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Introductory Statement

The Center is concerned with the shortcomings of teaching in Ameri-
can schools: the ineffectiveness of many American teachers in promoting
achievement of higher cognitive objectives, in engaging their students
in the tasks of school learning, and, especially, in serving the needs
of students from low-income areas. Of equal concern is the inadequacy
of Americanm schools as environments fostering the teachers' own motiva-
tions, skills, and professionalism.

The Center employs the resources of the behavioral sciences--theore~-

tical and methodological--in seeking and applyirg knowledge basic to
achievement of its objectives. Analysis of the Center's problem area
has resulted in three programs: Heuristic Teaching, Teaching Students
from Low~Income Areas, and the Environment for Teaching. Drawing pri-
marily upon psychology and sociology, and also upon economics, political
science, and anthropology, the Center has formulated integrated programs
of research, development, demonstration, and dissemination in these
three areas. 1In the Heuristic Teaching program, the strategy is to
develop a model teacher training system integrat ing components that
dependably enhance teaching skill. In the program on Teaching Students
from Low-Income Areas, the strategy is to develop materials and pro-
cedures for engaging and motivating such students and their teachers.
In the program on Environment for Teaching, the strategy is to develop
patterns of school organization and teacher evaluation that will help
teachers function morve professionally, at higher levels of morale and
conmitment .

The following report presents an extensive comparison of teachers
in open-space schools with teachers in traditional schools. It surveys
the effects of team teaching on variables such as the teacher's sense
of influence, job satisfaction, and attitude toward being evaluated by
colleagues. It thus focuses on the organizational effects of team
teaching rather than on the substance of the team members' interaction
or the effects of team teaching on children. Teachers in structurally
open schools, who teach in teams or in view of other teachers, report
a higher sense of efficacy--~they feel better satisfied with their jobs,
more autonomous, axtd more influential-~than do teachers who teach in
walled classrooms.

l'rhia 1s the second study of team teaching undertaken within the
Environment for Teaching program and represents a different approach
from that of the first, B, Lopossa's "Comparative Study of Team and
Individual Decision Making," Technical Report No. 20. Lopossa's study
was an experimental one that compared the rationality and quality of
decision making among teaching teams and ad hoc groups of individual
teachers. The teams were not found to be more rational in their
decision-making process or better in the quality of their decisions
than the ad hoc groups.
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Abstract

frhis study vas concerned with a fundamental problem in the
organization of the social role of the teacher: What are the na~
ture and distribution of the work-related interaction and influ-
ence which teachers experience and the effects of these pattems
on the way teachers actually work? Teachers are commonly isolated,
in the performance of their day-to-day activities, from their
immediate colleagues and superiors and from the profession at large.
What are the consequences of current efforts to change teachers'
work situations for teachers' job satisfaction, sense of control
over their own work, and actual job performance?

Elementary schools are currently undergoing revolutionary
changes in organization. How do these changes affect the status of
teachers, their job satisfaction, their attitudes toward children,
their sense of influence and autonomy within the school? In tlﬁ.s
gtudy, a comparison was made between teachers in open-space elemen-
fary schools, and teachers in traditional schools where teaching
takes place in self-contained or walled-off classrooms. Open-space
schools refers to a new type of school architecture with a minimum
of interior partitioning. From the organizational point of view, such
schools represent a radical departure from traditional school organi-
zation in at least two ways: (a) teachers operate as a team to make
important decisions about deployment of groups of children, scheduling,
curriculum, and learning problemé; (b) teachers are visible to one

another as they work.

The sample. The sample consisted of 110 teachers from nine




open elementary schools and 120 teachers from eight traditional

elementary schools. All were K-6 schools with a predominantly
middle~class suburban clientele. Questionnaires were administered
to all the teachers in the selected schools.

Major findings. As compared with teachers in traditional schools,

teachers in open schools were more satisfied with their jobs, felt more
autonomous, and reported more influence in making all kinds of decisions.
Principals were seen as less influential in the open schools. The rise
in sense of teacher efficacy in the open schools does not appear to be
a product of the selection process, since the two sets of teachers were
similar as to sex and education, with the open-school teachers being
slightly younger (probably because open schools are newer schools).

The high morale in the open schools does not appear to arise only out of
the gzeneral increase in teachers' power and autonomy in such schools.

It appears to have other sources as well, which have not yet been
identified.

Other interesting findings concern the responses of ambitious
teachers working in these two organizational systems. In the tradi-
tional schools, ambitious teachers tended to be more dissatisfied with
teaching than did relatively unambitious teachers, regardless of the
measure of ambition that was used. In the open schools, women teachers
1nterested in vertical promotion were also less satisfied than women
without such interests. There was, however, a sharp rise in the
occurrence of women with professional, i.e., collegial (as opposed to
bureaucratic) ambition in the open-school setting, and these women

tended to be more satisfied with their jobs than women who did not
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score high on the project's measure of professional ambition. This
finding was interpreted as a structural effect of open schools; open
schools appear to give teachers professional ambition, which, in tum,
becomes an important source of job satisfaction.

Teachers' orientations toward children on five different dimen-
sions vere measured on an attitude instrument. The hypotheses of the
study were that teachers who had a maternal orientation or a “child-
development" orientation toward children would be less happy in the
open schools because .of lowvered opportunities for intensive teacher-
child interaction. These relationships were not found. They apparently
were eliminated by two much stronger relationships~~-teachers in open
schools were more satisfied (in all sub-groups) than teachers in tradi-
tional schools; and, in either setting,’ 1f a teacher had a matermal
or "child-development'' orientation toward children, he or ghe was more
likely to be satisfied with the job. These orientations, as a rule,

were not markedly different in the two settings.
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Chapter 1

THE ORGANIZATIONAL ISOLATION OF THE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHER

Introduction

Recent innovations are changing the environment for teaching. These
changes, many of them radical in natwure, may have strong consequences for
teacher power, teacher morale, and for the ways that teachers act toward
st:udenfs. Innovations such as team teaching and differentiated staffing
are truly fundamental alterations in school organization. School adminis-
trators and educational researchers need a way to describe and analyze the
nature of these changes and their organiza:ional consequenc;s.

In this study we report some findings on the impact on elementary
school teachers of a major imnovation in the organization and setting of
their work. We compare teachers in two types of schools: (a) Those
organizing the work of the school in a way that 1s now traditional by
assigning a single teacher and an assigned and stable group of students
to a classroom, and (b) those assigning a larger group of students with
several teachers to a single large classroom space. These latter schools--
called open-space schools--are designed and intended to provide a great
deal of flexibility in elementary school teaching. Teachers can exchange
duties, and can move from one group of students to another. Individual-~
{zed instruction is facilitated--some teachers can work with individual
students, or small groups of students, while the other teachers are

working with larger groups.

-

Our interest in open-space schools, however, does not arise primarily

because.of their instructional flexibility. We are interested in seeing
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how they change the work, working relationships, and orientations of the
teachers. In other words, we do not study the effects open-space schools
may ha.ve on the instruction students receive (let alone what they actually
learn) but on the work relationships and attitudes of the elementary teach-
ers. The open-space school locates the teacher in a group of teachers
working together. It creates new opportunities for teaching, the new
responsibility of working in close coordination with others, the new
resource of constant feedback and assistance from other teachers, and

the new organizational limitation of potential interference, criticism
and evaluation from others. How do these changes affect the role and
attitudes of the teacher?

The role of the teacher is a subject of great importance because its
restrictive character has been the focus of so much discussion in contem-
porary criticisms of education. The isolated character of the teacher's
role--closed away behind the doors of the classroom--has been seen as the
source of many educational problems. (a) The isolation of the teacher is
seen as insulating teachers from innovations arising in the profession,
the organizational structure of the schools, or the community. The teacher
is both protected and insulated from the stimulations and the pressures
outside the classroom which might make education more responsive both to
community needs and the most modern educational developments. Thus, while
the demands, requirements and possibilities for education created in the
external social system and the educational professions are constantly
changing, the little world of the classroom is believed to go on, irrele-
vant and independent to the point of isolation. (b) The isolation of the

teacher 1s also believed to have negative effects on teachers. The teacher

£ .
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is seen as not only protected, but imprisoned in the classroom, with
little professional contact or opportunity for development and innova-
tion. Partly because of its insular situation and its custodial charac-
ter, elementary school teaching has been thought to be an unexciting,
impotent activity, low in almost every component of social status--
prestige, income, social authority, power, effectiveness, and future
career prospects. Many entrants into the profession leave within a

few years. Hardly any--especially among the women--advance to positions
of wider social significance and effectiveness.

It is therefore important to see how an innovation which opens up
the classroom a little to bring the teachers into contact, at least with
each other and possibly with the widexr profession, affects the role and
orientations of the teacher. This is the problem the present study sets

out to ilnvestigate.

The Importance of Interaction

A crucial feature of our approach to school organization is the impor-
tance of the interaction of participants as they go about their jobs.
Whether or not it is uritten into an organizational chart, if workers
report that they cannot make decisions by themselves but must receive
direction from others, and that their work is evaluated firsthand by
these others, something vital about the authority structure of the organi-
zation has been revealed. Direction and evaluation are the foundation
of organizational control.

In the traditional elementary school, the formal authority structure

is misleading, giving the impression of a hierarchically organized bureau-

13
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cracy with teachers taking detail.led direction and evaluation from the
principal. But studies examining how often the teachers actually work
with the principal on the making of a decision show quite another
picture.

In a study of traditionally organized schools in Wisconsin, Roland
Pellegrin reports few collaborative relationships. for the principal
outside of his work with his secretary and the custodian. The teachers

ort being dependent on the principal. However, in response to ques-

t decision making, the teacher, in isolation, turns out to be

Despite the hierﬁeh{cal structure, principals infrequently give
directions to teachers or e;raluate their work. In actuality, principals
often avoid evaluation procedures and rarely apply sanctionms.to tenured
teachers. A recent California Teachers Association survey of evaluation
procedures in over 700 school districts showed that principals normally
evaluated permanent or tcnured teachers annually and probationary
teachers twice annually. Most districts report the usc of only two

classroom visits for evaluation purposes during the school year.2

1Roland J. Pellegrin, Some Organizational Characteristics of Multi-
unit Schools. Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Administra-
tion, University of Oregon, Eugeve, Oregon, 1970, Technical Report No. 8,
Ppo 3-7.
2Recruitment, Assignment, Transfer, Promotion, and Evaluation
Practices Reported by California School Districts--1966-67. Research
Department, California Teachers Association and California Association
of School Administrators. Research Bulletin No. 211. October 1967.

e ¢~ ——— Ao A i A et 2~ B . e At e+ e S e - e e =




Teachers are also isolated from their colleagues. Traditionally,
elementary teachers have performed their tasks 1nd1v1dua11y--1nde;;endent:
of each other. There are few mutual or common tasks that require meaning-
ful professional interaction. Teachers talk to one another, but their

conversation is largely informal and is not often related to decision

making or evaluation. As a matter of fact, the observer in a traditional
elementary school will not find many task-oriented groups of teachers to
watch. It geems lt‘hat: the organizational structure emphasizing independent
work has adverse affects upon meaningful task-related interaction among
teachers.

The importance of work-related interaction lies in the opportunities
it creates for influence and evaluation in decisions about the task of
teaching. If we want to describe the sources of power and influence in
school decision making, ve must question and observe very closely the
day-to-day decisions in the school~~who makes them, with whose advice and
consultation; who observes the consequences of the decision? If in some
traditional schools the teacher is influenced and evaluated by no other
staff members, then it must be concluded that teaching proceeds in an
organizationally uncontrolled manner. Usually, when professionals work
within a bureaucracy, some form of control is exerted by the colleague
group, if not by the organizational superordinate. If the teachers in
these schools interact on the job only with children, it follows that the
organization not only fails to control the teacher's behavior, but also
cannot modify, improve, or encourage the teaching process. The teacher,

in this case, must act on his own ideas about the nature of teaching and

o
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the proper role of the teacher. In order to see organizational control
at work in these schools, watch the teacher controlling, directing, and
evaluating, as well as doing most of the talking in the classroom. In
the traditional elementary school, the closest thing 't:o ; rouﬁ:lne bureau-

cratic employee turns out to be the childl

Peculiarities of Eiementary School Interaction

We have been suggesting how the elementary school differs from
organizations such as businesses and hospitals, t:radit:ionally studied
by sociologists. |

The isolation of the teacher from potential colleagtises and the prin-
cipal is indeed a curious phenomenon. Lortie describes éhese oddities
of organizational arrangement very well in his chapter on control and
autonomy among elementary school teachers.3 On the whole, Lortie feels
that teachers are not powerful figures in the organization of the school.
The teachets' main spheres of influence and reward are the classrooms,
which Lortie describes as "small universes of control"; benefits derived
from interaction with colleagues have little significance. "The teacher
may participate (often voicing complaints) in committees which deal with

school-wide matters, but since these occupy the fringes of her concern,

nh
such participation does littie to intensify relationships with colleagues.

Teachers have a few participation rights in. school-wide decisions. They

3Dan C. Lortie, "The Balance of Control and Autonomy in Elementary
School Teaching." 1In A. Etzioni (Ed.), The Semi~Professions and Their
Organization. New York: The Free Press, 1969. Pp. 1-54.

“Intd., p. 36.

16




tend to leave everything outside the classroom to the principal's decision-

making domain.,

According to Lortie, there are indications that the feature most cen-

tral and unique to schools--instruction--is least controlled by specific

and enforced rules and regulations. Informal understandings exist wherein
principals concentrate instructional supervision on beginning teachers,
leaving more experienced teachers largely to their own devices. Teachers
do have, therefore, a limited type of autonomy, but one that is not for-

mally recognized by the organization. Controls may always be exerted from

above, and most teachers appear to recognize and respect this formal

power of the principal.

The significance of isolation of a technical-professional worker, both
from colleagues and from formal evaluation of superiors, camnot be under-
estimated. Some teachers regard this freedom from interference of others
as a desirable state of autonomy, characteristic of '‘true" professionals.
But the essence of continuous professional control and intellectual growth
lies in stimulating contact with peers who continually inform and challenge
ideas about children,. curriculum, classroom management, and larger problems
of school and community relations. The children, although a possible source
of favorable evaluation, cannot possibly perform this function. Without
some form of evaluation by others, whether by colleagues or organizational

superiors, the occupation becomes "fossilized."

Open Schools: A Natural Experiment in
Organizational Change

The innovation of the '‘open-space' school provided a unique oppor-
tunity to study teachers in an environment where the locus of decision

naking has frequently been dramatically altered. A Stanford School

17




Planning Laboratory bulletin describes these schools as lacking in
interior partitions: visual and acoustical separation between teaching

3 The most common

stations and classroom areas is limited or eliminated.
practice has been to create instructional areas by forming ''pods,”
"Classroom clusters," or "big rooms' that accommodate a definite number
of teachers and class groups usually ranging from the equivalent of two
to nine classrooms. Many schools constructed within the last two years
have open areas that range up to 30 equivalent classrooms. Figure 1
contains some representative examples of what constitutes open-space

instructional areas.

. Figure 1
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SSchool Planning Laboratory, School of Education, Open-Space Schools
Project Bulletin, No. 1, March 1970. Stanford, California: Stanford

University.
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According to a national survey of 43 state directors of school plan-
ning, over 50% of all new schools constructed within the last three years
have been of open design. In some states such as California, virtually
all new elementary schools being constructed are opén-space ia nature.
The most important reasons for this architectural change, according to
Stanford's survey, have been (a) improved flexibility in grouping of
students, and (b) better use of teacher competencies through cooperative
planning and teaching arrangements.6 When schools emphasize individualized
instruction, conventional classrooms limit the flexibility of potential
grouping of students. Also, a physical structure enclosing a teacher and
a single group of students behind a closed door has always limited the
principal's ability to support weaker teachers or to make general use

of the special skill of certain teachers. Some form of team teaching was

the most commonly reported innovation by the superintendents of districts

with open schools. 7

Changes in the Organization of Work

The open-space school (which we shall call ‘'open school"), when it
makes use of team teaching, represents an important alteration of con-
ventional elementary school organization. At least two of the changes are
certain to have consequences for teachers. The first is the shift in focus
of decision making from the individual teacher to the group of teachers.
The second is the fact that teachers are working in full view and within

acoustical range of each other.

6Ib:l.d., p. 5.

7Illb:l.(l.
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In sociological tcrms, these are changes in the basic authority
structure of the organization beéause the dimensions of evaluation and
control have been altered. If there has been a true shift in the per-
sons responsible for decisions, then accompanying changes should be found
in the sources of influence on the content of those decisic;ns. If prin-
cipéls are taking advantage of the new physical structure to make spe-
cial use of highly competent teachers, it would seem essential that they
find a way to identify certain teachers as competent. This in turn would
necessitate a much more frequent and meaningful formal evaluation process
in the new schools. If teacher groups are given the formal right to
extensive decision making, then they must experience an increased sense
of power and efficacy, and this increased sense of power may extend
teyond the team's area of direct concern. Lastly, if teachers have the
stimulation of interaction with other adults on professional matters
rather than being confined all day to the company of children, they may

well show a sharp increase in morale.8

Research Juestions

Evaluation and Influence

This study cc;mpares the roles and role orientations of teachers in
open schools with those in self-contained classrooms. By comparing the
answers of samples of teachers in the two organizational settings, we
hoped to be able to see the consequences the open school has for the
teacher's position in the school.

In particular, the study w;s organized around a number of specific

consequences the open school was hypothesized to have for teachers.

8For a complete discussion of the changing authority structure of
the elementary school, see Brunetti (1970).
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1. Does the open school increase the amount of work-related
interaction t:eﬁchers have with colleagues? |
It seems likely that the teacher interdependence created by the
structure of the open school, with the attendant need for coordination
and "team meetings," would greatly increase the interaction teachers
have with each other. The effects of the open school on teachers' inter-
action with the principal might also be expected to be positive, since
in this situation teachers are working in a public area freely available
to participation and involvement by the principal.
2. Does the open school increase the overall amount of influence
of the teachers?
1f the open school creates colleague relationships and increases
in the degree to which teacher groups effectively contrci & varlety of
aspects of classroom life, it should produce an increszs in the amount of
influence they fee! they have in the school. The eféact on che influence
of the principal was seen as ambiguous--principals may gain, in the open
schooi, access to a wider range of classroom activities which now go on
in a more public place, but at the same time t:he_y no longer dqminat:e the
school by default because of the isolation of each individual teacher.
* Rather, they may be dealing with eifectively organized teaching teams which
set their own policies and make thei- own decisions.
3. Does the open school increase the amount of explicit evaluation
of teachers which goes on in the school?
Open-school teachers work in a public situation. Colleagues and
superiors can watch them work without having to penetrate the isolation of

the self-contained classroom. In fact, colleagues and administrators in

3l
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an open school can hardly avoid observing and being affected by the work
of the individual teacher. With this increased opportunity to evaluate,
the stated goal of using specialized competencies of individual teachers
should result in evaluation of the competence of individual teachers.
Thus, we hypothesized, both informal and formal evaluation (by both col-
leagues and nrincipals) would be much more common in the open school.

