' 182 86
.Median - : 03 9Q+% 0 o 70 0; 90+%=0 0; B80+%=0
Cramer's V . «15464 .25770
Significance 3 daf, (.01 ‘ : 3 df, ¢.001
L VR o
3. Teachers’ '
Degree” of infl : ~ Sy
0 (none) - : 71 34 - o - 29
1 (some) ) ‘ 49 - 1 22 4 ‘ . 1%
- 2 (moderate) - 29 - 34 25 17
€ 3 (great) 16 - 29 - 19 19 |
Total responses 165 119 - - . 174 - 80
Median 1 2 0 1 -
Cramer's V ' , N .26897 T ,24098-
Significance -3 df, at .0001 ' 3 df, <. 01
* Differences in totals are accounted for by "don t knows! which were —-
eliminated for .purposes of analysis-and statistical tests: --
Total respondents. Middleton, 334, of which physiecs, 187, sociology, égz
. - Greenwood , 275, of which physics, 186, sociology.

@
* Significance level was greater than .05, null hypothesis cannot be
co rejected,

%% When the median number fafis in the same class of* responseS‘for'both.'“‘
\ departments, and the difference is statistically significant, I have -- -
[ indicated the nearest decile percentages answering in that claes or .in
' * that clags and its nearest extreme. The purpose is to show. thft the
- - difference in distribution of responses probably acgqunts for the
, significance level, _ - . ,/9" ‘
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TABLE 10 ’ /

i

-

| e

; ~

;o SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN CLASSROOM STRUCTURE BETWEEN

- . COLLEGES IN THE SAMEGDISCIPLINE* o

i Decisions : ’ Physics - Soctulogx‘ - ¢

MIddleton*\\preénwood Middleton _Greenwdo& ’

-~ 1, Influence on courve " ° . - T -~
content by students ‘

as a _group:

(0) none 87 * 109
(1) some - ) 68 50
) moderate 23 29
3) great . 9 )
Total responses 183 185
- \ Median** 1l © 0 °
Cramer's V .11065 )
Significance -=dok% C --
2. Influence_on_cgourse . '
content by individual
. student; . - .
v (0) none . 150 . 152
Lo B
g 2) moderate :
~ (3) great o wlly 1
Total responses ) 186 186
Median 0 -0 .
Cramer's V T .08696
SAgnificance ‘ - ) --

bl Tkt |-~ —_— \
- 3. Influence, on-texts -
and other tools by. - ’
individual siuvdentst———i— C ~

-— - -——{0) none- %9 — 146 —
: (1) some —-- — X ag 29
(2) moderate o 7
. (3) great ' ) 0 Y
Total responses . 186 | 186
- * Medtan -0 e 0 L
ramer's V / 10495 .
ignificance - - -
4, Influence &n A f :
students wo¥ e T
evaluated by‘ : I —
——-individual sthtift: " ot .
l (0) none RGP 116 83 -
‘ (1) some- D~ 46 6
A (2) moderate 14
| ‘ (3). great > 10 s 3
© * Total responses? ° 186 ' 185
F:-g . Median ' "0 . 1 ’
B ' Cramer's V v ot L,20946 -
s Significance. . , £ +001 &
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% - ., TABIE 10 {con't.) T
. _ . *
- ¢ ':
Decisions : . ‘Physics . Sociology ”
Q‘\\ , Middleton Greenwood Mi&dleton GreenW6od
T - ) ) . L‘ o , T
5 Inflqence on how e . L.
student's work 1s . - : T o
evaluated by stu- ‘ . ;. : ‘ ‘ :
dents as a group: RO - B . i .
(0) none ~ - . 65 | L1 - 26 - 27
(1) some : 7L [+ . 66 ' 53 .32
, (2) moderate bo . .63 ° - 39 .16
‘(3) great 9 16. ‘ 29 1
Total responses 185 186 - , 147 89 -
» . Median . 13! 70+%= O+tl. 1; +%=0+1 1 1 .
~ Cramer'sV 18509 C 16178 N
Significance . <.01 . N o -~ -
6. Influencé on how : . Lo ' - .
“ student's work .is . .
evaluated by : . :
te?cgers: , . , L 1' ; o
O M e s * - “ : M : .
M . w8 e
(2) moderate - . .57 s 62 18 . - 2%
(3) great \ __l%ﬁ;_,,__*_l%B . o117
Total responses 187 185 143 - ] )
Median : ‘ 3¢ ‘ 3. 33 80*{‘;‘3 35 70-%=3 _
Cramer's V . 03746 " L1009 e L
%}gnificénce L= N G ekl ;o -
o'N ! '" W ] " .Q . . h ‘ -
* Differencas in totals are accounted - for by. "don't knows" which vere '
eliminated for purpdses of statistical tests and analysis..
- Total ¥elpondents:” Middleton; 334, of which physies, 187, sociology Ih?
“ ‘ Greenwood , 275, of which physics, 186, sociology, 89 v
. ¥k *w:means that. significance ‘level-was greater than 05, y .~ .V;

%% yhen the median “falls.in the samé¢ class of,responses “for both 4 \* o
ments, 'and the difference is sfétistically significant, I have ind ‘
- the nearest decile percentages answering in that class or in that class

and its nearest extreme. The-purpose.is to show that. the differerice in -
di&%ributiqn of- responses. probably accounts: for the significance level.

~ g.(., . . ] o




£
e

5.

6%

. ’/’igglleeg

-2

11.

3 3 )
+ APPENDIX A

. ,'@n.
INTERVIEW SCHEDUtE FOR TEACHERS

_ What ‘is rewanded here? How do you know -~ examples?

L4
» v

8

O

Wha't . would you like to see rewarded? Have:you ever wanted or
tried a differeént way of teaching (besides traditional one of
"lecture, papers, exams) or a different cogtent -- including

different ideas, knowledge, .etcs

-in'an in

roductory course?

What was it? What happened? - Did you need the approval-of the
department, the 'sector or the‘.entral -administration?

sWhat do you think is a good teacher?
have doene a good job? Do you,often feel you have? »

How do you.know when you

When you think of yourself ds .a professional (sociplogist,
physicist), ‘if you db, with whom do you compare yourself

e professional assoclation toﬂwhich you belong; other
_ teachers of any subject?)

a7

ues herej colleagues. at X .university; colleagues in’

What do students who.take introductory sodiology or physics

nee,,d‘7

What do you try to give them?

‘What are the. main issues that had to .be resolved in your depart-
ment during the past year? Were they easily resolved or with

. difficulty?

How were the

resolved -- by consensus, by voting,

by splitting up, after much and-heated or .little argument, by
department chairman deciding, by central administratiqn, or by

Quebec decision? -

“‘ence on departmental affairs?

In general, who do you f

What is the role of students in your department's affairs?
On what subjdets

they participa¥e regularly? With enthusiasm?
or issues are their .views useful?

1 has most influ-

Do

-sought? When do you- think - .

parity 1s effective -- how would you decide that it was effec="'
tive? Examples? , . . ,

‘In the classroom -- what input or decision; can studénts make

in. your classes?

May I visit your class sometime?

o

What do they actually make°

Examplfs?f

*

Y

In generaﬂ do you thi%k that Lhe administrative style or the

organizational structures here help or. hinder your task as a

" member of this department and as a teacher of

physics? ¥

.h Ly

-

Aaociology or

(If response has been géﬁerally negative) Why did you come and
why do you .stay?




Faculty or.suppqrt personnel?

S X ‘ ' )
Among epartments or faculty, how do you know who is doing a .
. good Jjob? What

- they attend, but only decide on departmental socials or ¢ s
. advertising (oriéntation) campaigns is that effective parity?

5. \What is rezéidéd here?

-~ " APPENDIX B

. . ‘ ' - - : . ' -
- . oy R
o ","INTERTIEW SCHEDULE FOR .ADMINISTRATORS
7 i ‘ e

'Is ‘there a Job description for your pésition? ‘For others™
" '1s thére hccauntability intadministration in é%e sense that

there are clear sanctions that cam and have been applied to
non-fulfillment of respons¥bilities? In administration?:

is a good. Job,.an effective teacher, an
effectivg department? . - . y . .5
-~ ~

When is .parity working efféectitely? 1Is it charactg{ized by
smooth .performance or by controversy? Attendance depart-
ment meetings, passionates involvement 'of students? Does it (
matter what subjetts they make, de¢isions about? That is, if !

Dves anyone try to encouragelor insist on effective. parity?

In monetary terms
facilities~dnd services?.

Are innovative programmes supported, financially? .
How d6 you decide what to support? ° )

What is the process whereby support is achieved?