We also expected that because open-school teachers are so interde-
pendent and because :tl}ei.r competence can so easily be observed by others,
more-or-less formal rank or status differences would emerge in open
schools. Team leadership positions and special resource-teacher roles
would emerge. But very early in our study it became clear that the open
schools in our sample had not developed very far along this line~-formally
acknowledged leadership positions carrying differential salary or author-
ity rights were quite uncommon.

4. Does the open school increase the job satisfaction of

teachers?

On this question, we began our study with conflicting expectations.
The open school clearly provides teachers with new and satisfying oppor-
tunities-~they can work with each other and share their problems with each
other; their freedom to try out curricular innovations outside the con-
fines of a preassigned classroom full of students is greatly increased.
But the open school may also be scen as oppressive--the tecacher is always
working in public, with other te;chets, and often supervisors are able
to observe and comment. Further, the teacher's work is restricted by the
fact that in a huge classroom without interior walls many kinds of noisy

and exciting teaching activities arc very disturbing to other teachers :and

LS R
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their students. Thus the teacher must constantly be on guard lest his work
be disturbing to others. So we were unable to decide on definite hypothe-
gses about the effects of the open school on teacher job satisfaction.

Data on the four basic research questions listed above are presented
in Chapter 2. In Chapters 3 and 4, these results are further analyzed. We
attempt, with multivariate analysis, to dissect in greater detail why the
open school has the effects it does on the influence and satisfaction of

teachers.

Teacher Orientations

We wished to discover the effects of the open school on teachers'
orientations to their work, as well as effects on patterns of interaction,
evaluation, influence and satisfaction in the school. It was expected
that the open school would greatly change the way teachers looked at: their
work, because it provided more organizational rewards for competence and
a group of colleagues on whom the individual teacher could depend (instead
of being dependent for rewards primarily on the students in the self-
contained and isolated classroom). More specifically, we made certain
predictions concerning teachers with particular career goals and teachers
with certain orientations toward children.

5. Are open-space schools especially likely to support professional

ambitions in teachérs?

It has often been suggested that the lack of organizational rewards for
competence in teaching tends to drive the most ambitious men ahd women into
administrative positif.).:;.s. or out of the profession entirely. We wanfed to

explore the question of whether open schools provided special opportunities
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for reward for ambitious teachers--rewards which are lacking in most schools.
It became apparent early in our study that open schools had few, if any,
more opportunities for formal promotion to offer teachers than other schools.
But this still leaves open for investigation the possibility that teachers
in open schools become oriented toward broader professional activities

than other teachers. It was predicted that open schools would prove reward-
ing to professionally ambitious teachers who would therefore show more job
satisfaction.

6. Are open-space schools especially likely to support teacher

interests in curriculum and in formal academic learning, and
to discourage broad (perhaps even maternal) identification
with or interest in the child as a person?

Open schools usually divide up the day among specific lessons to be
taught a given child by different teachers. Teachers specialize in par-
ticular areas and rarely teach a given group of children for most of the
day. Further, becausec open-school teachers are constantly involved in work
with the teaching team--the collegial group--it seems likely that they are
able to look at children from a more distant, or perhaps more professional,
perspective than teachers who confront a given group of children on a per-
sonal basis day after day in the self-contained classroom. The corditions
of open-school teaching, that is, may create in teachers tendencies to
identify less with children, and to use them less as a source of gratifi-
cation, than elementary school teachers usually do. Correspondingly, open-
school teachers may be especially likely to concentrate on the relation
between child and curriculum--that is, the degree to which the child has

learned the specialized academic materials for which the teacher is respon-
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sible. If these speculations are correct, open-school teachers can be
expected to be considerably less maternal in their approach to the child,
and considerably more analytical in their orientation to him as formally
engaged in academic learning. Further, teachers vith the appropriate
orientations might be expecteci to be more satisfied with their jobs in
open schools. Studies of teacher orientations are contained in Chapter 5,
which report.'s- our findings on teacher ambition, and in Chapter 6, which

shows how open schools affect teacher attitudes toward the students.

Description of the Study: The Sample

Two criteria were used in selecting the schools to be studied: the
formal arrangements of the teaching task and the physical arrangement of
the instructional space. Two types of schools were selected:

1. Schools in which teachers are organized into formal work teams
to plan cooperatively and to conduct instructional tasks in open instruc-
tional areas where teaching situations are not separated by floor-to-
ceiling partitions. (These schools will be referred to as "open" through-
out the atudy.)

2. Schools in which teachers are formally organized to carry out
instructional tasks individually and separatlely in self-contained class-
rooms. | (These schools are referred to as "gelf-contained" throughout the
study.).

The sample consisted of 110 -teachers from nine open elementary schools

and 120 teachers from eight self-contained elementary schools. All of
the schools were K-6 elementary schools serving predominantly middle

classvsuburban populations in metropolitan areas. The open schools
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were selected from six different school districts, and the self-contained
schools were selected from three schooi districts. It is noted that the
sample was not randomly selected, as we attempted to choose only those
schools representative of the two structural types of organization and
architecture.

Since the practice of designing schools to accommodate team teaching
and other cooperative staffing arrangements is relatively new, none of
ﬁhe open 8chools had been operating for more than 4 1/2 years. Only
schools that were at least in their second year of operation were
included in the sample. Three schools were gselected from one district
that had pioneered the "open-space' concept, and one school was selected
from each of five other districts.

The self-contained schools were selected from three different school
districts. We purposely used school districts where no school had for-
mally embarked upon team-teaching programs. Five of the schools were
selected from one district that had developed good working relationships
with previous SCRDT projects.

The background characteristics of the teachers in the two types of
schools were highly important to the study. Open schools are generally
known to be "experimental" or "{nnovative” not only with respect to
staff organization and .architectural design, but also with respect to
philosophy, curriculum, and teaching methods; Although there have not
been any substantive studies made to confirm or reject these assumptions,
it was incumbent upon us to .exam:l.ne some of the background characteris-
tics of the teachers to determine if open schoéls attracted and/or
recruited a "special” kind of teacher. Some of the background charac-
teristics of the teachers from cthe open and self-contained schools

are shown in Table 1.
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TABLE 1

Selected Background Characteristics of Teachers from
Open and Self-Contained Classroom Schools

Characteristic . Open Self-Contained
‘Schools Classrooms
Sex:
Male 15% 17%
Female 85% 837%
Age:
20-25 24% 24%
26-30 31% 22%
31-35 9% 15%
36-40 19% 1%
41-50 ' 10% 227%
Over 50 7% 107

Years Teaching Experience:
(not including current year)

1 year or less 10% 15%
Two 1% 8%
Three 39% 23%
Four 287% 2%
Five or more 167% 23%
Education:

BA 61% 60%
BA+ 30% 27%
MA 9% 9%
MA+ 0% 2%
Other 1% 2%

N(100%) 110 120
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Teachers in the two kinds of schools are virtually indistinguishable
on the basis of sex or amount of formal education. In both samples, around
85% of the teachers are female and around 45% have more than a B.A. degree.
There are some differences in the age and experience distributions which are,
of course, closely related to each other. Although the proportions of the
very youngest and least experienced teachers are similar, there is a slight
tendency for a higher proportion of the open-school teachers to be in the
26-30 age bracket than the self-contained classroom teachers. The self-
contained classroom teachers are somewhat older on the average than the open-
school teachers. Similarly, the open-school teachers have, on the average,
fewer years of teaching experience. Twenty-one percent of the self-contained
classroom teachers have five or more years of experience.

These differences in the age and teaching experience of the teachers
seem to be a function of the age cf the schools. Most school districts,
feeling the pinch of rising costs, hire inexperienced teachers to replace
thosc who leave or to staff additional positions. The large percentage of
teachers having two to five years of experience corresponds to the age of the
open schools. Although most of the open schools were staffed, in part, by
teachers recruited from other schools in the districts, unfilled positions
were most likely staffed by new, inexperienced teachers. Thus the open
school staff looks more like any new school staff, despite efforts that were
made to self-select or deliberately hand-pick some open school staffs.

Other background factors include marital status, previous work, exper-
ience, nationality, political oriemtation, and religious performance. There
were virtually no differences between the two groups except in their expressed

political orientations. In responding to three categorics-- " conservative,"

<8
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"moderate," and "liberal''--the open-school teachers appeared to be less
"conservative''; 54% indicated their political orientation to be ‘'moder-
ate" as compared to 39% of the teachers in self-contained classroom
schools. Approximately 207 of the teachers in both groups checked the
"liberal" category.
Procedure

The questionnaire (Appendix B) consists of five parts.

Part FS- Personality Background Information

Part 1 - Ambition and Orientation

Part 2 - Formal Evaluation

Part 3 - School Authority Structure
Part 4 - Job Satisfaction '

Pargs FS, 1, 2, and 4 were pretested (see Appendix C) in three
elementary schools in three districts. On the basis of the éretest, we
were able to reword ambiguous items and to reduce the final length of
the instrument. Internal consistency of items in each subscale was
measured, and items with a low relationship to the dimension were dropped.
Also eliminated were those items that failed to produce wide variability
along the five points of the Likert scale. Part 4 of the questionnaire
was administered to several elementary teachers on an individual basis
to refine individual items and increase the general clarity of this
section of the instrument.

Questionnaires were administered to all teachers in the sample,
if at all possible, in a regularly scheduled faculty meeting. A member
of the research staff vas' present at each meeting both to administer ‘and
collect the questionnaires. Questionnaires of teachers who were
absent or who did not have sufficient time to complete them were
either mailed to a member of the research staff or picked up at the

school at a later date.
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The data analyses were carried out using the Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences program at the Stanford Computation Center.
Indices were constructed in analyzing most of the data. Multivariate

cross-tabulation techniques were also employed. Specific treatments

are described in each of the appropriate chapters that follow.
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Chapter 2

TEACHER INTERACTION AND INFLUENCE IN OPEN SCHOOLS AND IN
SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOMS *

This study focuses on a dramatic organizational innovationm. The

open school breaks down the walls separating the classrooms of the more

traditional school stru;:ture. The teachers are to work as a team, coor-
dinating their work, exchanging pupils and ;:asks , jointly planning activ-
ities, and together facing a host of new and collective problems, of
which the confusion and noise genmerated by the ne‘.a arrangements are the
most obvious. The new physical arrangements of the open school are
intended to change the work of the teachers in some of these ways—to
break down the professional isolation of the traditional elementary
school teaéﬁer, and the rigid relatiom\between the teacher and the given
classroom full of students.

Organizational innovations, however, have a way of going awry.
Time and time again, evaluation studies of major changes in organiza-
tional structures show that fundamentally--at the level of day-to-day
work--nothing has changed. The entire constitution of the organization
has been transformed, new goals and new structures have been created,
but so far as the actual distribution of work, the actual location of
duties and powers, nothing has happened.

In s;atting out to study the open school, we received many intima-
tions that this major innovation, too, was one of little substance. In
pretest interviews, informed individuals in the field were careful to

leave open the possibility that the central patterns of authority activity,

*
Findings presented in this chapter are based on Brunetti (1970).
[} .') .

31




22

and especially the defensive isolation of the individual teacher, were
quick to reassert themselves in the new physical setting of the open
school. l'igld observation also suggested this possibility. The first
thing a casual observer can note ab‘out many open schools is the extent

to which the huge open collective classroom 8pace is artfully broken up
into smaller physical units. The teachers are not brickmasons of course,
and cannot rebuild the physical walls; and in any case to do 80 would
violate in an obvious way the new organizational plan, with its 1ideolog-
ical base stressing the importance of collective or "team" teaching.

But using the equipment available to teachers, they do indeed seem to
rebuild the physical wallg of their classrooms. Bookcases .ate piled up
on boundary lines. Storage cabinets and files are carefully located to
break up sight lines. Classes tend to meet in nooks and corners protected
by the few structural walls vhich are left. Pillars and posts are ex-
tended with displays of student art work, pictures, maps, and shelves con-
taining the collections of flora, fauna and minerals characteristic of

the modern elementary school.

" It seemed clear that the defensive reconstruction of the walls of

the classroom operated to protect the most central and individual part

of teaching?-the actual instruction of particular classes in particular
lessons. Teachers seemed to be more willing to work collectively on
general problems of curriculum, school policy and student discipline

than on the more personal questions of instructional style.

“  As the collection of quantitative data on interaction and influence in
~ open and self-contained classrooms began, we {ncreasingly entertained the

possibility that there would be few; or small, differences b?etween the

N
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two structures, and that the apparent innovation of the open school was
a new bottle in which very old wine was to be found.

This chapter simply compares the reports of teachers in open and
self-contained classrooms on the distribution of interaction, evaluation
and influence in their schools. Throughout the report the observed
differences are assumed to reflect the real differences in the long-run
impact of the two types of organizations, but there are two methodological
difficulties with this argument which must be made explicit. (a) It is
possible that any differences between teachers in open and self-contained
classrooms reflect differences which the two kinds of teachars brought
with them to their schools. The teachers are not randomly assigned to the
two types of schools, and all sorts of underlying differences between them
are conceivable, This potential defect in the data is made much less
likely because, as shown above, the two groups of teachers are quite simi-
lar on most of the selected background characteristics. They are similar
in age, education, experience, sex, and as the data in Chapter 6 show,
many basic educational attitudes. The open-school teachers report that
they are politically "liberal” to a somewhat greater dégree than teachers
in self-contained classrooms, but the difference is not very large, and
in any case, political attitudes do not seem to be closely related to
any of the variables of concern here--teachers' reports about their inter-
action, evaluation, influence, Or satisfaction with their jobs, All in
all, the methodological problem of respondent self-selection is not likely
to be a major difficulty in this study. The major qualification this
statement requires is that open-school teachers have selected themselves

and thus enter their positions, presumably, with higher morale and greater
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involvement than others. Even though open-school teachers have attributes
similar to other teachers, the very fact that they have chosen (and,
typically, been selected by the teaching team) to work in a prestigious
and atypical teaching situation may indicate, or result in, exceptional
commitment on their part to their work situation. A consideration of this
point leads to the second basic methodological problem in our data. (b) A
more serious problem arises because the open school is a well-known inno-
vation. Innovations carry with them prestige, involvement, and satisfac~
t_ion--the. much-diacdased "Hawthorne' effect. Respondents are likél'y to
be affected not only by the substance of an innovationm, but by the fact
that it is new and exciting. Further, the very newness of an innovation
may create unusual kinds of involvement on the part of participants as
they work out and routinize the new organizational and task-related
procedures. These factors mean that any differences may result from the
temporary or traditional effects of the newness of the open school as an
organizational form, not from its intrinsic structure. There 18 no
effective way to deal with this methodological problem, except to see if
the differences betveen the two types of schools are clearly related to
substantive structural differences between them, and are not a global or
diffuse prestige effect.

This chapter investigates differences between teachers in open and
self-contained classrooms on the dimensions which might be expected to
be most obviously related to their differences in structure. The

reported results deal, in s;quence. with four basic questions:
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1. Do patterns of interaction in the two types of schools
differ? 1If teachers in open schools do not work together
more closely, the innovation we are examining lacks the
substance it was intended to have.

2. Do patterns of work evaluation in the two types of schools
diffar? The open school, with its attendant team teaching,
18 intended to transfer authority and responsibility from the
isolated individual teacher (and sometimes the principal) to
the professional group. If this doee not occur, the informal
changes in interaction brought by the open classroom are not
accompanied by shifts in formal or informal authority.

3. Sinilarly, do patterns of influence in the school, and over the
work of individual teachers, change in the open school? In

other words, arc shifts in interaction and the authority to
evaluate accompanied by changes in the distribution of overall

power in the school?

4, Finally, are teachers in open schools more satisfied with their
jobs than teachers in self-contained classrooms? One of the
basic justifications of the open school is that it makes the
work of teaching more involving and satisfying, and in this way
improves the capabilities of the teachers.

Differences in Interaction Patterns
In comparing interaction patterns between the two types of schools,
the primary concern is with the extent to which teachers interact with
their colleagues about work-related matters. A main thrust of the open
school 1is to make the work of teaching a collegial activity, and thus
to create both 1nformal'and formal (i.e., group meetings) interaction
among teachers about their work. Also of interest were any effects the
open school might have on teachers' interaction with principals, although
no clear effects coulé be hypothesized. In some ways, the open school
may make the teacher's work more accessible to observation and discussion
by the principal, but on the other hand this organizational change may
also take much responsibility for supervision and evaluation out of his

hands as the collegial group becomes more important.

35




26

In order to measure interaction patterns, tecachers were asked to
indicate how oft’en they talked with other teachers, with teacher groups
and with the principal about six separate task areas: (a) the educa-
tional goals and objectives of the school, (b) school rules and regula-
tions, (c) grading students, (d) curriculum planning, (e) teaching
specific lessons or classes, and (£) student discipline and control.
These ﬁreas were chosen to cover a wide range of work-related topics.
To each of the six items a teacher could give any one of five

answers describing how often interaction took place: (1) at least once

a day, (2) at least once a week, (3) at least once a month, (4) less than

once 8 month, or (5) never.

Three indices of interaction were constructed using teachers'
responses to the six task areas on three separate questions:

1. Index of Informal Work Interaction: (Q. 1) “How often do

you talk informally, aside from prearranged or formal group
meetings, with other teachers about,..”" (followed by the six

task areas).

2, Index of Group Interaction: (Q. 2) '"When you meet with school
committees, teams, or teacher groups (e.g.,of similar grade level

or subject area), how often do you discuss..."

3. Index of Informal Principal Interaction: (Q. 3) "How often
do you talk individually with the principal about...”

In constructing each index, each teacher was given a score on each
item ranging from 1 (for those teachers reporting interaction at least
once a day) to 5 (never interacting). Then the scores on the six items

for each question were combined by addition into the overall 1ndex.1

]The {tems within each index ahwwad ruhatancial intercorrelations.
The data are shuowm in Appendix A.
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For simplicity of presentation and analysis, each index was reduced to a

trichotomy. All three measures were trichotomized at the same cutting

points to permit comparisons between them.

Table 1 shows the differences on the three interaction indices

between teachers in open schools and those i{n self~-contained classrooms.

TABLE 1

Task-Related Interaction on Three Indices of
Interaction Reported by Teachers in Open
.and Self-Contained Classroom Schools

Self Contained

Interaction:

Index of Informal
Principal Inter-
action:

High
Medium
Low

N(100%)

7%
172
76%

110

Open Schools Classrooms
a. Index of Informal
Work Interaction:
High 76% 487
Medium 20% 31%
Low 5% 21% '
b. Index of Group

8%
18%
76%

120
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The data in Table 1 strikingly confirm two aspects of our inter-
pretations of the structure of the elementary schools we studied. First,
teachers in open schools report much more interactiom with each other, in
both informal and especially formal meetings, than teachers in self- .

contained classrooms. The difference in degree of interaction in formal

group meetings is especially striking. The teaching team meetings character-

istic of the open school (at least weekly, but frequently even more often)
clearly have a strong impact on the work-related communication of the
teachers. Sixty-one percent of the open-school teachers, but only 21X of
the teachers in self-contained classrooms, are high on the measure of
formal group interaction. This finding is of cracial importance to our
study, since it validates the decision to examine open schools as repre—
senting a significant change in the organization of the school. ﬁhatever-
else may be said about the open school, it sharply increases the amount
of formal, work-related interaction teachers have with their colleagues.
Teachers in open schools also have much more interaction with their .
colleagues on a more informal basis. Seventy-six percent are high on
this variable, while only 48% of the teachers in self-contained class-
rooms received high scores. i

The data in Table ! also show a second important result. In neither
open schools nor in self-contained classrooms do teachers report mch work-
related interaction with their principals. Only 8% of the teachers in self-
contained classrooms and 7% of the teachers in open schools were high on
this measure. This is striking in comparison with the large numbers of
teachers in both types of schools with high scores on indices of formal

and informal interactfon with colleagues.
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More detailed data show that on every one of the specific items
of discussion, running from "th: educational goals and objectives of the
school" to"teaching specific lessons or classes,' over half of the
teachers in both open and self-contained classrooms reported having
talked with their principal "less than once a month" or "never." No
more than 2% of the teachers reported that they talked with the principal
"daily" in any of the task areas. These data amply doc&ment the isolation
of the teacher from the formal organization of the school, and the corres-
ponding isolation of the principal from the ideas and the day-to-day work
of the teachers.

In designing this study, we had considered the possibility that the
open school, while greatly affecting teachers' interaction with their
colleagues, did not really affect them in the areas most clogsely related
to the individual's personal and professional work--instruction and sub-
stantive matters of curriculum. But it is particularly interesting that -
open—acl;ool teachers report a frequent interaction about these two task
areas most dircctly related to imstruction. "C_un'iculum planning" and
“teaching specific lessons or classes'' are particularly substantive in
nature and are common concerns to teachers in any school. The perceat-

age of teachers reporting daily interaction .about these twe task areas,

both as individuals and in groups, is presented in Table 2.
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TABLE 2

Percentage of Téachers in Open and Self-Contained
Classroom Schools Reporting Daily Interaction
about Two Tasks

Two Task Areas |
!
% Interacting at Least % Interacting at Least i
Once a Day about Once a Day about Teaching !
Curriculum Planning Specific Lessons or Classes :
Open Self-Contained Open Self-Contained
Schools Classrooms Schools Cisssrcoms ;,
Interaction with |
Other Inctlvidual a
Teachers 30% (110) 8% (120) 51% (110) 152 (120)
Interaction with
Teacher Groups 15% (110) 5% (120) 23% (110) 6% (120)

aFigures in parentheses are base numbers upon which percentages are computed.

The small number of self-contained classroom teachers and large number

of open;school teachers reporting daily contact about instructional matters

It should

18 clearly indicative of the effects of the two task structures.
be noted that while a relatively small number of open-school teachers re- ;
port daily 1i1teraction in groups, if the responses for interaction "at |

least once a day" and "at least once a veek" are combined, 71% of the

open-school teachers report group discussion about “curriculum planning”

as opposed to only 17% of the gelf-contained classroom teachers. Sixty-

eight percent of the open-school teachers report group discussion about

“teaching specific lessons" as opposed to 19% of the self-contained class-

room teachers. The question concerning interaction in groups may reflect

the weekly team meetings that are common in most of the open schools in

P
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the sample, and which are clearly a vital part of the imstructional

activity of the school.

Evaluation

We have seen that open-school teachers report much greater task-
related interaction than teachers in self-contained classrooms. Further,
teachers in both open and self-contained classrooms report that they have
relatively little interaction with their principals. Now the question may
be asked: To what extent do these characteristics of teacher interaction
carry over to affect the evaluation of teachers' work? It is a common
sociological observation that patternms of interaction create networks of
evaluation and, ultimately, influence. If the elementary schools in the
sample reflect this type of effect, teachers should be much more actively
involved in evaluating each others' work in open schools.

On the other hand, the elementary school is not simply a casual
structure of informal interaction and influence. There are formal evalu-
ation procedures, typically required by the larger school systen. If
these predominate in the evaluation processes of the school, then our two
types of schools should not materially differ.

In response to a question on the frequency of being observed by their
principal for purposes of formal evaluation, the teachers' answers reflected
the relatively st:an@ardized organizational rules concerning evaluations.
Seventy-four percent of the teachers in open schools, and 70% of those in
gself-contained classrooms, said "once or twice a year." Only 11% of the
open-school teachers, and 24% of those in self-contained classrooms

reported being formally observed at least once a month. .
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Formal evaluation, then, comes infrequently in both types of
elementary school structure. These data show again that work relations
between teachers and principals tend to become routinized and ritualized,
resulting in the effective organizational isoclatiou of the teachers.

But even though formal evaluation of teachers' work for organizaticnal
purposes appears to be peripheral to the actual day-to-day work of teach-

ing, more informal kinds of evaluation are much more common.

Informal Evaluation

To determine the incidence of informal evaluation, teachers were
asked to indicate how often they received "feadback and/or adwice'" from
both other teachers and the principal about their performance in five )
task areas: (a) administration of school rules and regulations; (b)
student grading practices; (c) curriculum planning;‘(d) teaching specific
lessons or classes; and (e) student control and discipline practices. As
in the interaction questions, teachers responded to each task area using
one of five response categories ranging from (1) at least oncc a day, to
(5) never.

Two indices of evaluation were comstructed:

1. Index of Informal Evaluation by Colleagues: (Q. 4) '"How often

do you receive feedback and/or advice from other teachers about your

own..."

2. Index of Informal Evaluation by Principals: (Q. 5) "How often
do you receive feedback and/or advice from the principal about your

own..."

As with the interaction indices, each teacher was given a scorc on
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cach task area ranging from 1 to 5, and the scores were combined to form

the overall index. 2

Table 3 compares the scores on the two indices of teachers in open

schools and in self-contained classrooms.

TABLE 3

Informal Teacher Evaluation by Colleagues and by the
Principal Reported by Teachers in Open and
Self-Contained Classroom Schools

Open Self-Contained
Schools Classrooms
a. Index of Informal Evaluation
by Colleagues:
High 61% 322
Medium 17% 19%
Low 22% 49%
b. Index of Informal Evaluation
by Principals:
High 19% 21%
Medium 29% 18%
Low 52% 627
N(100%) 110 120

2rhe items within each index were substantially intercorrelated.

The data are shown in Appendix A.
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Open-school teachers report much more informal task evaluation by
colleagues than do teachers in self-contained classrooms. In fact, 61%
of the open-school teachers were in the "high' evaluation category, com-
pared with only 32% of the teachers in self-contained classrooms. Although
the difference between the two groups is to be found in each of the five
specific task areas, relatively few teachers even in the open schools
report frequent task evaluation concerning ''student grading practices."
This is to be expected, since grading students is still largely an indivi-
dual matter. Teachers sometimes confer about a particular student's per-
formance, but a single teacher is usually responsible for grading his
work in a specific area.

As was the case with task-related interaction, teachers in both
types of schools report that they receive little informal task evaluation
by principals. Over one-half of the teachers fell into the "low" category.
In fact, in each of the five task areas, over 60% of both open and self-
contained classroom teachers indicated that they received informal evalua-
tions from the principal "less than once a month" or "never."

Thus, findings on informal evaluation parallel the data on teacher
interaction. Teachers in both types of schools report receiving more
such feedback from their coliecagues than from the principal, but teachers
in open schools report much higher levels of collegial evaluation. As
with teacher interaction, the structure of the open school seems to have

a strong effect on the development of collective control through evaluation.

The Legitimization of Evaluation

The open school could broaden the range of collegial evaluation in either

-~or both--of two ways. The sirple presence of more frequent interaétion
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among colleagues might increase such evaluation by providing many more
opportunities for colleagues to work together in this way. But there is
an additional possibility. The open school, with its ideology of team

teaching and team responsibility, may also create a normative climate

encouraging, and perhaps even requiring, colleague feedback or evaluation.
The exchange of advice and suggestions characteristic of these schools

may reflect a difference of normative emphasis as well as a simple differ-
ence in opportunities for colleagues to exchange views. If this is true,
of course, the ekact ways in which the open school may increase informal
colleague evaluation remain a little unclear. It is possible that a norm-
ative climate supporting colleague evaluation tends to create the differ-
ences in actual behavior which teachers report. But it is also possible

that a supportive normative climate results from the substantial increasc

in teachers' routine interaction about their work. Cross-sectional data
alone cannot determine whether the crucial features of open schools which
change patterns of colleague evaluation are those which change the inter-
action networks or those which define a new normative order.

In order to discover whether open schools in fact posscss distinctive

normative climates encouraging colleague evaluations, it was necessary to

discover whether teachers felt that various types of evaluation were ,
legitimate in the eyes of participants in their schools.
With this in mind, teachers were asked to indicate the degree to
which they expected their colleagues and the principal to make informal
evaluations ("comments or suggestions') of their performance in the five
task areas used in the two evaluation questions: (a) administration of

school rules and regulations; (b) student grading practices; (c) curriculum
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planning; (d) teaching specific lessons or classes; and (@) student con-
trol and discipline practices. On each of the task areas, a teacher
could give any of five answers indicating the degrev to which teachers
legitinized evaluation attempts: (1) a great deal; (2) considerally;
(3) moderately; (4) not very much; (5) not at all.

Two legitimization indices were constructed:

1.
(Q. 6) "Teachors in this school expect each other to make comments or
suggestions to each other about their. oo

2. Index of Legitiatsation of Inforwal Evalvation by Primcioals:
(Q. 7) ‘“Teachers in this school expect the principal to make comments or
suggustions to teachers alcut theige..”

As in cunstructing the interacticn and evaluaticn indices, each
teacher was given a score for each task areva ranging from 1 to 5, and the

scores were combined to form each tndex.3

Table & shows the degree to vhich teachirs ia open and self-contained
classrooms legitimize colleague and principal evaluation of task perform-
ance. Two interesting results emarge. First, open-school teachers indi-
cate much greater normative support for colloague cvaluativa than do
teachers in self-contained classrooms. Thie corresponds to Loth the.
4ntoraction and evaluation indices and shows very clearly the distinctive
character of the open school. Second, as is the case on the imteraction
and cvaluation indices, opmc;nool and self-contained classrocn teachers
responded similarly 4n their legitismdzation of principal evaluation of

task performsnce.

3‘lhe items in each of the indiccswere subLstantially intercorrelated. See
Lppendix A.

nd.
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TABLE 4

Legitimization of Informal Colleague and Principal
Evaluation of Task Performance Reported by
Teachers in Open and-Self-Containad Claisroom Schools

2& l S«1f-Contained
Clas

en
Schools sroons

a. Index of Legitimization
of Informal Colleague
Evaluation of Task

Pexformance: High 1Y 4 16X
Medium 302 252
Low 16% 592

b. Index of legitimization
of Informal Principal
Evaluation of Task.

Performanca: High 27 322
Madiunm 462 362
Low : 27 # 322
N(1002) 110 120
- =

If open-school teachers legitimize informal task-spacific "feedback,"
does this mean that they accept the rule that "colleagues should have the
right to evaluate cach other's wvork!" Teachars werc asked to respond directly
to this question using one of five response categorias: "strongly agree,”
"agree,” "ncﬁtéal," *“disagree,"” and "strongly disegree."” The results are
remarkably similar to those ia Table &4 and are presented in Table S.

Although the teachers were reluctant to "itiﬁn;ly agree” to the ques-
tion, a such larger nuber of open-sclwol teachers legitimize colleague
evaluation of general work performance than teachers in self-contained
classrooms. What is particularly interesting is the aunber of teachers
who definitely did not legitimize enlleague evaluation--622 of the self-

at.
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contained classroom teachers as compared to only 27% of the open-school

teachers. As the question has definite connotations of formal task

evaluation, it appears that a norm for colleague evaluation of work,

through both informal and formal means, is being established in the open

school.

TABLE 35

Legitimization of Colleague Evaluation of Generasl

Work Performance Reported by Teachers in Open and Self-
Contained Classroom Schools

Question: Colleagues should have the right to evaluate each other's work.

n
Strongly Strongly
Agrec Agree Neutral Disagree | Disagtee
Oyen Schools
N(100Z) = 110 4% 412 282 18% 92
Self-Contained
Classroots
167 172 332 292

N(100%) = 120 L 32

G

Influence Pattegns
It is clear that teachers in upea schools, as compared to teachers

in gself-contained classrocts, tend to graut their colleagues significantly

sore evaluation rights and consequently mcre authority to influence 1idi-

vidual task performance. Also, almost one-third of the teachers in tuth
groups legitimize to a "high" degrue the principal's right to informally

evaluate individual task performance.

New the questions are asked:

tow much control do individual teachers hawve over their own work and to
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what degree are they influenced by their colleagues and the principal?
There 18 no way, of course, of objectively establishing the distri-
bution of influence or power in the school. First of all, there is
great uncertainty among social lu@;uu as to how such concepts should
be defined and measured. Second, spacific decisions made in each of the
schools were not studied in detail to see what patterns of influence

affect them. Therefore, in deciding about the distribution of influence

in these schools, only the teachers' reports about such influecnce were
considered. The teachers were asked about thoir own influence, the

influence of other teachers, and that of the principal. Their answers

are not a clear reflection of some actual or "true" distribution of
influence, for the reasons indicatod above. But if there are differences
in their answers from school to school, these may indicate something

about differcnces in the gpelative influence of individual teachers,

A Dl 011 4, et SRR s O o 7 e T

teachers in general, or the principal from school to school. 1It is
towaré such conclusions that our data are most relevant.

In asking the teachers about the distribution of influence in the
school, there were two kinds of influence questions: (a) Influence the
teachor reported over his or her owp Lehavior as a teacher. In other
words, vhat is the distribution of influence perceived as surrounding 5
the work of the individual teacher? (b) The teachers also reported the ,
influences they perceived as operating over the policies of the school |
a8_a whole. 1In this arca teachers were asked, not about influcnce which
might operate entirely privately or informally, but about the effect
various individuals and groups had over the public policy of the school.
q The two types of influcnce should operate quite differently, and uight be

2
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quite differently affectad by the open school. Findings on the two types

of influence are therefore reported separately.

Influences over the Bel or of Individual Teache

In order to discover the influences t:eachen perceived as operating
over their own teaching behavior, s nurber of questions were asked. Some
quastions asked the teachers to indicate how much influence they had over
their own task performance (i.e., individual joL autonomy). Other ques-
tions asked how much their task performance was influenced by teacher
groups, other individual teachers, and the principal. Teachers were
asked separately about influence in each of the five task areas noted
previously: (a) administration of school rules and regulations; (b) stu-
dunt grading practices; (c) curriculum planning; (d) teaching specific
lessons or classes and (@) student control and discipline practices.
Teachers could use one of five responscs to indicate the degree of influ-
ence ranging from (1) a great dcal, to (5) none.

Pour indices concerning Influonce and Autonomy were constructed:

1. Index of Individual /utonomy: (Q, 8) "How much Zafluence do you

have over your own..."l'
2. Index of Group Influence the Iadd : (Q. 10) "How much
4nfluence do school committees, teams, or teacher groups (e.g., sinilar

grade level or sutject ares) have over your oWhee"

"It 1s, of course, possible to define autonomy in quite different ways:
for exasple, the freedoa from positive exterusl influences. 1f one
choge such a definition of autonomy, our seasure could be understood to
reflect teacher reports of their efficacy, or control vver their fmmed-
{ate environmcnts. The discussion which foliows should bc read with the
particular conception of utonomy we are using in mind.

.. a0
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3. Index of Individual Teacher Influence on the Individual: Q. 10)
"How much influence do other teachers (separate individuals) have over your

own..."

4. Index of Principal Influence on the Individual: (Q. 11) "How
much influence does the principal have over your own..."

These indices were constructed in the same msnner as those on inter-
action and avaluation.s The four indices were then trichotomized. This
was done using the same cutting points on all four indices so that compar-
isons could be made between indices.

The percentage of teachers in open and self-contained classrooms
reporting "high,” medium,” and "low" influeace on each of thase indices
is shown in Table 6.