’ aqd“iﬁ terms of

If you wére-f-:

.lnterested 1n getting a new innpvative program through --

yours or a department's or a teacher's --,what sfeps would be _:
necessary? ' ' -

¥

_ What do you think is likely to be the result if ADE affiliates? -

L

+ % , . * v 3 '

“%



1.

2,

;o APPENDIX ¢ - = ‘ L -
- INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR STUDENTS -

What is your field of academic interest? How did you happen !
to become interested? . , Cx

For Middleton students.

~ 3

--a). Have you sat on a departnental council? -How long? Were

you a¢tive? Attend meetings regularly? Sit on any com-

mittee? Why or why not? _ - .
b) What are the main is®ues ¥hat had to be resolved in your
. departmental council during the past year? Were, they -

- edsily resolved or with difficulty?. How were they .
resolved -- by consensus, by voting, by splitting up,
after much and heated or,  little argument, by department

~ chairman deciding, by- central administration, or by
.Quebec decision?

What ig the role of studeunts in your department's affairs?‘ Do -
they’ pgrticipate regularly? With enthusiasm or not? what .
subjects or issues are their views sought? ere these v ews _
useful, d¢ you think? Do you feel that you are able to influ-
.encge decisions that affect your education in thig department?
In the .gpllege.as a whole? What is effective student parity,. .

- in your view? . . \“\ - \

' What is a good teacher? Is:it someone who gets across a lot .«
of knowledge of the subject, or someone wh¢o tries to make the
subject -interesting to you, or someone who adapts the subject_

to your particular interests? or one who helps you find your-
self as a person? S

‘In what coulses at this college have you found the most struc~
tured and wihere the most unstructured courses? Where did you
.find the greatest freedom and the least freedom to chdgse .your . .
method ‘of learning? 'the content ,Jou wanted to lkearn?‘ Pid you
«feel that the structure in each c¢ase was appropriate to the
course or subject matter or idappropriate? N
. Why 'did you come to Middleton or Greenwood? What do you like best,
about it, what do you like least° How - do you think most ‘
students here feel?

‘ . . .
”» w L3 ~ L
. . . . s




. ' - . . R
. e, o, ( ,

»
<&

oy . ' [}
) « ® & . -,  APPENDIXD ° . ' . o
-Dept.s : Date? . ’ PréSént; staff- _-Students
«_ s - S ASP T :
: Issue: '@ ' ’ ' -

. . v
« v . o

t

-

W from? : Conditioms? . - . Decision Process
here fromt ¢ : ' Key: VM, M, VL

Sy e Deadline? Limited - For Info o -

) Choices? response only? | f a

) Ay ) ) \ ] ] i N - g ‘
* Observations: - . 1. N e of interacti

o . - o a. Exchange of ldeas '
‘ b. Group'consénsus

7 . ' . c. Group conf 110"

. S : o 2. Who infiuenceq the decision? :
/ ' ' C o ‘ . a. chairperson -

' . . " b, Faculty‘1Qdividua1§ixlist)

° : L. : C - I LY

, Coel - . c. Studedt individuals (list)

. v " - ‘Y s . ’ N -
’ L S T e . ; ' APy

' j = T \' v L ( -

S ' Tt Lew, d. Faculty as a group '

- s Y

' N o , /;)ﬁ// - - e, students as a\group f
\\e\ . — ' /;/(‘\\" o 1. administration of college—

. o d B g.»sector council
' 2. , T *

. ’ . .m“\\7 h.}other»a. ‘

ST . 3 "How decided
o ; o _ _ ‘~) oo a. Vote:. Staff, Yes

v~y
h

e N N e No ____ Abs.
< “ . R .:‘e ) . ‘\: . S, StUGentS, Yes No *
- - N ¥ ‘ Y - Abs - . ,
\ * . ] 14 — X
. \ L0
. . " o . b. Consensus _. .
¢ er 1 P . B

— M

TR . @5 . S c. Referredfto Dept. com. .
o ' g P 3 d Referréﬁ outside dept. .

/ K N Vd -
- R ’ . . LI
- & 7. L e. Decision postpone&
\ . . . " . . . .; .
\ . , " \ o . .
e v 3 ¢ 3
Jve " ° [ R . L
LI ] . ¢
! Y\ “ ’ . . - - '
” 4 N . o ’
. ‘ ’ ‘ . S Lo H X o ’ s ' ¢
. . ¢ . .
L . + . A .
5 ° L4 b N L} LS




wmunendiix o

'3, Are you a teacher? *

w
. v

. . '
DEPARTMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

se provide the following information: T > -

v
N——— L

College: o Middleton - , &9

-

’ : e &Greenwooci . 2/ (2).