TABLE 6
Influence on Individual Task Performance on Four

Indices of Influence Reported by Teachers in
Open and Sclf-Containad Classroom Schools

Self-Contained

SEAKOORS...
a. Index of Individual Autonomy: High 702
Mediun 212
Low 9%

b. Index of Individual Teacher
Influence on the Individual: Righ

Medium 232
Low 722
¢. Index of Group Influence
on the Individual: High 182
Medium Y} 4 282
Low 192 S&%
d. Index of Principal Influence
on the Individual: High 183 382
Mediun 462 k1% 4
Low 6% 282
N(100%) 110 120

sme itess vithin each of the indices were substantially intercorrelated.
See Appendix A. 'y P 51
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The data in Table 6a show that large numbers of teachers in both
open and self-contained classrooms perceive that they have a high degree
of autonomy--or control over their own task performance. Teachers in open
schools believe this to even a greater degree (86% are high on the index)
than the teachers in self-contained classrooms (70X are high). This is
quite surprising in view of the exposed work setting provided by the open
school, in which the work of the teacher is visible to and open to comment
by their colleagues and the primncipal. And it is especially surprising
in view of the fact, shown by the data on Tables 6b and 6c, that open-
school teachers are much more likely to perceive their colleagues as influ-
ential over their oun task performances. The differences aru particularly
striking on the Index of Group Influence. Only 19% of the open-school
teachors perceive this influence to be low, compared with 541 of the .
teachers in sclf-contained classrooms. The teaching team organization
characteristic of the open school scems, in this finding, to have dramatic
impact on the work of the individual teacher. This rasult aven occurs
vhen a comparison is made between the amount of influence teacher groups
exert upon "teaching specific lessons or classes" in open schools and
schools with gself-contained classrouoms. Although the task of teachimg is
a highly personalized task in any school, 44% of the teachers in open
schools perceived they wera influenced "a great Jeal" or "a considerable
apount” by teacher groups as compared to only 18% of the tcachers in self-
contained classrooms. .

The data in the firet three parts of Table 6 suggest a result which
has a paradoxical quality. Teachers in open schools see other teachers
as affecting their own work much more, both as individuals and as groups.
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In this respect their answers reflect ficld observatioms of the structural
changes produced by the open school. Teachers do work together, affecting
each other in many ways ranging from the schedule of work to specific
modas of instruction. As the data presented earlier in this chapter show,
these teachers interact more with cach other, and exchange evaluations to
a far greater extent than do teachers in self-contained classrooms. So it
makes a great deal of sense to expect that open-school teachers will report
being influenced by each other. The surprising and paradoxical finding is
that this increase in mutual exchange and influence is accompanied by a
perceived increase in teacher autonomy. This finding--an increase in
mutual influence combined with an increased perception of their own
autonomy--is an important ome to explore. In Chapter 3, the meaning of
teacher autonomy in open and self-contained classrooms is cousidered in
detail.

A small part of the answer to the paradox may be contained in Table
6d. Clearly, the open school megkers one external source of influence on
the teacher--the principal. Neither teachers in open schools nor those
in self-contained classrooms are especially high on this variable-=clearly
teachers do not see principals as dominating bureaucratic figures managing
the work of the school. But in self-contained classrooms, the principal
18 obviously the most influential external force, and is rated Ly the
teachers as much more important in affecting their work than either teacher
groups or iadividual {influential teachers. In open schools, howeves, this
declines sharply. Only 18% of these teachers rate their principal as high
on influecnce, in contrast with 38 of those in self-contained classrooms.

These teachers, clearly, sea teachar growpa As mich more impartant sources

of influcnce (44X to 18%7).
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Thus', core teachers in sclf-contained classrooms perceive that the
principal exerts a high degree of influence over task performance. In
light of the apparently small amount of task-related interaction, informal
evaluation, and even formal evaluation between teachers and the principal
in schools with self-contuined classrooms, the principal’'s influence seems
to stem from his position as the administrative officer of the school.
Through formal positional authority, individual decision making and task
serformance are much more likely to be influenced, even if the principal
is not in direct contact with the teacher.

While teachers in self-contained classrooms must deal with the prin-
cipal in a one-to;one relationship, tcachers in open schools receive much
support from the team. The amount of influence the principal can exert
upon any one teacher is lowered considerably Lecause of the collegial
authority structure that has developed. The group replaces the principal
as the locus of authority and influence. Consequently, the greater emount
of autonomy among opuneschool teachers may be accounted for by the reductimm
of the principal's autherity.

Thus as the teaching team becomes more important in the open school,
the influence of the principal over the work of the individusl teachers
sharply declines. But at the same time, the teachers' sense of their own

autonomy, which is alvays high, also increases in the opea school.

Influence within the School

How much influsnce do teachers and the principal have in the opera~
tion of the school? In comparison vith tecachers in schools vwith self-
contained classrooms, we have found that open-school teachers fcel they

have more control over thedr own task performance while the influence of

34
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the principal 1s reduced. If these collegial control structures have been
legitimized 4n open schools, will parallel patterns of influence emerge
in relation to policy matters within the school? How much power do teachers
and the principal have within the school?

Teachers were asked to indicate how much influence individual teachers,
teacher groups, and the principal had over (a) determining the educational
goals and objectives of the school; (b) establishing school rules and
regulations; (c) student grading practices; (d) gemeral curriculum planning;
and (e) student control and discipline practices. Five reeponse categories,
ranging from (1) a great deal to (5) nome, could be used to indicate how
much influence was perceived for each item.

Three different indices of influence were constructed:

1. 1Index of Individual Teacher Influence within the School:® (@. 13)

"How much influence do individual teachers here in this school have over...”
2. Index of Teacher Group Influence with the School: (Q. 14)

“How much influence do school committees, teams, or groups (e.g., same
grade level or subject area) here in this school have over..."

3. Index of Principal Influence within the School (Q. 15) "How

much influence does the principal have over..."

Syote that questions 13 and 14 refer to "individual teachers” and
"teacher groups”" in general. We did not ask the teacher how much iafluence
he himself has, nor how much influence his group(s) may have. This omis-
sion has implications for the discussion which follows in the text, and
should be kept in mind. For example, a teacher's response to the "indivi-
dual teacher influence" question may mean that the teacher thinks he has
in.luence, or it may mean that the teacher thinks other teachers hawve
influence while he does not.
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In constructing each index, each teacher was given a score on each
item corresponding to the response category used--a score of 1 (for those
teachers perceiving a great deal of influence) to 5 (none). The scores
on all five items were combined into the overall 1ndex.7 The indices
were then trichotomized, using the same cutting points to provide compara-
bility. ‘

Table 7 ahows" the perceived influence of teachers and the principal
within open schools and schools with self-contained classrooms. The
results in Table 7 are clearly related to those that have been discussed
above. ilore open-school teachers perceive that th’e’; ha;'te a high degree
of influcnce within the school and that the princi{:-al has lov influ-
ence within the school as compared to their counterparts in schools wi_.th
self-contained classrooms.

- In the schools with self-contained classrooms, most teachers perceive
that individual te‘ac_her; and teacher groups have a lov degree of influence.
The principal is perceived to be most influential.

Although the self=contained classroom teachers perceive a high degree
of individual autonomy (Table 6), they perceive the teacher to have little
influence within the schocl as a whole. This clearly indicates that the
main sphere of teacher influence in relation to decision making and
task performance is the classroom. On the other hand, the open-school
teachers seem to have developed a strong power bage that not only results
in higher individual autonomy, but extends throughout the entire school.

The low degree of influence the principal exerts t!fl'ects the expanded

decision making responsibilities of the open-school teachers.

7The items within each index were substantially intercorrelated. See
Appendix A.
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TABLE 7

Influence of Individual Teachers, Teacher Groups, and
the Princizsl within the Scicol Reported by Teachers
in Open ani Sulf-Contained Classroon Schools

men Self-Contained
Schools Classroons

t

a. Index of Individual Teacher

Influence within the School: High 402 , 21%
Medium | 372 282
o Low 23% S51%
. b, Index of Teacher Group
Influence within the School: High 392 16%
Mediym | 402 232
Low ° 212 61%
c. Index of Principal Influence
within the School: High 262 40%
Medium 46% 43%
Low 292 172
N(1002) { 110 120

These findings on the radical alteration of interactica and influence
patterns in open schoolc vith team teaching are very similar to the findings
of Pellegrin, who studied multiunit schools, also involving teams. Pellegrin
made a sociometric study, asking both teachers and principals which other
people in the school were essential to the performance of their tasks.
Multiunit schools reveal much greater dependency between teachers vithin a
unit than traditional schools.8 Parallel to the reports of decreased
influence of principals in the open school are Pellegrin's findings that
teachers are not as dependent on Fhe principal in the multiunit school

as in the traditionmal schoo1.9

BR. J. Pellegrin, Some Orpanisational Characteristics of Multiunit Schools.
Techmical Report No. 8. Eugene, Oregon: Center for the Advanced Study of
Bducational Adainistration, University of Oregon, 1970. Pp. 2~4.

~

9Ib1do, PP, 7-9.
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To further illustrate the diffcrences in school-wide decision-making ’
authority, two sprcific task areas can be examined: "Establishing School
Rules and Regulations," and "General Curriculum Planning.' The percentage
of teachers perceiving individual teachers, teacher groups and the princi-
pal as having "a great decal” of influence in these two areas is shown in
Table 8.

TABLE 8
Percentage of Teacher in Open and Self-Contained Class-
room Schools Perceiving Individual Teachers, Teacher

Groups and the Principal to Have a Great Deal ‘of
Influence over Two Policy Areas

Twe Policy Arcas
% Perceiving a Great % Perceiving a Great
Deal of Influcnce Deal of Influence
over Establishing over Curriculum
School Rules and Planning
Regulations
Self- Self-
Open Contained Open Contained
Schools Classrooms ichoole Classrooms
Influence of Individual a
Teachers 30% (110) 20% (120) 382 (110) 19% (120)
Influence of Teacher
Groups 322 (110) 17% (120) 412 (110) 15% (120)
Influence of the
Principal 34% (110) 53% (120) 172 (110) 2372 (120)

aFigures in parentheses are base numbers upon which percentages are computed.

The differences between open-school and self-contained classroom
teachers that were observed in the three general indices are preserved vwhen
two taskespecific policy areas are examined. The sense of power among open-

school teachers is distributed generally across a number of tasks. Open-

school tcachers perceive themselves to be much more efficacious, not only in

o8
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relation to specific task performance, but within the total school structure.
Thus, the basic findings on teacher interaction and evaluation are
maintained when the perceived patteins of influence in the school and
over the work of the individual teacher are considered. The open school
scems powerful in creating patterns of interaction, evaluation and influ-
encc focusing on the centrality of the teacher group or team in the con-
duct of instruction in the school. Individual teachers affect cach other
more, but the teacher group emerges as a mew center of authority in the
school. In some respects, it replaces the principal as the focal point of
substantive school decision naking, but this statement should be understood
with an important qualification in mind. The role of the principal does
not become weakened in the sense t‘:hat: interaction is les'sened, or that

evaluative rights are taken away. Rather, the open school greatly in-

crcases the total amount of 1ﬁteraction and the total number of evalua-

tions which occur. Through this expansion, it reallocates relative influ-

ence in the school. Put in another way, the power of the teachers is
greatly increased while that of the principal may be decreased only a
little. The total amount of power-—or authority--invested in the struct-

ure of the school is substantially increased.

Job Satisfaction
How do the changes described above affect the satisfaction teachers
experience in their jobs? The open school clearly seems to change the
work situation of individval teache‘rs as well as the authority structure
of the school. Instead of dealing with a group of students in the isola-
ted setting of the self-contained classroom, removed from the help ead

scrutiny of colleagues and supervisors alike, teachers in the open school
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are expased to the help, evaluation and influence of others. These
changes can be seen as making .new demands on the teacher, making the job
more difficult. They can also be seen as creating new sources of satis-
faction. What do the empirical data show?

An Index of Job Satisfaction was consttu'cted from the teachers'
answers to a number of questionnaire items:

Q. JS1: How satisfied are you with your present job? (Five
answer categories, ranging from 'very satisfied",
scored 1, to '"very dissztiusfied", scyred 5.)

Q. JS3: How satisfiad are you with teaching as an occupation?
‘ (Answer categories same as with Question 1.)

Q. JS7: If you were offered a good job outside of education |
at a good salery, which did not involve such close i
contact with people, how likely would you be to accept? !
(Four answer categories, ranging from "very unlikely",
scored 1, to "very likely", scored 4.)

Q. J88: If you were offered a good job outside of educatioun at
a good salary which would involve close contact with
people, how likely would you be to accept? (Same
answer categories as Question 7.)

Q. JS9: If you were given the chance to go back t¢ college days
and start over, how likely would you be to choose teach-
ing as a career? (Four answer categories, ranging from
"certainly', scorcd 1, to "probably or certainly not",
scored 4.)

Teachéts' answers to these questions, scored in the indicated ways,
were added togethgr to constitute the index which was then trichotomized
to divide the respondents into roughly equal groups. Obviously, the
questions tap different aspects of job satisfaction. But teachers' answers
to these various items were in fact interrelated, and to a limited extent

they can be said to be capturing a single dimension.lo More important

1Q’nae Appendix A. It should be noted that most teachers in both types of
schools report themselves to be satisfied with their jobs. Even those
teachers who fell into the "low" category on our index do mot say they are

dissatisfied.
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was the need for a summary measure of job satisfactions and dissatis-
factions, even though many specific dimensions might comprise it.
Table 9 shows the scores of teachers in open and self-contained
classrooms on the Index of Job Satisfaction.
TABLE 9 ;

Job Satiafaction Scores of Teachers in j
Open und Self-Contained Classroom Schools |

Self-Contained
Open Schools Classrooms
Job Satisfaction:
High 462% 28%
Medium 33 6%
Low 22% 36%
(N100Z) 110 120

Teachers in open schools express considerably more job satisfaction
than those in eelf-contdﬁed classrooms. Forty-six percent of the former,
but only 28% of the latter, are high on the index. Pallegrin also finds
that teachers in multinunit schools aré more likely to be "highly satisfied"
on his job satisfaction items than teachers in traditional echools.n

An examination of the results on specific job satisfaction items shows

that the overall differences on the index result from small differences of

nuch the same sort on every item. Fifty-five percent of the open-school

teachers, but only 48% of those in self-contained classrooms, say they are :

"very satisfied" with their present job. The former are also more likely

(71% to 65%Z) to report being "very satisfied" with teaching as a profession. 3

nRoland J. Pellegrin, Some Organizational Characteristics of Multi-
unit Schools. Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Admin:latrat::lon,‘
University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon, 1970. Technical Report No. 8, Pp. 3-10.
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In response to questions not included in the overall index about specific
dissatisfactions, they are slightly less likely to check ecach of the
sources of diasat:iefact:ion.limmd.12 ’

On desire to leave the profession, the differences were larger. Open-
school teachers were morc 11k§1y to say that it was very unlikclf that they
would accept an outside job at a good salary, whether it involved close
contact with people (36% to 18%), or did not involve such contact (657 to
40%). And when the teachers were asked whether they would choose teaching
again if they were to start college over, 61% of the open~school teachers,
but only 47% of those in self-contalined classrooms, said they "certainly"
would.

Thus the finding of greater satisfaction among open-school teachers
runs throughout the items. It is not clear, of course, exactly where
this greater satisfaction arises in the structure of the open school, and
the analyses in the following chapters attempt to explore this question.
The preater satisfaction could arise from the 1ncteaséd autonomy open-
school teachers perceive--this possibility is considered in Chapter 3.

Or it could result from the increased teacher influence in the school and
the increased interaction opportunities for teachers in the open school,
which are discussed in Chapter 4. Or it could result from the greater

opportunities open schools provide for professional development, which is

explored in Chapter 5.

quen-school teachers, that is, werc less likely to indicate dissatisfaction
with their own jobs or with the profession because (a) teaching takes too
much time, (b) there is not enough opportunity to work with adults, (c)
salaries are too low, (d) teachers don't get enough respect in the commun-
ity, (e) teachers lack autonomy, and (f) classes are too large. The differ-
ences hetween open-school and self-contained classroom teachers are usually

quite small, but are extremely consistent.

A
.
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Finally, the greater satisfaction of open-school teachers could
result from factors which have nothing to do with the open-school structure
itself. As a new and exciting imnovation, the open school may generatc a,
"Hawthorne effect,' apart from any of its specific features. Teachers may
find it rewarding to get involved in a new venture which is interesting,
flexible, and prestigious. Related to this is the possibility that open
schools tend to select teachers who are more satisfied with, and interested
in, teaching. It is doubtful that formal social background factors are
involved, and indeed this possibility is checked in Chapter 1, But open
schools tend to select teachers who want to teach with the new arrange-
.
ments. In doing so, they may sclect teachers who tend to be more satisfied
generally. Teachers who have macde in the hiring process a personal commit-
ment to trying out the fectures of the open school, may experience a special
additional source of satisfaction arising from having made, and having been
especially free to make, a personal choice about their work setting. Thexe

is no proof that the greater satisfaction of open-school teachers so visible

in these data does not arisc from this somewhat spurious source.

Sumnary

The organizational changes involved in the open school make a dram-
atic difference in the work of the teacher. Teachers in these schools
interact with their colleagues much more than other teachers. They eval-
uate each others' work, and what is more, tend to treat such forms of
evaluation as right and proper. They perceive the status of the teacher
to be much more significant in the school, and see teachers as having
more influence both over school policy and over their own work. At the
same time, they feel that they have more autonomy than do teachers in

self-contained classrooms.
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The teachers do not report increased interaction with, or evalua-
tion by, the principal. Consequently, they see the principal's relative
influence as decreased in the teacher-centered structure of the open
school. Finally, open-school teachers report considerably greater job
satisfaction than other teachers. The following chapters examine the

processes by which the open school produces these effaects.
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Chapter 3
~ AUTONOMY , ISOLATION AND JOB SATISFACTION

The open school, the data in the previous chapter show, sharply
changes the work situation of the individual teacher. Instead of work-
ing rather privately in 2 classroom with a group of students, the tecacher
now works in public as a member of an interdependent team. The teacher
gains the right and the opportunity to affect the work of the other
members of the team, but must be in continual interaction with them and
can no longer make many decisions in isolatiom. And with this interaction
comes an increase in the evaluation of the work of the individual teacher
by others. The open school also dramatically increases, in the percep-
tHons of its teachers at least, the power of the teacher group over the
work of the teacher.

Thus, the open-school teachers are more likely to report that groups

of teachers have influence over all kinds o\f organizational and substan-

tive decisions. But, they are also more likely to xeport having control

over their own activities, than are teachers in self-contained classrooms.
Assuming that the questions concerning control over ona's own activities
are reasonable indicators of autonomy, this difference in the two samples
is very surprising. From many points of view the teacher in the more
traditional classroom appecars to be far more "autonomous.”" Although
principals have the right to direc.t them in some respects, they rarely do
so. Because of infrequent visitors and closed doors, the teacher seems to
be free to do as he or she pleases. Teachers in these traditional settings

often pursue curricula as they see fit and make decisions about individual
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. stucents without outside aseistance or interference. In contrast, in the
open schools, teachers on teams must somehow cope with the possibly con-
flicting opinions of other teachers in these same control areas. Why
should sharing decision making with other teachers instead of dealing
directly, but infrequently, with the principals make teachers feel that
they have more control over their own affairs?