»
.
- A d

<2, Departmé‘nt i which this course

1s dffered:

Physics co . (D)

|
.

Sociology, % ~ _(2)

Studeu:rl‘,_ et " . 27

e . - a
s . P! .

‘ . > N .
N - . 5 ’
T ~

What.1s you¥ age?. (one dirit in enoh box) [ f /"

¢ “

» . ot . N
" Sex: A7 " .  Female ’ - (1)

H.ni.e

- o RN p ]

. Mariqai ‘s’tatue: - f Marrieii“. - (1)

" single, (2)

gy E , » .
“%* " Divorced . (3)
- N . _ )
. ' Widowed . ‘- (%)
N : TR §
> PR -Separeted © -, " A&
o SEANNE N .

" Place of. b}rth'_ ‘.fCountryi t 4 - i
g ‘ : ‘ NN . .
Mother tongue; ] - N .
v Religiom: ¢ - ° i} -

B .
&

' 10. Righest degree obtained: PhD o 1)

"‘ ‘ Mr.A. I:.‘ . " 3 (2)‘

R S ’ .o):.%ia‘-‘ . o . .
S 77T BSe or B.A. w3
YRR &« : . ’ I

. » “ r

¥~ ' RS, Leaving SR ¢.))

P T
1 = '

—

* R T ()

-

11.° Where obtained? :

. b
P R T T Y . Aoy VI I T < N PR 2

(2).}.

‘o0 - H.S. Magrie _ D RO

rid -~
'
-
—
'y
Lt
]
~
,
-

[



is.offered: : o
Physics . (1)
4
Sociology - (2)
3. Are you a teacher? . ‘ . (D 7
| Student? ¢ ) (2)
| . . * »
‘ 4. What is yqur}e?’ (one dieit in each box) [/ _/ 8-9 |
. 5. 'Sex: ' . Female ¢S] 10
. .. . . v ’ g ’ i
2 . .mﬂi‘ - . S _; - . (2) . N ) : . . a et J-;&«M
. " 6. Marital staﬁ\‘us: Married - @ T n ‘ .
_single . - (2)
: l Divorced ' (3) N ‘
\ j ;
' ' Widowed . C(8) )
L - = /.
S - ©. Separcted .6) /
. ‘ . ‘ ) )
Z 7. Place of birth: (Country) - » [, /12
. 8. Mother tong%e: : : Vo ’ L./ 13 ‘
) . . : . g} S,
> - f
* . 9, .Religion: ‘ o . L/ 94 -
- N P . . s ’ o * .
' 4‘ - ) iy "' ~
T » 10. Highest.degree obtained:’ PhD _ L. : (V) 1S -
| | M.A. | - @f .
‘: \ “\ ‘. ’ ’ . .
, , . " BSc or B.A. 3)
_ ~ . H.S. Matric ' EORE
o . P
H.S. Leaving : (5) {4
- None / - (6)
11 Where obtained? , ‘ LS 16 Co
’ \
12. '1f your highest degree was obtuired from \ . '
a High School in Quebec, was it: ' - 17 ’
. . . . { N co
' : . Protestant - & e (1) , i -
! . . ' f N ’ B
L .+ *  Catholic - (2) : o
. .




W

|

13. " In the following series of questions we are trying fo determine the range of.actual di
pover exercised in your college. By discretionary power, we do not nedn perfunctory o

0
f

suthorization. We are rather seeking to determine the amount of influencé persons or

in the college have in a variety of kinds of decisions.
1 = some’ influence;
3 « great influence; 9 = don't know - as applicable in each, column.

Please write:

0 = no influence;

2 = moderate influence;

4 \
\ ' ‘
l\ e
) \ Students: 4 .
- individuals Faculty as Departmental | Department
Kinds of Decisions .|".or as a group (a).| .a group (b). |. Committees . |. Chairman .
‘. &, nev faculty gppoint- .
ments: s .
7
b., hovw to allocate de-
_ partmental funds L
4// ¢. who will teach what .
< courses .
' S\ '
d. what hour classes, 1 b
will meet ) ‘
. 13
e. space allocations )
) _(offices)
f. who new department J
. chairman will be \ | ‘
g. what courses will be '
offered \
' b, vho vill essume what
adnifftstrative duties
(d) .
i. whose contracts will
be renewed or not
) reneved
x j» admission policy end

selection of students

(a) Including students in comnittees

(b) NOT including committees or the chai
| (d) Vithin or representing the department '
T L

.o,




\ . \ , ' Y : A o ?
P Q
| ) 4 .;f
{ . R ]
e are trying to determine the range of actual discretionary Do not write in
discretionary power, we do not mean perfunctory or routine : this space
to determine the amount of influence perSons or groups. '
finds of decisions. .
some influence; 2 = woderate influence; ° , ' ' .
- 83 applicable in each column. ‘
A e N . | - DIGEQ or . |
* SN ‘Secteurs or Department .
Faculty s Departmental Department college-wide of - \ .
). | v group (b), | . 'Committees . |. Chairman . |. bodies (c) . | .Education . ||
z o \ 1823
f { ‘ ' o™ '
| 24-29
! [N .!- 30‘35 o
. o } |
4 - | ) ) 36‘hl ‘ .
v T . . ‘ l
4 13
= ho-L1
p
/ : , } L 4g-53"
- ' — . 54-59
' \
© 60-65
| | 0
66-T1
' 4 12"17
(b) NOT including commttees or the chalrman (¢) 7Including college administration

thin or representlng the department \' N
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‘ ) .
FOR TEACHERS ONLY:
2 _ . \ . ;
. 15. Do you regard the time you spend teaching

as-well spent? . ! C m -
. Usually (1)

. , g . Sometimes. \/ - (2

v . 4
] Rarely L%’ 3

PRGOS - o — et oo =

>

16. Do you find satudents intellectually

stit;x;liating? . S _U;t;ally . S 1)

: L ¢t ’ Sox;etines - . (2)
. s \ IR S ‘ R = Y

Rarely ) 3)

.
- a )

17. ‘Wou}d_gou 1ike to spéﬂq more, the same, or less'time

with ‘atudents than you"now':io? -

- ! ) The same "(2)
’Lesa‘ L ' &)

How many hours per week, apﬁroxima_tely, do y&x

actually spend with students? (Write one digit _per box)
e N

| . In class [ {1 /.
e - - ~ . In. labs : L 1/
- b office hours ' { [ [
: T “gocal ' [ /7]

More - (1)

Do not write

in this space
2

65

66

67
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Appendlx F

, ' Do not write in -
. r ‘ this space -.
. CLASSROOM QUBSTIONNAIRB . -
. ‘ R . ) Lo /J / s /3' / 3
: g R o 1-4
Please provide the following informatfion:.
- R \
- » ‘ . . . w "‘
1. College: C e LA Dawson - Q) 5 -7
. : John Abbott (2) |o . S %
- 2, Dgpaﬁmm}t\in which this course ' . )
© 18 offered: . ’ ' 6
. - Physics ) : &)
o . ‘ - . Sociology . (2) ! e |
» X ' . . ’ , ) - .’;."-\
- . 3. Are you & teacher? | N ’& (1) 7
..‘ 3 . [* ., ‘
’ Student? . . '(2) )
. . ¢ - . e " - -
‘ 4. What isoyour age? _ . f~( one digit in each box) [/ / . i, 89
° .o, . N . ) v 7 . ’ |
;o 5. Sex: Female : . -, 100 - |
J ‘ ey HR* L : @
6. Marital status:var:-= Married - - @1 -
, . o single -~ - - 2|~ ,
. , . ‘
. . - Divorced ’ 3 . ,
. . ‘ widowed y ‘ @wyy
e . ; “  Separeted . h (5) ‘ o
Cd A A ] . 3 ¢ A ‘ v\i I
. _. 7. Place of birth: (Country) i N 1. N2 '
8. Mother tongue: -.. ) : /N3
9. Religion: - - A 14 )
‘ﬂ X . * 3 . ) . -— ®
10. Highest degree‘obtained: PhD (1) LA
' M.A. , " (2) ’ )
) ’ . . \ ! i W . -
BSc7' BA g L ER
] .8/ Matric ()
H.S. Leaving | , - (5) o A ,' :
\ o L None . (6)
: 11. Where obtained? , 1.7 16
[ . - ' . 1
[ - g g
. - ge . o 4 @ 2 W aoa . a o« o' N a




2. Department in which this course -

. « A\
f is offered: - .
‘ . Physics (1)
f \ : . 4
. : Sogiology (2)
. Ve
- - w .
(j_., Are you a_teacher? (1)
° Student? L . (2)

§

¢

~

“,"/l 4. What 1s your age? .. f~( ‘one digiﬁ in _each box) / / 7 .