In order to explore this puzzle, it is helpful to examine the mean-
ing of the autonomy questions in the two settings by studying the way
teachers' answers are related to their responses to other variables. It
is possible that teachers in self-contained classrooms may not actually
perceive their state as one involving power over the small world of the
classroom. They may rather sce themselves as neglected, as relatively
isolated from the help and support of authorities and colleagues, and as
isolated from control over the most important decisions made in the school.

The first question for investigation in this chapter, then, is "y

do teachers in open schools have a greater sense of autonomy than those

in self-contained cléssrooms?" The second question has to do, not w}th
the causes, but with the consequences of teacher autonomy. Does the% {
greater sense of autonomy of open-school teachers account for some o% ‘
their greater sense of job satisfaction? Pursuit of this question bfgins

a line of inquiry continued in the following chapters. What charactéris- s
tics of the open school increase teachers' satisfaction with their jobs? ‘

The Meanings of Aufonomy: Isolation and Efficacy

To measure autonomy, teachers were asked five questions about how
much contrel they had over their own teaching activities. It should be |

noted explicitly that these questions, like the concept of autonomy itself,
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have two duite distinct meanings. Much of the analysis of the autonomy
measure in this chapter and the next is primarily concerned with discovering
what the questions really meant to the teachers. In discovering what
teachers mean when they say they control their own work, the hope is to
learn a good deal about the role of the teacher. Teachers' answers to these
questions indicate indirectly their concepkion of the settings in which
they work.

Teachers' reports of their control over their own activities can re-
flect their isolation from external pressures. Teachers who answer in this
way are depicting their work as planned and organized, in other words, as
effectively under the control of the school organization. The question
they are then answering 1is “who within the school organization actually
aontrols the organized activities of teaching?" The teacher (among those
influenced by this perspective) who is effectively isolated or insulated
from external pressures can then answer this question "I do." The tecacher
who is not protected answers the quéstion "the principal~-or somebody
elsc--does." Autonomy in this sense means control over a known and defi-
nite set of decisions, and when we refer to the autonomy of the teacher,
we mean the teacher's control over his own known and definite list of teach-
ing actions or decisions.

But autonomy has another meaning too. Teacher reports of control
over their own activities can reflect effectiveness or efficacy of their
control over their work. The ques;ion they are then really answering is
“Have you been able to bring your work under control, or does it remain
uncontrolled?" The teacher who has been able to effectively plan and

organize his work caa then answer "I control my work." The teacher who has
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not done so is then auswering "Nobody controls my work. It is uporganized,
and at the mercy of school traditions or customs, and the unplanned rou-
tine of the school.”

Thus, one kind of teaching autonomy consists of the teacher's isola-
tion from the active coordination of his work by external forces, autoncny
in the other sense consists of the tcacher's affective cocordination of his
own work in contrast to the passive lack of coordinstion. Autonomy in the
first instance is in contrast to subordination; in the sccond instance it
is the opposite of passivity.

Analysis of the autonomy questions begins with the observation that
to some extent the second meaning of autonomy may have predominated in the
orientations of the teachers. The finding that open-school teachers re-
ported greater autonomy than those in self-contained classrooms cannot mean
that the former are more isolated than the latter. The external involve-
ment (and pressures) created by the open school are too obvious to leave
that as a viable possibility. It seems likely, thus, that the more posi-
tive answers to the autonomy questions reported by the open school teachers
indicate their sense, not of freedom from external interference, but of a
broadened personal control over a wider range of aspects of the job. That
is, these teachers, in answering the autonomy questions were reporting
their sense of efficacy, or effective control over the classroom environment.

It might perhaps have been more accurat: to call our measure of
teacher autonomy the Index of Tea'chef Efficacy, if this interpretation of
questions is correct. This would have been too simple for two reasons.
First, efficacy is one of the legitimate aspects of the broader concept of

individual autonomy and can quite properly be included in its measurement.
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Second, it turns out in analysis that the autonomy questions may have
meant different things in the two organizational contexts under examnina-
tion. The exanination of empirical data relevant to the several meanings
of the concept is an important part of the analysis. Autonomy may have
quite different meanings depending on the character of the organizational

pressures faced by a teacher.

Autonomy and Experience

Open-school teachers, of course, scored considerably higher than
those in seif-contained classrooms on the overall Index of Individual
Autonomy. Eighty-six percent of the former, but only 70% of the latter
received high scores. It turns out that this overall difference is com=
posed of similar differences on cach of the items of which the inc.x is
composed. The teachers were asked how much influence they had over their
own (a) administration of school rules, (b) grading, (c) curriculum plan~
ning, (d) teaching specific lessons, and (e) discipline practices.l In each
one of these areas, open school teachers reported that they had more influ-
ence. Thus, in the open schools , 8ense of teacher autonomy is pot restricted
to a few areas, but covers the entire range of issues about which we asked..
The differences between the two types of schools were not extremely large--
but they always ran in the same direction.

If the open school is seen as fundamentally transferring power and
authority to the tecaching team—-~-the working group of teachers functioning
in a given multi-classroom space--the increased sense of autonomy of ome

type of teacher makes eminent sense, Those teachers have certainly gained

lQuestion 8, Part CA, Appendix B.




60

in autonomy who by virtue of their experience, competence, knowledge of
the resources and facilities involved in elementary school teaching, and
prestige and influence in the school are able to control to a substantial
degree the work of the teaching team. Instead of working in and control-
ling the restricted personnel, space, and fac:l_l:lt:les of the traditional
classroom, they can now operate in, and presumably manage, a much more
complicated and resourceful taeaching structure, including the work of a
number of individuals.

By the same token, it seems obvious that s.ome teachers lose autonomy
in the open school. Less competent, less confident, less assertive
teachers may find their work increasingly organized around the ideas and
suggestions of others. In the self-contained classroom, this is hardly
possible--teachers are not in interaction encugh, and are not interdepen-
dent enough for the teaching style or strategy of one to effectively con-
trol the behavior of others. But in the open school, with its enforcement.
in effect, of collaborative work, it seems quite reagonable to expect some
teachers to have their work organized, and in some measure controlled by
others.

Without effective measures of teacher competence or agressiveness,
1t 1s impossible to see how these characteristics might affect the rela-
tive sense of autonomy of teachers in open and self-contained classrooms.
There is, however, one measure of a characteristic which should operate
in much the same way--teachers' previous teaching experience. Experienced
teachers should be able to domin;:te the 11fe of an open school to a much
greater degree than inexperienced ones. They have the tremendous advan-
tage of familiarity with the mechanics of teaching--the materials, the

facilities, their owm role, and above all the pupils.
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It 1s anticipated, then, that teaching experience will be much more
closely related to a teacher's sense of autonomy in open schools than in
self-contained classrooms. In the latter setting, probationary teachers
and those with a great deal of experience should show much more similar
levels of autonomy. But in the 6pen school, experienced teachers should
be found to report a very high level of autonomy, while new teachers
should report being the targets of the advice and contrel of the teachers
who are more familiar with their work.

Table 1 shows the relevant data. The teachers are classified by
the amount of prior teaching experience they reported. For those with
each level of experience, the proportion with high scores on the Index of
Individual Autonomy is shown.2 Especially interesting are the results for
beginning teachers--thosc who reported less than two years of prior

experience.
TABLE 1

Individual Teacher Autonomy, According to Years of
Prior Teaching Experience: Separately for
Teachers in Open and Sclf=Curitained Cl:ssrcon Schools

(Cell entries are 7% high

on Index of Individual Belf-Contained
Autundmy.) Open Schools Classrooms
Prior Teaching Experience:
Under 2 years 502 18)® 362 (25)
2-5 years % (41) 48%  (25)
6-10 years 63% (30) 51% (35)
More than 10 years ) 1% 17) 28% (25)

alv‘igm'es in parentheses are basc numbers on which percentages are
computed.

2The indices for the tables in this chapter were dichotomized with
approximately 50% of all the teachers falling into the "High" and 50%
falling into the "Low' category.
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The data in Table 1 confirm this line of reasoning. Beginning
teachers in open schools report scores which are only 14 percent higher
than those of beginning teachers in self-contained classrooms. But open-
school teachers with more than two years of prior experience report very
high--and interestingly enough, stable-—autonomy levels. Apparently, con-
trol over work in the open classroom is not restricted to a fow teachers
of extraordinary competencec. It is, rather, managed by the professional
"company of equals''; those teachers who know their jobs and are familiar
with "the ropes" involved in teaching., This conclusion is strongly
suggested Ly the finding that tiachers with 2-5 years of experience report
similar autonomy levels to those of teachers with 6~10 and over 10 years
of experience.

Expericnced teachers in self-contained classrooms do not show the
startling increasc in autonouy characteristic of those in open schools.
Their scores increase somawhat with experience--and then drop off rather
sharply among those teachers with tore than ten years of experience. It
is not clear what this finding means. It is not an accidental result on
one or two indicators of autonomy, but shows up on each of the items.
Parhaps it is a chance deviation resulting from the concentration of
teachers with unusual characteristics in this part of our sample, although
no such attribute of this group appears in the data analysis. This find-
ing; may have some substantive significance. Perhaps more experienced
teachers in traditional settings, as they achieve more and more command
over the limited world of the classroom, eventually grow restive about
their limited ability to exercise much control over wider resources, or

over the larger policy structure of the school. Perhaps these teachers
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eventually come to redefine what they once experienced as autonomy in a
new light, and come to believe that their control covers only what no one
else cares about.

Whatever the explanation of the drop in autonomy among the most
experienced teachers in self-contained classrooms, the overall pattern of
Table 1 confirms expectations. The teacher's sens¢ of autonomy increases
sharply after the first few years of experience 1n' open schools, but does
so much less in self-contained classrooms. Teachers' answers to the
autonomy questions referred, thus, at least in part to their overall free-
dom from external intorference. Clearly, this is why the autonomy scores
of experienced teachers in the open schools are so high., They experience
their work setting as providing them with additional (and interpersonal)
methods to carry out their teaching plans. In interpreting their increased
control over classroom events as autonomy, they are indicating what the

autonomy questions meant to the respondents.3

3It would be possible to construct the same pcgurent about men and women
teachers made about more and less uxperienced teachers. By all accounts,
male elementary school teachers are much more oriented toward leadership
than female teachers. Opportunitices are open for them for promotion to
supervisory positions. The aspiration to such positions is almost assumed
by all parties to be a characteristic of men teachers, and not an aspira-
tion of the women. In this situation it seems quite reasonable to expect
that the open classroom would especially provide opportunities for male
teachera to control the situation and then to perceive themselves as
autonomous. The limited data available do not confirm this expectation.
Neither in open schools nor in self-contained classrooms do the few male
teachers in our samples report substantially higher autonomy scores.

This could result from many factors, but speculation is difficult because
there are so few men teachers in either gample that random variations
could be responsible for differences or for the absence of such differences.
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Autonomy and Job Satisfaction

The tendency of open-school teachers to be more satisfied with
their jobs is quite strong, and various parts of the data analysis arc
never able to account for it completely. The introduction of a number
of explanatory factors does reduce the relationship, especially in a few
sub-groups. But in the main, and in most of the sub-groups examined in
this analysis, there remains a strong tendency for open=-school teachers
to be more satisfied with their jobs than their counterparts in self-
contained classrooms.

Nevertheless, there is.a consistent relationship between the percep-
Hion of autonomy and job satisfaction, especially in the open-school setting.
The relevant data are shown in Table 2. Teachers in bLoth settings are
classified by the level of autonomy they report. For each level of auton-
omy, the proportion high on the job satisfaction index is shown. These
data are examined with two problems in mind. First, Vhat: is the relation-
ship between autonomy and job satisfaction in each organizational setting?
Second, are the differences in job satisfaction between open-school
teachers and those in self-contained classrooms reduced when perceived
teacher autonomy is held constant?

TABLE 2

Job Satisfaction Scores Accoraing to
Perceived Level of Teacher Autonomy: Separately
for Open and Self-Contained Classrcom Schools

(Cell entries are 2% high on Self-Contained

Index of Job Satisfaction.) Dpen Schools Classrooms

Index of Individual Autonomy: Hignh | 72% (46)° 472 (32)
Mediunl 61% (41) 37%  (41)
Low 397% (23) 36r  (47)

al’igures in parentheses are base numbers on which percentages are
computed.
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Table 2 shows three results of interest to our analysis. First,
autonomy is indeed related to job satisfaction in both organizational /
settings. Those teachers who report having a high level of influence

over their own work arc¢ also considerably more likely to say they are

satisfied with their jobs. This is, of course, not an astonishing
roesult--by and large, one of the features of work which has long been
known to be a source of satisfaction is an individual's sense of control
over his own work activity.

The second important result of Table 2 is the finding that even
though autonomy--which is, of course, much higher in the open school--
is related to job satisfaction, the differences between the two types of
schools in job satisfaction rcemain substantial. Comparing the rows of
the table, open-school tcachers, no matter what their autonomy level,
are more likely to be satisfied with their work than are teachers in
gelf-contained classrooms. This simply means that while the sense of
autonomy is one factor accounting for the differences in satisfaction
between teachers in the two settings, it is by no means ‘the only factor.

Table 2 shows a third result--one that is central to the problem
of this chapter. In both types of schools, teachers who feel they have

autonomy are more satisfied with their jobs. But the difference is much

freater among teachers in open schools. Among these teachers, the differ-

ence in job satisfaction between those perceiving high autonomy and those
perceiving low autonomy is 33% (i.e., 72%to 39%). But among the teachers
in self-contained classrooms, the difference in job satisfaction wmade by
the autonomy measure is only 11%. Autonomy i{g a more important souce of
job satisfaction in open schools, and a less important one in self-

contained classrooms.
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This finding 1is clearly of considerable significance to the attempt
to explain the meaning of autonomy in the two organizational contexts. The
finding suggests that autonomy may have quite different meanings in the two
settings. In the open school, the autonomy measurs may refer in good part
to what has classically been meant by the concept of autonomy--namely, the
individual's ability to control his own activities in a relatively immedi-
ate way. But it also seems, as the analysis of teaching experience indi-
cated, to reflect the extent of an individual's influence in the work
setting. kIn either case, it would seem autonomy is to be highly prized.
Because of the exposed character of work in the open school, a teacher is
subject to a good many daily pressures from other people. 1In such a
setting, it may be quite important to an individual to be able to defend
himself against at least some of these pressures.

In the self-contained classroom, autonomy is clearly less rewarding.
The questions here, as in the open school, must have captured responses
appropriate to the concept of autonomy--many teachers have Leen describing
rather satisfying aspects of their independence (or unsatisfactory aspects
of the opposite state). But in the self-contained classroom, much of what
otherwise might be considered autonomy or freedom clearly does not in-
crease the job satisfaction of the teacher. His independence may be rela-
tively containcd, and may appear to constitute, not the freedom to act in
new directions, but rather isolation in a ritualized and routinized work
gituation. In the self-contained classroon, that is, independence may be

under so little organizational threat that its defects can appear almost

as impressive as its virtues.
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Experience, Autonomy and Job Satisfaction:

The findings above raise some questions about the kinds of teachers
who might be expected to find teaching in the open school especially sat-
isfying. Earlier in this chapter, it was observed that inexperienced
teachers in open schools do not share the general sense of teacher autonomy
characteristic of such schools, but rather appear to be under a good deal
of supervision from the more experienced teachers. The analysis above
shows that autonomy, in such schools, is an luportant source of job satis-
faction. These findings suggest that work in open schools might be
especially satisfying for more experienced teachers who find in the open
school a chance to play leadership roles, and to take initiatives beyond
the range of those possible in the more limited structure of the self-
contained classroom.

The relevant data are shown in Table 3. Teachers are classifed by
their degree of prio:" teaching experience, and for each group the propor-
tion high on the job satisfaction index is shown. Teachers in the two

organizational settings are comsidered separately.

TABLE 3

Job Satisfaction by Number of Years of
Prior Teaching Experience: Separately
for Open and Self-Contained Clagsroom’Schools

(Cell entries are % high _T Self-Contained
on Job Satisfaction.) . Open Schools Classrooms
Years Prior Teaching a
Experience: Under 2 392 (18) 36%  (25)
2-5 61%  (41) | 362  (25)
Over 5 0% (47) t 387 (60)

aFigures in parentheses are base numbers on which percentages are
computed,
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The data in Table 3 confiro the prediction. In open schools, job
satisfaction increased sharply with teaching experience. Presumably the
influence and autonomy which the older teachers acquire in these schools
is an important source of their unusual levels of satisfaction. The
beginning teachers in these schools, on the other hand, are no higher on
job satisfaction than are teachers in self-contained classrooms. What-
ever joys the beginning teacher in the open school may experience are pre-
sumably mitigated by the feeling of a lack of autonomy--they uay even fecl
like subordinates in the classrooms.

In self-contained classrooms, on the other hand, the level of job
satisfaction rcmains essentially constant across the experience groups.
Teachers with little experience react about the same way as teachers with
a great deal of experience. This finding, of course, refers back to:a
theme which was important in planning this study, and which will come up
again in Chupter 5. Elementary school teaching in the traditional set-
ting 1s a peculiér profession, in that there are very few routes to dis-
tinctive advancement or distinctive professional success. The experienced
teacher faces the same job situation as the inexperienced one. Experience
is not turned, for the most part, into organizationally defined leadership,
or the right to exercise unusual influence in the school. Nothing in the
work situation itself changes. Perhaps the lack of relation between
experience and job satisfaction anong teachers in self-contained classrooms

reflects this Lasic fact.

Summary
Investigation of teachers' reports of their autonomy starts with the

fact that teachers in the rather exposed setting of the open school report

'8
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considerably higher work autonouy than do teachers in self-contained
classrooms. This finding turns out to be especially characteristic of the
more experienced teachers. Teachers with little experience are low on
autonomy in open schools, suggesting that they tend to be shifted into
rather subordinate positions in the complex structure of the open classroom.