<

» :
5. Sex: Female (1)
. Male __. . @ |
U ”
5 : .
6. Mirital 8Latus s vau o . Married - (1)
' \ " Single -~ ' (2)
N ° Dpivorced ) (3)
x .
- - Widowed (4)
. Separeted g » (5)
1 r ro, .
3 " : *
7. Place of birth: (co_untry) s *
8. Mpther tongue: .
4 - .’
. 9. Religion:
[} J N . \
. T - .
10." Highest degree obtdined: PhD (1)
) M.A. (2)
Y
. BSc or B.A. o 3)
| /. RH.S. Matric (%)
. n“.s'. Leaving .(5)
‘v 3
None “(6)

! 11. ' Where otlta%ed? , ‘

12, If your highest degree was obtained from
a High School 1in Quebec, was. it:

s _ . ' Protestant

- _Catholic

::5 9 11

"




8

1.

Yo

et

11,

CLASSROOM QUBSTIOKNAIRE

-

College: N

"

Please provide the follocwing :_lnformat:iont

Department in which this course

i8 offered:

A

Are you a teacher?

Student?

-

_What 18 your age?

'
Sex:

Marital status:
. -’

Pla_é:q of bix’:th:' (Country)

.Mother tongue:

Religion:

»

Highest degree obtained:

. » )
Y ( Y

\
i

N . B “

i

\
Whére_ obca*ned ?

!

.

None/»

N 12, 1f vour hig\mst. degree was obtained fro\n

- (6)

D4 net vrite

this space

in

' / ! T/]B-/f o‘

r 1-4
® .
- Middleton (1) 5,
! T X
Gresnwood (2,
. . 6
+ Physics® 1) .
Sociology 2) | -’
. cop
. > L
R ')
hd \‘T (2)
T.f'one digit dn-each box) / / /. 8-9
Fl ) 0
Female . ) (1) 10
[3 .
Male . (2)
, v, t LY
Married . > PSR ¢ O IR
L E
Single ) [
Divorced (3). N o
. Widowed ~(4) !
: . A v . )
Separeéeq R i (5)‘ '
Jf. .
4 - '/—L/lz .
413
. S A
¥ ,
. ’ . . ' ¥
Php _* (1) 15
T ' g ~
MA. ___ (2) |
. BScor B.A el, - %
) ‘ »
H.S.' Matric, 4y
o ! ' - .
H.S. Leaving 5)
. !




” . - " ﬁ‘ociolog'y. P (2)
. ® o 7 .
3. Are you a Eeacher? (1) 7
@ ; ~
' Student? (2)
e
4. What 18 your age? :;_-"_{\ne digit ir each box) 7 / / 8-9
5. Sex: ' Female ! [¢5) 10
| Male (2) % .
Y .6. Marital status: Married (1) a1
D ‘ o T $ingle (2)
J / . Pivorced 3) ’
. - ~N
g . -Widowed _ y ) )
: N Separeted (5).|
- a . ' T . ' . ‘
7. Place™o£ birth: (Count ¥) L , /] 2
B ' \og\ e ¥ — L 1%
8. Mother tongue: ' ' 1 /N3
9." Religion: " . i 1 L /14
© & o S ! N LS .
. \10.‘ Highest degree obtained: PhD (DT 15
* }'\\ n N V-
. : . : ’ M.A. {2) {.
AN
M ’ B - .. BSC or ' B.Au ’ _L (3)
. ) \
. . H.S. Matric-. ' %
. N . , L
Y . , : B+S, Leaving “(5)
agne i - (6)
‘o1, Wheye obtained? . L/ 16
el a :
.. :
2., If your highest degrec was obtained from A q -
X L a High School 1in Quebec, was 1it: * .a Lo * 17
. | 8 n Quel . N L ’
S oL . : Protestant ’; (1) . ,
o S . Catholic _ e
K ' . Y K Z - . 4 . ‘ \ ‘
N . 9 ' ’ 4 ; .. . II /\T - '
v' N . » -t . ! v /I :
] L. . N . .