Autonomy turns out to be an important source of teacher job satisfac-
tion, particularly among open-school teachers. Presumably, in this setting,
establishing autonomy is one of the major problems a teacher must solve,
in the face of a rather high level of pressure from the collegial.struc-
ture. Teachers ﬁho solve the problem are much more satisfied with their
jobs. In self-contained classrooms, however, autonomy is less important
as a source of job satisfaction, apparently because the basic problems

teachers face in these settings have more to do with their isolation

than with attempts by others to intrude into their own private working
space or rights. e

As the line of reasoning above suggests, job satisfaétion rises .
sharply with experience in open schools. It does not increase with experi~
ence in self-contained classrooms. In this setting, the role of the teacher
is apparently not expanded enough as his competence develops to provide for
a higher level of satisfaction.

The data on autonomy and experience specify to some extent, but do not

substantially explain or account for the differences in job satisfaction

between teachers in open and self-contained classrooms. Autonomy is one

factor, apparently among many, responsible for this basic difference.
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Chapter 4

INFLUENCE, INTERACTION AND JOB SATISFACTION

The findings of the previous chapter make it clear that teachers in
open schools feel they have greater control over their own work--autonomy--
than teachers in self-contained classrooms. This kind of autonomy is
inportant to teachers, and it is clearly related to the degree to wvhich
they are satisfied with their jobé. The greater autonomy experienced by
teachers in open schools accounts in some part for the greater satisfaction
of these teachers with their positioms, but it is not the only--or even the
nost--significant factor. The differences between job-satisfaction scores
of teachers in open-school and self-contained classrooms in these analyses
remain substantial, even when teachers' scores on the autonomy index are
held constant.

This chapter reports the way two other classes of factors may explain
why the organizational changes accompanying the open school seem to.make
the teachers more satisfied with their work. First, the social influence
which teachers as a group gain over policies and decisions in the open
school is considered. The descriptive data in Chapter 2 show that open-
gchool teachers report that teacher groups in their schools have vastly
more influence over school policy than teachers in self-contained class-
rooms. Docs this greater teacher groub influence-—-this increase in the
authority of the teache¥ssocial status in the achool structurc--explain
some of the greater work satisfact:l:on these teachers report?

Second, open-school teachers report greatly increased interaction

with each other. They are much move likely than teachers in self-contained
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classrooms to report both informal and formal discussions with other teachers
about job-related matters. They are also much more likely to receive feed-
back and advice from other teachers about their work. It is possible that
these increases in interaction with other teachers explain--even apsart-from
teacher influence and autonomy~-some of the increases in job satisfaction
found in the open schools. The literature on teaching commonly notes the
extraordinary isolation of the typical elementary-school teacher--the extent
to which these teachers spend almost all their work time either alone or
with their pupils, .and the corresponding extent to which they are isolated
from professional and peer contacts. Perhaps opening up the classroom,
whatever benefits it may have for students, helps to expand the world of
the teacher by providing fellow workers for discussionm, planning, criticism,
gaining some perspective or distance from the day-to-day tasks, and so on.
The hypothesis considered is that increased interaction rates, per. se,
increase the job satisfaction of teachers, and account for the increases in
satisfaction which are found in the open school.

This analysis of the effects of teacher group influence and teacher
interaction must also be concerned with their interrelationships with teacher
autonomy, as reported in the previous chapter. Analysis of teachers' reports
of increased autonomy in the open school led to the inference that this
effect may result from the increased authority invested in these schools.
This authorit.:y secemed to meke the teachers feel more in command of their
positions, and led them to perceive themselves as having more autonomy,
despite the obvious organizational .facts which seem to militate against this
perception. In this chapter this question is approached again 'by consider-

ing the interrelationships of measures of teacher interaction, influence, and

autonomy, as well as the joint effects of these variables on job satisfaction.
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The Impact of Teacher Group Influence Within the School

Chapter 2 reports the answers of the respondents to a series of
questions on the influence of teacher groups in the school. The teachers
were asked (Q. 14) "How much influence do school committees, teams, or
groups here in this school have over...?" They were asked this question
about five separate topics. The answers were combined into an Index of
Teacher Group Influence within the School. The open-school teachers were
found to report far greater teacher influence. Only 21% of them, compared
with 61% of the teachers in self-contained classrooms, fell into the "low
influence category" in the Index.l

The issue here, however, goes beyond simply describing the differ-
ences between the two types of schools. Does teacher group influence make
a difference in the degree to which teachers are satisfied with their jols?
And in particular, does the sharp difference between open school and self-
contained classrooms in tecacher influence produce the differen;:e between
the two types of schools in job satisfaction?

To study these questions, Table 1 shows the job satisfaction scores
of teachers in open schools and self-contained classrooms, with the teachers
also classified By‘ their teacher group influence scores. The table may

be looked at im two ways. First, looking down each column of the table,

1Different cutting points are employed in the analysis of the influence and
interaction variables in this chapter than were employed in Chapter 2.

There we were interested in comparing the overall scores of the teachers on
a nupber of different variables. Here we were interested in classifying
scores on the indices so that enough cases fall into each category to permit
multivariate analysis. In this chapter, variables are dichotomized or
trichotomized so as to put an approximately equal number of teachers in each
of the groups so created.
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are teachers more satisfied if they believe teacher groups have more
influence in running the school? In other words, does teacher influence
produce job satisfaction? Secondly, looking across each row, does the
difference in job satisfaction between open-school and self-contained
classroom teachers remain, even when teacher group influence is held
constant?

TABLE 1

Job Satisfaction According to Teacher Group
Influence Scores: Separately for Teachers in Open and

Self-Contzined Classroou Schools

— —— ———
(Cell entries are % high on the Open Self-Contained
Job Satisfaction Index.) Schools Classroous

Index of Teacher Group Influence a
within the School: High 67% (43) 45%  (20)

56% (50) 45%Z  (29)
Low 592 (17) 35%2 (71)

aF:I.gures in parentheses are base numbers upon which percentages are
computed. .

Table 1 shows two results. First, teacher group influence does

indeed make a small difference in job satisfaction. In both types of
schools, those teachers Qeeing teacher groups as more influential are
slightly more likely to be satisf:l.eq with their jobs. Second, the large
differences in job satisfaction between teachers in the two organizational
settings remain, even when teacher group influence is held constant. That
is, teacher group influence differences do mot explain why teachers report

more satisfaction with their jobs in open schools.
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This analysis can be expanded to consider simultaneously the effects
on teacher satisfaction of individual autonomy and group influence. Does
the group influence index retain its effects on job satisfaction, even
when the autonomy scale, discussed in Chapter 3, is held constant? First,

it must be noted that the two scales are substantially related. Table 2

shows the result when the Teacher Group Influence Index and the Autonomy

Index are cross tabulated.

TABLE 2

Teacher Autonomy According to Teacher Group
Influence Scores: Separately for Open and

Self-Containel Classroom Schools

(Cell entries are % reporting Open Self-Contained

high ‘utonomy.) Schools Classroomns
Index of Teacher Group : a

Influcnce: High 637  (43) 552  (20)

Mediun 32z  (50) 1z (29)

Low 1842 (17) 172 (71)

a:-‘i;urw in parcntheses are base numbers upon which percentages are
computed.

Table 2 shows two results of considerable interest. First, there
turns out to be a very strong relationship, in both types of schools,
between the influence measure and individual autonomy. In open schools,
for example, the proportion of tea;:hers reporting high autonomy goes from
only 18% among teachers reporting little teacher group influence to 63%
among thosc perceiving high influence. In a sense, this is a surprising

finding along the same lines that we explored in the previous chapter.

Ty
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There is no automatic reason to believe that greatly increasing the power
of the teacher group over school affairs would also increase each teacher's
own sense of individual control over her own job situation. Im fact, it

is quite possible to imagine a negative relationship between these two

variables-~a social structure in which group power is gained at the
sacrifice of individual autonomy. The fact that we find, instead, a
strong positive relationship suggests that the autonomy lost to other
teachers and to teacher groups in team teaching and similar arrangements
i{s far more than regained in greater overall teacher t:ont:r:ol.2

This leads to the second. major finding of Table 2. Once teacher
group influence is held constant, open and self-contained classrc;oms no
longer differ significantly in scores on the Autonomy Index. This rein-

forces the previous chapter's conclusion that the reason why open-school

teachers report higher levels of autonomy is precisely because of the
increased overall authority of the teacher group. They conceive of this

group power as creating more personal control over their own work. Once
this basic variable is held constant, the difference between the two types

of schools almost disappears. Or, following a more complex argument, once

teacher group influence is held constant, the further gains in autonomy

created by the open school setting are evenly matched with the teacher's

loss of autonomy to the teacher group.

Thus, the changed status and influence of the teacher's position in

the open school appears to be a pivotal variable in this analysis. It gives

zlt should also be remembered that our definition and measure of autonomy
strongly emphasize those aspects of the concept connoting individual
efficacy rather than freedom from external pressures.
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the teacher greater capacity to nangge nany different features of the jcb.
By making teachers perccive tnemselves as more autononous, it operates--as
seen in the previous chapter--to make them more satisfied with their
positions.

The question now arises: What is the effect of teacher group influ-
ence on job satisfaction, independent of that created through the autonomy
variable? There is a small association between teacher influence and job
satisfaction. Perhaps this is to be accounted for by the greater autonomy
which accompanies teacher influence, and which is also related to job
satisfaction. Perhaps, on the other hand, both variables independently
contribute to job satisfaction.

Table 3 shows the appropriate dota. Teachers are classified by both
the group influence and the autonomy variable (both variables are dichoto-
mized, rather thea trichotomized, to conserve sample sizes). Teachers in
open schools and self-contained classrooms are also, of course, separated.
The table shows the proportion of teachers in each group who are high on
the Index of Job Satisfaction.

Table 3 is complex, and unfortunately there are not enough cases in
all of its cells to permit confidence about the exact results. But the
overzll outline of the findings is clear. Both teacher group influence
and teacher autonomy independently affect job satisfaction. The effect of
group influence 1is stronger in self-contained classrooms, and the effect
of autonomy is stromger in open schools (confirming the picture in the
previous chapter of the lowered meaning and significance of this variable
in self-contained classrooms where isolation, not autonomy, is the problem).

But both variables seem to show small effects in both types of schools.
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TABLE 3

The Independent Effects of Autonomy and Group Influence on
the Job Satisfaction of Teachers in Open and
Self-Contained Classroom Schools

Self-Contained

Open Schools Classrooms
(Cell entries are % high Autonomy Autonomy
on the Index of Job
Satisfaction.) High Low High Low

Teacher Group Influence:

"High | 70% (56)%]|s0x (20) | soz (22)]50% (14)
Low 672 (15) |42z (19) 412 (29) | 312  (55)

aF:I.gures in parentheses are base numbers upon which percentages are
computed.

Thus the question raised about the degree to which teacher-group influ-
ence leads to positive job satisfaction can be answered with some clarity.
Such a difference is found in all four of the comparisons made possible
in Table 3. ..

Table 3 also shows no success in accounting for all of the differences
in job satisfaction between open-school and self-contained classrooms.

Even after teachers' answers to the influence and autonomy questions are
taken into account, substantial differences (in three out of the four com-
parisons thus created) still remain between the two types of schools.
Exactly why this is so 1s unknown, and further data do not add much to the
explanation. Part of the d:lfferencc; probably lies with the "Hawthorne
effect"--the tendency of new and exciting innovatioms to add to the satis—-

faction of participants simply by virtue of the added.gratifications involved
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in creating and participating in new institutions. But it is also likely
that some of the satisfaction differences result from additional factors
which have not been considered. For instance, it secems quite plausible
that open-school teachers feel that their organizational setting makes

it possible for them to do a "better job," and that this in itself is

satisfvinsg.

A Note on the Decline in Influence of the PFrincipal

The increase in influence of the teacher group is one source of the
increased job satisfaction found among teachers in the open school. It
is possible to argue that another change in influence structure found in
these schools 1s also satisfying. As was reported in Chapter 2, open-
school teachers are much less likely to report that their principal has
strong influence over their work. When an Index of Principal Influence
Upon the Individual was constructed by combining teachers' answers to
five questions asking “How much influence does the principal have over
your own...?" only 18% of the open-school teachers, compared with 38% of
those in self-contained classrooms, received high scores. This sharp
decline in principal influence might te thought to create among open-
school teachers both the sense of autonomy and the satisfacticn with
their jobs which characte;:ize them.

The data on Table &4 provide a clear answer to these questions.
Teachers are classified by their scores on the Index of Principal Influ-
ence, and in the two parts of the table, the proportions high on the
Autonomy Index and on Job Satisfaction are shoun. The results in the

two organizational settings are, of course, kept separate.

|
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TABLE 4

(a) Autonomy Scores and (b) Job Satisfaction Scores
According to Reported Principal Influence upon the
Individual: Separatcly for Teachers in Open and
Self-Ccntained Clusgsroo.: Schools

Open Self-Contained
Schools ) Classrooms
e . Cell entries are % high
on Index of Individual
Autonomy )
Index of Principal High| 63% (40)2 3272 (59)
Influence upon the
Individuals Low 66%Z (70) 53% (61)
b, (Cell entries are % high
on Job Satisfaction Index.)
Index of Principal High] 60%Z (40) 39% (59)
Influence upon the
Individual: Low | 61% (70) 39% (61)

aF:I.gm:es in parentheses are base numbers upon which percentages are
computed.

Table 4 shows primarily negative findings. In open schools, teachers
who report that the principal has more influence over them are essentially
no more likely to report that they are low in autonomy. In self-contained
classrooms there is a noticeable effect--teachers reporting high principal
influence are less likely to have high scores on autonomy. The second
part of the table shows that in neither organizational setting do teachers
reporting high principal influence say they are less satisfied with their
jobs. It is clear that any increases in job satisfaction in open schools,
then, cannot result from the decreased power of the pr:l.n’c:l.pal--in neither

setting is this a source of satisfaction.
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The data in Table 4 again add weight to the conception of the special
meaning of autonomy in self-contained classrooms. Teachers isolated from
the power of the principal in this setting report somewhat greater autonomy,
but clearly do not find this aspect of their autonomy satisfying. In
answering the autonomy questions, then, they are in good part reporting
their isolation, not amy positive organizati;hal resource wﬁich they possess.

Overall, the data in Table 4 eliminate the possibility that the open
school improves the job satisfaction of teachers by providing, through the
teacher group, a new source of coutrol over the principal. The satisfactions
resulting from the enhanced power of the teacher group are positive in char-
acter. They concern the increased ability of the teachers to carry out
their own work, not an increased ability to defend themselves against pres-

sures from the principal.

Interaction with Other Teachcrs

Behind both thelinfluence and autonomy chaunges which the open school
seems to create, lies a basic structural fact about these schools. The
teachers all teach in the same physical area. They coordinate their activi-
ties. In a positive sense, éhey coordinate by making their jobs highly
interdependent--taking maximal advantage of the possibilities of team
teaching, joint teaching, combining large-group and small-group instruction,
and so on. At the very least, they must coordinate their activities so that
they do not interfere with each other by making too much noise, mistakenly
planhing incompatible use of the sémc space or facilities at the same time,
agreeing on the appropriate distribution of both students and cqurses of

study, and so on. All of this involves enormous amounts of work-related
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interaction among the teachers, and in Chapter 2 open-8chool teachers
report great amounts of such interaction.

We now turn to examine how the interaction teachers have with each
other affects the other variables under consideration. First, is this
jncreased interaction a fundamental source of the increased group influ-
ence and individual autonomy which teachers in open schools perceive?
Second, is it an independent source of work satisfaction? Does the
opﬁortunity to work with others--in particular with other adults, pro-
fessional teachers--increase the interest and satisfaction an individual
teacher finds in the job?

To study these two questions, two of the summary measures of the
teachers' interaction networks developed in Chapter 2 can be used: the
Index of Group Interaction, and the ;[ndex of Informal Evaluation by
Colleagues. The first of these indices summarizes teachers' answers to
six questions about their work-related intersction in teacher groups:
“When you meet with school committees, ‘teams, or teacher groups, how often
do you discuss...?" The questions covered six different task areas. The
Index of Informal Evaluation by Collecagues summarizes teachers' responses
on five questions about their feedback from colleagues on work-related
subjects: "How often do you receive feedback and/or advice from other
teachers about your own...?" These two measures are examined in detail
because they cover two quite different kifds of teacher interaction--

reports that teachers simply discuss a topic, on the one hand, and reports
that they exchange rather direct advice and comments about their work per-

formance, on the other. These measures are aiso useful because they refer

cher behavior.

to areas in which the open school seems to greatly affect tea
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In other words, these measures capture some of the distinctive attributes
of the interactional system of the open school.

In fact, as was shown in Chapter 2, the kinds of data captured by the
two indices of interaction (Index of Group Interaction and Index of
Informal Evaluation) differentiate sharply between open school and self-
contained classrooms. On the Index of Group Interaction, 61% of the open-
school teachers, but only 21% of those in self-contained classrooms,
reported high scores. And on the Index of Informal Evaluation by Colleagues,
the figures were also 617 and 327%. Open-school teachers, that is, report
much more group interaction and informal feedback from their peers.

The effects of these summary measures of teacher interaction on teacher
group influence can now be examined. Within both open and self-contained
classrooms, it is expected that teachers who report more interaction will
also perceive teachers as more influential. Table 5 shows the relevant
data. Teachers are classified, in the two sub-tables, by their scores on
the two interact:lon indices. In each case, the table shows the proportion
of teachers who report that teacher groups are influential in the school.

The -two sub-tables of Table 5 show the same general result: in both
open schools and self-contained classrooms, increased teacher interaction
is strongly associated with increased perceptions of strong teacher group
influence. Teachers who interact with each other and who receive feedback
from other teachers are much more likely to sece the teacher group as having
status and power in the school. Table 5 also shows that the differences in
teacher ihfluence between open and self-contained classrooms persist, even
when teacher interaction is held constant. Presumably the influence changes

created by the open school are more pervasive than can be captured with two
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rather simple measures of interaction. But clearly the interactional
variables, group interaction and informal evaluation, are important

factors in producing the changes.

TABLE 5

Teacher Group Influence According to (a) Group
Interaction and (b) Informal Evaluation by
Colleagues' Measures of Teacher Interaction:

Separately for Open and Self-Contained
Classroom Schools

(Cell entries are % reporting Open Self-Contained
high Teacher Group Influence.) Schools Classrooms

a. Index of Group Interaction:

High 52%  (50)2 43%  (21)
Medium 30% (44) © 14% (36)
Low 25%  (16) 102  (63)

b. Index of Informal Evaluation
by Colleagues:

High 39% (49) 35% (20)
Medium 54% (37) 17% (41)
Low 17% (24) 10% (59)

a13‘:I.gute£; in parentheses are base numbers upon which percentages
are computed.

If teacher interaction produces percept:l.ons' of teacher influence, does
it also produce a greater sense of teacher autonomy? Table 6 shows the
relevant data. Mirroring Table 5, ecach of the interaction measures is
crosstabulated with teacher autoncmy, separately for open and self-
contained classroom schools. Of interest here is whether those teachers
reporting more interaction also perceive themselves as having greater

autonomy.
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TABLE 6

Teacher Autonomy According to Formal Interaction
and Informal Evaluation by Colleagues: Separately
for Oscn and Sc¢lf-Contained Classroon. Schools

—

0 .

(Cell entries are 7% reporting

high Autonomy.) Open Self-Contained
Schools Classrooms

a. Index of Group Interaction: High 56% (50)2 33%  (21)

Medium| 32% (44) 22% (36)

Low 252 (16) 27% (63)

b, Index of Informal Evaluation High 47%  (49) 304 (20)
by Colleagucs: Meddun| 41% (37) 225 (41)
Low 33%  (24) 297% (59)

aFigures in parentheses are base numbers upon which percentages are
computed.

The sub-tables cf Table 6 each show some tendency for increased
teacher interaction to lead to increases in perceived autonomy. The differ-
ences are not so large as those in Table 5 dealing with teacher influeﬁce "
but they are clearly present. In particular, the differenceé almost dis-
appear among teachers in self-contained classrooms-—-apparently the distinctive
meaning of autonomy (i.e., isolation) in such schools leads autonomy to show
weaker relationships with the interaction measures.

It is important to notice, again, tffie; sense in which this finding is
surprising. Exactly as with earlie;.r findings showing the strong correlation
of teacher autonomy with teacher group influence, the 1ncreasgd involvement
of teachers with (and perhaps, in a sense, subjection to) the ideas and

interests of other teachers does not lead them to feel a loss of autonomy.
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Instead, they perceive their autonomy--their control over their own work
activities--to have increased. In other words, teachers identify their
interests so strongly with those of their peers--the tecacher group--that
increases in their ties with this group, and its level of interaction

and integration, lead them to feel that their own control over their activ-
ities is enhanced. This finding is a striking example of the effects of
the open school, a structure which in many ways seems to provide for
constant :lntrusiong into the private work space and activities of the
individual teacher. The teacher appears constantly to depend, in such
schools, on the cooperation of the other teachers. Problems running from
high levels of noise to complex and interdependent schedules must constantly
be managed. Yet the reaction of the teachers studied was to perceive their
autunony to be greater than in the self-contained classroom.

Knowing that peer interaction increases teachers' perceptions of both
their influence and their autonomy, the question arises: What is the effect
of increased teacher interaction on job satisfaction? Both teacher influ-
ence and autonomy lead to increased job satisfaction, so it is reasconable
to expect that the interaction rates which produce them will also be asso-
ciated with satisfaction. The more complicated question might then come
up: Does teacher interaction contribute to job satisfaction apart from
its effects on autonomy and teacher group power? But this problem arises
only after simple evidence on the direct association of the two variables
has been dealt with.

Table 7 shows the effects of teacher interaction variables on job satis-
faction. The two sub-tables each show the relationship for ome of the two

interaction measures which are used. In each case, of course, teachers in
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open and self-contained classrooms are separated, so the effects of inter-

action in the two structural settings are distinguishable.

TABLE 7

Teacher Job Satisfaction According to Group
Interaction and Informal Evaluations by
Colleagues: Separately for Open and

"Self-Contained Classroom-Schools

(Cell entries are % high on Open Self-Contained
Index of Job Satisfaction.) Schools Classrooms
a. Index of Group Interaction: High 562 (50)2 38%Z (21)
Medium 717 (44) 39%Z (36)
Low 50% (16) 402 (63)
b. Index of Informal Evaluation: High 59% (49) 30% (20)
Medium 602 (37) 42% (41)
Low 67% (24) 41% (59)

aF:l.gm:es in parentheses are base numbers upon which percentages were compu-
ted.

Both parts of Table 7 show a common result of considerable interest.

There is no hint of a positive relationship between interaction with other

teachers and job satisfaction. This relationship, which one could antici-

pate on the basis of the earlier findings, does not exist. If the data

in Table 7 show any effect at all, it is a slight tendency of satisfaction
to be negatively related to the teacher interaction variables. A suggestion
of this appears in the second part of the table, but ie probably not to be
taken too seriously. Perhaps it ;ndicai:es that the constant interdependence

of the teachers in team teaching and open-school situations creates some

dissatisfying pressures on the teachers, as well as a variety of. other
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satisfying ones.

The significance of the finding of Table 7 for the idecas under consid-
eration is very great. The open school greatly increases teacher inter-
action and interdependence. The autonon;y and teacher group power this
tends to create provide some positive gsatisfactions for the teacher. The
interaction itself, however, does not. Or if it does, it is accompanied
by enough annoyances to remove its direct value. Teachers may enjoy work-
ing with other adults--other teachers. Our data do not show this result.
Te‘achers may find satisfying the pz:ofessional contacts and group work
opportunities—-the increased coordination--provided by the open school and
similar innovations. The data do not show this direct effect. They show
that teachers find satisfying the :I.t;c:eased group power and individual
autonomy which may result from increased interaction, but the interaction
itself does not seem to provide such gratifications.

0f course, it is also true that most of the differences in job satis-—
faction between teachers in open school and self-contained classrooms
remain unexplained by this analysis. Autonomy and teacher influence are
two factors which account for some of the relationship, while increased
interaction and decreased principal influence do not do so, but most of q;e
difference remains after the variables discussed here are taken into account.
Of course, better measures of the particular variables under consideration
might show stronger results. And it might be possible to add additional
dimensions within the conceptual domain of influence and autonomy adding
explanatory power. But it seems most likely that factors entirely outside

our discussion may be of great importance, too.
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Qverview

At this point, the analysis of the impact that the structure of the
school has on the perceptions and satisfactions of its teachers can be
reviewed. Three central variables are affected by the distinction between
open and self-contained classroom schools, and in one way or another
mediate the relationship between school organizational structures and the
job satisfaction of individual teachers: Teacher Group Influence,

Teacher Autonomy, and Teacher Interaction. All three variables are modi-
fied by open-space arrangements, which increase the amount of teacher inter-
action and perceptions of the influence of teacher groups in the school.
Open schools also tend to create a sense of greater teacher_ autonomy, but
this relationship is not really a direct one--when teacher group influence
is l;leld constant, it tends to disappear. Open schools increcase both teacher
:!.nteract:l.on and teacher group power. These variables in turn increase
teachers' sense of their own autonomy or efficacy.

Both influence and autonomy affect teachers' satisfaction with their
jobs. To some extent these variables account for the effects on job satis-
faction of .the open school. But a very substantial effect of the open
school on job satisfaction remains, even when these variables are held
constant. Interestingly enough, teacher interaction rates are not directly
related to job satisfaction, however. Any effects they may have occur

through the other variables.

Overall, it is possible to diagram the propositions stated above. These

are the propositions for which there is some support in this chapter and the
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preceding ones. An abbreviated path diagram showing the casual relation-

ships which seem to operate is presented below.

Figure 2

Tentative Propositions on the Effects of Type of
School on Teachers' Attitudes Toward Their Jobs

Teacher Group Influence

RN

Open-Space vs. p
_ Teacher Interaction _+ Autonomy _+ Job
Self-Contained and Evaluation Satisfaction

Classroom\\ .
-+ /

Note: One plus denotes a relationship, two pluses denote a strong
relationship.

Type of School:%

The diagram shows the network of effects emerging from this analysis.
Starting with the open school--the central variable of this design-—-there
are several primary effects. Open schools increase (or self-contained
classrooms decrcase) the level of teacher {nteraction and evaluation, and
also increase the authority of teacher work groups, both over individual
teachers and over school policy. Teacher group influence is partly affected
by teacher interaction rates, but this indirect effect is much smaller than
the direct effect of school type. In other woz;ds , even when teacher inter-

action measures are held constant, open~school teachers report much higher
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levels of group influence. -

Type of school also affects teachers' sense of their work autonomy-~
or control cver their own .'t:'éla'éhling behavior. This appears not to be a
direct effect, but rather resultslfrom the effect of type of school on
teacher interaction and especially on teacher group influence. When
these mediating variables are held constant, open school teachers no
longer report higher levels of autonomy.

Both teacher group influence and teacher autonomy predict job satis-
faction. These effects are not large, and only partly explain why teachers
in open schools are more satisfied with their jobs than those in self-
contained classrooms. Teacher autonomy shows a particularly small relation
to job satisfaction among teachers in self-contained classrooms. Over and
over in the data, it appears that to these teachers autonomy is heavily
tinged with the isolation from the professional and collegial community,
and is not especially attractive. Teachers in open schools, however, find
maintaining their own autonomy a day-to-day problem in relating to their
colleagues, and their job satisfaction scores are more highly related to
their reported work autonomy.

One potential effect is missing from the findings, and hence from the
summary propostions illustrated in Figure 2. Teacher interaction and
mutual evaluation--the most immediate and direct effects of the open school--
do not seem to directly affect job satisfaction. This is true even though
they affect teacher group 1uf1uen5:e and autonomy, both of which affect job
satisfaction. Teacher interaction and evaluation in themselves are not
sources of job satisfaction.

Finally, the propositions in Figure 1 show a strong direct effect of
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school type on teacher job satisfaction. This indicates the important
consequences of school type for teachers which are not captured in this
analysis. This effect could be a tramnsitory one, resulting from the
newness, the involving spirit and creative opportunity, and the prestige
characteristic of organizational innovations. If this is true, it poses
an insoluble methodological difficulty for the present analysis. There is
no way to be sure that the distinctive properties found in the open schools
do not result from their very novelty and lack of routinization. Much of
the analyzed effect open schools seem to have for teacher job satisfaction
may be attributable to this source.

This is a less likely accounting, however, of the effects traced in
detail, many of which make a good deal of sense in view of the structural
changes built into the plan of the new-school architecture. It is unlikely
that the teacher interaction, influence, and sense of autonomy character-
istic of the open schools studied are transitory effects which will ccm—
pletely disappear when the novelty of the new arrangements wears off. They
are, at least in part, a necessary part of the new organizational structure.
The problem still to be investigated is whether teacher interaction, influ-
ence, and sense of autonomy will continue to be associated with job

satisfaction.
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Chaptér 5
THE OPPORTUNITY TO BECOME AMBITIOUS

Teachers report that their major source of satisfaction lies in the
students themselves. Actually, there are no special rewards for good
teaching given by the organization, only satisfactions coming from seeing
the progress and response of students. Many are quite sentimental over
this state of affa:l.fs. feeling that this is as it should be because only
such selfless idealists should handle precious children. Forgotten is the
fact that in other professions where the welfare of the client is at
stake, dependence on the client for gratification is seen as a clear danger
to the nature of the professionai-client relationship. For example, in
social work, law, or medicine, dependency on the client is felt to lead to
impaired judgment about what is in the client's best interest.

Beyond the question of dependency on the client lies a fundamental
peculiarity in the occupation of public school teaching. Because the
reward structure is so flat, there are few differences in the way teachers
who are deeply committed and planning to make classroom teaching a life
work are treated by the system in comparison to those who are only planning
to make teaching a way station in their life careers. Tenure and salary
increzses come with years of service, but no special notice is taken of

skill and strength of motivation.
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Robert N. Bush, in his recent paper on the career teacher, asks the

question:

Does the status of the career teacher encourage, discourage
or have little effect upon the decision of those who enter
teaching to drop out and enter other careers? If the amswer
is that it encourages teachers to leave, then our second
consideration becomes: What changes need_ to be made to
improve the status of the career teacher?

A

Tﬁere is little systcmatic cvidence of the nature of teacher dropout,
but without a doubt a great many people leave the teaching profession. A
study published by the U. S. Office of Education in 1963 indicates an
annual net loss of teachers through teacher dropouts that exceeds 82.2

There has been general comcern over the lack of skill and expet;:l.ence
in the teaching corps arising from the itinerant nature of the workers.
But so often, in the professional world of education, one hears i:hat
teacher dropout is due to the presence of many young women who get married
or become pregnant. The solution proposed is to raise the salaries and
the proportion of male teachers simultaneously so that the profession will
attract even more men who will not have such unstable work careers. Coﬁpar-
atively rare is the consideration of the problem raised by Bush, i.e., that

the structure of teaching as an occupation may serve to drive out cumpar-

atively committed and ambitious members.

1Robert N. Bush, "The Status of the Career Teacher: Its Effect upon the

Teacher Dropout Problem." In The teacher Dropout, T. M. Stimmett (Ed.),
Itasca, Ill.: Peacock Publishers, 1970, p. 112.

2'l?eacher Tﬁmover, 1959-60. Office of Education, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing

Office, 1967.
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The power of teaching to hold those who enter the
carecer is more gerious than might appear at first
glance, for not only do many teachers lecave soon

after beginning to teach, there is the allegation

that often the best ones drop out most rapidly,
leaving a disproportionate number of the lees able

to fill the ranks of those who become career teachers.
This is a serious charge and since it has not been
fully validated, it ought to be placed high on the
list of projected rescarch enceavors.

More specifically, certain features of elementary school teaching

may discourage the career-oriented ambitious teacher.

1, Teacher dissatisfaction studies show factors connected
with limits of responsibility and influence in the
nature of the job itself are as important as the obvious
factor of salary.

2. The lack of differential reward for competence, which does
not provide either differential status among classroom
teachers nor differential pay based on merit, may discour-
age ambitious teachers.

3. There are very few oprortunities for women to be promoted
to the ranks of school administration.

Increased Influence and Job Satisfaction

The open schools in our study did not represent a formal change in
the chances for promotion to administration, in differential pay for
competence, or even in differential pay for team leadership. Formal
opportunities for women appeared no better in these schools vthan elsewhere.
Thus the prediction that with the opening of new Opiiortunitiee for promo-

tion, there would be a sharp change in the attitudes and morale of certain

ambitious teachers, was untestable.

3Bush, op. cit., p. 112.

4Artbur Corey, "Overview of Factors Affecting the Holding Power of the
Teaching Profession." 1In The Teacher Dropout, T. M. Stinnett (Ed.),

Itasca, Ill.: Peacock Publishers, 1970, p. 3.
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Open schools did represent, hovwever, a marked change 1in perceived
responsibility and influence on the part of the teachers. In line with
Corey's empirical generalizationm, dissatisfaction vas asaociatéd with
lack of perceived influence to some extent in both organizational settings.
(Sec Chapter 4.) Even more important is the finding that the increase in
perceived influence, characteristic of the open schools, accounts for some
of the increcasc in job satisfaction found in those schools. As was shown
in Chapter 4, teachers in the open school who did not feel they comtrolled
their own decisions and who did not perceive groups of teachers as influ-
ential were considerably less likely to be satisfied with their jobs; the
percentage dissatisfied in this group was similar in the two settings. In
other words, the increase in perception of autonomy and influence in the
open-school setting accounts for part of the rise in the probability of job .
satisfaction. This is a more powerful finding than the mere association
between teacher dissatisfaction and complaints about lack of influence

because it shows an increase in satisfaction accompanying a structural change

involving increased teacher influence.

Positive Peer Evaluation as Reward
There seemed to be no changes in formal evaluation of the teachers by
the principal in the open schools. Im a strictly formal sense, there were
no more rewards for competent teaching in the new setting than there were
in the traditional schools. Looking more closely at the interaction in
teams of teachers, there appear to be some especially rewarding aspects of

group process. In the team situation, a teacher vho reports the success of

a classroom techmique or the handling of a child known to be a problem can
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and does receive the warm approbation of colleagues. In the many discus-
alons of curriculum decisions, the ideas of each teacher on at least some
of the many tasks are likely to be agreed upon and favorably evaluated by
peers. There are many chances for praise and social support based on the
sharing of professional and technical expertise. All the favorable evalu-
ation does not necessarily flow to one dominant teacher; it may be rather
evenly distributed over different times and tasks.

The favorable evaluation of colleagucs should be cspecially rewarding
to teachers who are professionally ambitious, teachers who enjoy and feel
proud of their ability to display competence and to teach others how to
achieve the same results. There are very few school systems where highly
skilled teachcrs have available any promotion which does not remove them
from the classroom. Nevertheless, there were many teachers in this sample
who are oriented to the classroom and who desire recognition for their
abilities.

One of the original research questions dealt with the response of
ambitious teachers to the changes in school structure. Ambitious teachers

who were basically oriented toward clinical ekills and the classroom were

secen as distinct from ambiticus teachers who were interested in promotion

opportunities into administration and away from the classroom. Ambition
wore closely related to classroom skills was called Professional Ambition;

vhile ambition involving adninistrative promotion was called Vertical

Anbition.
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Index of Professional Ambition

The Index of Professional Ambition was constructed from the follow-
ing items showing o substantial level of intercorrelation and clustering
around the ideas of demonstration and teaching of high levels of profess-
ional skill:

Professional Ambition

Q 26. I would like the opportunity to help new young teachers
develop classroom skills.

Q 32. I could see myself helping to lead a workshop on teaching
techniques.

Q 34. I would be very interested in showing other teachers
styles and techniques I've developed.

Q 35. I would be competent ag making supervisory evaluations
of the other teachers.

In testing the prediction that professionally ambitious teachers
would respond more favorably to the open-school setting because of the
increased rewards of peer evaluation, Surprisingly enough there were
quite a few more teachers with high scores on the Index of Professional |
Ambition in the open schools than in the self-contained classrooms.

Table 1 shows the difference in percentage distributions of trichotomized
scores on Professional Ambition. Ambition predictions were tested only
on women because it was assumed that they would have a different orienta-
tion toward their occupational futures; there were too few men in the

sample for & parallel analysis.

smata was a very high level of intercorrelation of items on this .index.
Sec Appendix A, Table Al6.
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TABLE 1

Percentage Distribution of Trichotomized Scores
of the Index cf Professional Ambition
1f-Contained Classroom Schools:;

in Open and Se

For Women Only

mm

Professional Open Self~Contained
Ambition Schools Clasarooms
High 32% 19%
Medium 42% K1.v4
Low 27% 42%
Total 100% (N=94) 1002 (N=99)

Almost a third of the sample of women teachers in the open schools

had a high score on the Professional Ambition Index, while only 19Z of

the vomen in the self-contained classroom had such scores. One possible

interpretation of this difference is that open schools attract better

prepared, more professionally oriented women. The comparison of exper-

{ence and educational backgrounds of teachers in the two settings,

reported in the first chapter, does not show this to be a very likely

possibility.

Another possible interpretation is that the experience of working

on teams in the open schools actually produces professionally ambitious

responses to these items. We had aot originally thought of ambition as

a structural effect of the change in school organization but as a prior

characteristic brought by the person to the new work experience. From

the visdom of a post hoc point of view, it is clear that work in the open

18
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schools does give women opportunities for activities similar to the ones
described in the items. In one of the schools in our sample, the teams
actually had the opportunity to travel around the country to demonstrate
their skills as a successful team and to help others with team problems.
It hardly seems unreasonable, looking at these results, to suppose that
people might become ambitious when glven the opportunity to try out new

gskills and to achieve new recognitiorn for competence.

Tne original prediction wus that more ambitious women would be more
satisfied with their jobs in settings providing gratification for their
goals. Table 2 indicates that women in the open schools with higher scores
on the Professional Ambition Index are more likely to be satisfied with
their jobs than women who have low scores on Professional Ambition. The
reverse is true for self-contained classrooms. This means that in the
traditional setting, professionally ambitious women arxe less satisfied
wvith their jobs than relatively unambitious women. It certainly Jooks as
though some organizational arrangements for teaching can prove to be dis-
couraging to the very people most educators would like t9 encourage.

With cross-sectional data, there is no great certainty that the

' organization provided opportunities for prt;fessionauy ambttious women
who came to teach in open schools. Assuming that the open school pro-~-
duced the response on the Professional Ambition Index, it is not too sur~
prising that women who found they liked to play these new roles were
alsc satisfied with their jobs. The organization probably created the
professionally ambitious response and the job satisfaction at one and

the same time. In order to document the growth of professional ambitionm,

we need to study teachers entering the team teaching situation, observing
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them as they play new roles on the team and charting the change in their

responsecs to the Professional Ambition Index. If the speculation is
correct that open schools produce professional ambition, school planners
and administrators may well pondei‘ the future consequences to the structure
of the occupation of all these women desiring the development of new pro-
fessional roles. Interaction on a sisgle team may not provide long-term
gratifications for such professionally ambitious women; and they may i.rant

new fields to conquer in the near future.

TABLE 2

Professional Ambition and Job Satisfaction
Among Women: For (pen and Self-Contained Classroom

Schools
Percentage High on Job Satisfaction®
: Open Self-Contained
Professional Ambition S, glgprrooms
Score N g N w
High 30 53 19 21
Mudium 39 49 38 26
Low 25 40 42 33

%me Index of Job Satisfaction was trichotomized with approximately one-~third

of all the teachers fslling into the "High)' "Medium," and "Low" categories.

Index of Vertical Ambition

The items in the Vertical Ambition Index are more cer>rally concerned
with the lack of promotion opportunities open to women in the hierarchy of
the school. Ambition in these items looks more like conventional desires

for upward occupational mobility than in the previous index. The items of
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this index do not show the extremely high level of intercorrelation found
in the Professional Ambition Index.6 In a future study, some further
refinement of the items on this index is desirable.

The questions defined as.part of the Vertical Ambition Index are as
follows:
Vertical Ambition

Q 4. In comparison with other teachers, I would say that I am a
very ambitious person.

Q 6. I personally really wish good teachers got more recognition.

Q 18. If my school encouraged me id acquiring a supervisory certi-
ficate by financing me, I would be extremely interested.

Q 22. I have often thought that I would like to return to school

for at least a year to ;:nprove my professional abilities
as a classroom teacher.

Q 29. It i3 very important to me to be in a school with many
opportunities for advancement for the classroom teacher.

There was about the same distribution of "High," "Medium," and "Low"
scores on the Vertical Ambition Index in the open schools as in the self-
contained classrooms (see Table 3). It is probably safe, therefore, to
look at the level of vertical ambition as a characteristic of teachers

prior to their entry into the open schools.

6‘1’he correlation coefficients for this index are presented in Table Al7,
Appendix A.

7‘l'h:l.s item was included because of our cbservation that teachers cowming
to graduate school with this rationalization are actually motivated by
a drive for upward mobility within the occupation.
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TABLE 3

Percentage Distribution of Trichotomized Scores®

of the Index of Vertical Ambition
in Open and Self-Contained Classroom Schools:
For Women Only

Vertical Open Self-Contained
. Ambition Schools Classrooms
High ' 28% 33%
Medium 29% 37%
Low 33% 29%
Total 100% (N = 94) 100Z (N = 99)

31f not indicated differently, the indices for the tables in this chapter
were trichotomized with approximately one-third of all the teachers falling
into the "High," Medium,”" and '"Low" categories,

How do these ambitious women fare in the schools surveyed? Table 4
t{ndicates unequivocally that the more ambitious a woman declares herself

to be, the more dissatisfied she is with her job. And that holds true in

both kinds of school organizations.
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e TABLE 4

Vertical Ambition and Job Satisfaction
in Open and Self-Contained Classroom Schaolg:
. For Women Only

Percentage High on Job Satisfaction
Open Self-Contained
Vertical Ambition Schoolg Classrooms :
Score N ” N 9
" High 26 | 31 33 21
Medium 37 49 37 30
Low 31 61 29 35

In the open schools, where teachers operate on a generally higher
level of job satisfaction, the percentages of each score group showing a
high degree of job satisfaction are consistently larger than in the self-
contained classrooms. What is even more interesting is the sharpness of
the difference in probability of being satisfied between ambitious and
unambitious women in the open schools. Sixty-one percent of the low
scorers in the open schools are satisfied with their jobs, while only 31%
of those who are more ambitious are satisfied. The ambitious women in the
open schools are not much more sa;isfied than their counterparts in the
self-contained classrooms.

This finding is interpreted as a function of the failure of open

schools to provide any more cpportunities for formal rromotion than
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self-contained classrooms. And we do specak of this as a "failure,"
because it cannot be a desirable state of affairs when women with strongly
expressed career orientations are so likely to be dissatisfied with their
teaching jobs. Whether or not the job dissatisfaction expressed here
turns into actual "dropout' from the occupation is unknown, but thc
concerns expressed by Bush in the beginning of this chapter appear to

have some foundation.

Can this strong negative relationship between vertical ambition and
job satisfaction be modified by any of the changes in the status of teachers
found in the open schools? By looking at teachers in the open school who
perceive that teachers are influential, the possibility that the feeling
of teacher efficacy and power is a mollifying factor for the vertically
ambitious woman can be examined. This cross-tabulation is reported in

Table 5. After dividing teachers on the basis of their perceptions of

_teacher influence in their respective schools, the incidence of high morale

among more and less ambitious teachers in the two school settings is
examined. The table shows that only in the open schools are vertically
ambitious teachers more satisfied if they perceive that teachers are influ-
ential in their schools. The table also shows that vertical ambition con-
tinues to relate negatively to job satisfaction in all four comparisons.
Table 5 does seem to indicate that among teachers who perceive strong
teacher influence in the open school, job satisfaction jumps to 60%, although
the less ambitious teachers who pérceive such teacher power are even more
satisfied. In the self-contained classrooms, the perception of teacher
power only raises the probability of job satisfaction 4% for vertically

ambitious teachers; it continues to show a very favorable effect on the

. R
. !:_
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morale of unambitious teachers in the traditional setting (an improvement
of 19%).

In absolute terms, the morale of ambitious women in open schocls
appears to be markedly improved if they perceive that teachers in general
are influential in their school. If these ambitious teachers do not feel
that teachers are influential in their open school, they are no more satis-
fied than if they were in a traditional school. Perceived influence and
vertical ambition both predict job satisfaction with open-schopl ambitious
teachers who do not perceive teachers having influence falling to an
especially low level of job satisfaction. When this combination occurs, the

sharp difference between job satisfaction in the two settings disappears.

TABLE 5

Vertical Ambition and Job Satisfaction
Among Women Teachers in Two School Seitiangs:
Holding Constant Perccption of Teacher Influence

Percentage High on Job Satisfaction®
a Open Self-Contained
Perception a Schools Classroons
of Teacher | Vertical
Influence Ambition N y 4 N y 4
High 37 60 30 33
High
Low 34 79 21 62
—
High 21 29 41 29
Low )
Low 18 67 28 43

8511 three indices were dichotomized in order to preserve the number of
cases falling into the different categories.
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Azbition apd Feelinws Tovard Children

Many vomen teachers openly declare themselves "ambitious." This may
be quite unsaettling to stereotypes of female elenentary teachers as deriv-
ing their major satisfactions from the children themselves. Sone may argue
that woman who are ambitious to get ahead cannot have the proper warm,
loving attitude toward children. In this view, the nature of the reward
structure in teaching with gratification stemming from the children is
turned into a virtue by vhich only women who are satisfied with these re-
wards arc defimed as suitable for teaching because they are the only ones
wio care in a deep way about children.

The survey did include questions on the oricntations of teachers tc
children. Especially relevant to this question are the indices on malernal
and child development oriontations. These indices of oriemtation toward
children are described in detail in the following chapter, but it is enough
to say here that women vith a high score ou our Maternal Orientation Index
feel so varuly toward children that they report they often “wwuld like to
take one home with then." Women with a high score on the Child Development
Oricntation Index are more interested in watching the progress in the
grovth of each child and in consciously building a good relationship with
that child than they are interested in seeing how much of the required
curriculum he has absorbed. The Child Developeent Orientation Index re-
flocts a professional philosophy of the child-centered elementary school
approdch, very uuch favored in 'schools of education in the recent period.

tn Tables 6 and 7, the relationship between scoreson the Professional
Asbition index and the probability of having a high score on the oriente-
tion measure is displayed. Results of the analysis indicate that sore
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ambitious women are more likely to have high scores on the indices of

maternal and child orientation than less ambitious women. This finding
offers some support for the general delief that one has to really like

children to vant to stay in teaching and make it a life-long career.

TABLE 6
Probability of Having High Scores im Child and

Maternal Orientations for High and Low Scorers
on Professional Ambition: Women Only

—

Professional Percentage High Score

Anbition b |
Child Maternal

High 492 412
Meciun 252 sz
222 30z

TABLE 7

Probability of Having High Scores in Child and
Maternal Orientations for High and Low Scorurs
on Vertical Ambition: Women Only

———

Percontage High Score

Child Maternal ()
ﬁ

442 422
28y 5%
182 302
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Supmary and Speculation
The findings reported in this chapter have strong implications for

the status of‘ the femalc clementary school teacher. They suggest that the
low status of elementary school teaching and the high dropout figures result
not only from the generally low standing of the occupation in sccial pres-
tige but from at least three features of the structure of the occupation:
(a) the lack of power and influence of the teaching position within the
organization of the schcol, (b) tho lack of rewards for competence, and

(c) the lack of promotion opportunities in the profession.

Teavuer Influence
The open-school sample provided the chance to examine the relationship

between teacher morale and an increascd perception cf teacher power and
efficacy. Under the conditions of the changed organization of work in the
open schools, there i.s'a marked risc in the perception of teachers as
influential and in the tendency to see oneself as autonomous. And those
teachers who respond to the new sctting with perceptions of influence and
autonomy have high scores on job satisfaction. They are more satisfied than
both (a) open school teachers vho do mot fee! powerful, and () all teachers
in the self-contained classroom. 1n other words, if teachers are made to
feel tore powerful by changes in the organization of work, they will have
higher morale. Wo assume that this means they will te less Likely to drop
out of the occupation.
Rewvards for Coppetence

The second foature of elementary school teaching, lack of differential
reward for cospetence, was studied in the respoases of teachers who felt
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sufficdently compatent for denonstration teaching and for suporvision.
There is a surprising increase in the percentage of professionally
asbitious women in open schools as compared to the traditional schools.
Moreover, in the open schools, professional ambition was positively asso-
ciated with job satisfaction, while in the self-cortained classroons, the
pore ambitious a woman was, the more dissatisfied she was likely to be.

The increased occurrence of professioual ambition and its associated
improvement 1n teacher morale could not have occurred because of a formal
change in the rewards offered for professional competence, because there
were no special formal differential rewards in the open schools. We
interpreted these differences as a growth of asbition and job satisfac-
tion in response to certain rewards in the group interacucion setting
offered by the teaching tcam.

Teachers on tcans have the opportunity to exchange and demonstrate
technical knowledge and skills. Undoubtedly some teachers are perceived
to be more competent by their fellow teachers than others. They are
revarded for this special competence by being listened to, by being favor-
ably avaluated, and by becoming an influential mecber of the tean. We
speculate that this informal reward system results in the growth of pro-
fessional ambition vhich is, in turn, oxpresscd as greater job satisfection

by these newly acbitivus wowmen.

Lack of Promotion Opportunitics
A final feature of elementary school teaching is the lack of oppor=

tunities for promotion into administration for women. Open schools were
not marked by an inczease in such oﬁportmiua. Women who were orfented

toward promotion vere matkedly more diseatisfied than unanbitious women in
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both settings. The inference can de made that the lack of opportunity for
upvard mobility is very frustrating to these ambitious teachers and may
well drive thom out of the profession. There was some evidence that £if
the vertically ambitious teacher axpariences a sense of teacher influence
and autonomy ia the open school, her murale is somewhat better than in any
of the other conditions we examined. What is really needed is the study
of e school organization truly offering promotion opportunities to women o
teachers. Under thase conditions the hypothesis that the morale of ambi-
tious teachers will improve with the provision of realistic opportur ‘tics
might be testod diractly. Study of some of the newly created "differentiated
staffing' arrangements may well provide an ideal setting for tha answering
of this question.

From a practical point of view, these findings suggest that if the
status of teachers is raiscd by means of increasing their influence within

the organization of the school, by providing diffaerential reward through
structural encouragement of colleague relationships, and by increasing oppor-
tunity for upward mobility into administration for women, there will be an
increase in job satisfaction among women teachers. incmud worale is of
special councern because of the marked dissatisfaction among the more cosmitted
and anbitious teachers in the study. The relatively powerless status of the
elementary schoel teacher, the lack of differential reward for competence,

- and the lack of upward mobility for women may well produce a situation where

the teaching occupation tends to lose those very menbers it needs the swst.
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Chapter 6

TEACHER ORIENTATIONS

Teachers have been discussed at length, but the actual process of
teaching has barely been touched. 1Is it possible that such a radical
change in work structure for teaching leaves the relationship between
teacher and child virtually unaffected? This first questionnaire survey
could only deal directly with the teaching process because there was no
systematic observation of teachers and children.

Within its limits, the quastionnaire did try to describe the ways
teachers preferred to relate to children. The iteme referred to actual
feelings and behaviors of the teacher and avoided evoking normative

responses about how teachers ought to relate to children.
Pm. ictions
Reduced Int of the 1

A major source of satisfaction for teachers lies in their relationship
to students. Especially in the traditional elementary school, a teacher
comes to know a pupil very intimately over the long school year in a class
of around 25 students. Chances for interaction with an individual student
would seem to be much reduced in an open =chool as children are moved about
between the teachers in a team. Also, teaching in full view oi others
night be an inhibiting factor for those whose style vith children is intu-
{tive and spontancous. Even for the less intuitive teacher who concentrates
on an intense relationship with each child to assist intellectual and socio-
cmotional development, the coordination of activities and curriculum with
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other teachers in planning for such large numbers of childran must be
quite frustrating.

Critice of the open school point to the loss of this intimate taacher-
child relationship, the distinguishing feature of the elementary as com~
pared to the sacondary school. From the standpoint of these critics, ome
would expect that teachers who do receive strong gratification from closc
rclationships with students would be rather dissatisfied working on teams ;
in open schools. The specific prediction was that teachers vho were
strongly oriented to gratification from close relationships with students
would be legs satisfied with their jobs in open schools than teachers with
other kinds of orientationms.

Pretest interviews and analysis resulted in the differentiation of
two types of teacher orientation both involving the primacy of the rela-
tionship to the child. Onme of these is a "Diffuse Maternal Orientation,"
defined as the teacher who receives almost all of her gratifications from
being with children. She is deeply attached to her students and treats )
them very much as she would her own children. l

The "(hild Development Orientation” is a second type of attitude also

characteristic of teschers who sre mainly concerned with the teacher-child

relationship. This is distinguished from Maternal Orientation by having a
more professional and cognitive content. These teachers are roncerned with
enotional and davelopmental differences between children and consciously

“ ity to individualize the way they relate to each child. They are also aware
of the importance of reinforcement in making each child feel 1ike an importart
individual. Content of this attitude dimension is related to the philosophy
of child development,quita common in teacher training. There is nothing

e et e = e
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contradictory about a tcacher having high scores on both these dimensions.
As a matter of fact, they are very likely to be strongly positively
correlated.

In review, positive rclationships between Child Development Orien—
tation and job satisfaction, and between Maternal Oricntation and Job
satisfaction were predicted in traditional schools only. In the open
schools, negative rclationships were predicted for each of these two
orientations with job satisfaction. Knowing how important the affection
and estcem of children are to some elementary school teachers, it was
doubttul that such teachers would adjust well to thec open school situa-
tion where there was increased emphasis on planning activities with other
teachers, where there was a decrcase in opportunity for spontaneous behavior
and activities, and vhere the number of children in contact vith a given

teacher ¥as so much larger.

Increased Rationalization an _Obfectification

When teachers meet together on a regular basis to plan their activi-
ties, it would scem that an increased tendency to rationalize decisions
on an educational basis would be the natural outcome. There 18 so much
more opportunity for planning curricula or for coming to consensus on the 1
choice of a prepared curricular approach. Together, the teachers might bde
more venturesome than alone. A sharp increase in interest in curriculum
itself was predicted in the team setting; also predicted was that teachers
who were oriented to the teaching process through a curriculsr approach

would be more satisfied in the open school setting than teachers who did

not have such an orientation. The reverse relatioaship would hold 1in the

traditional school.
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An additional prediction concerned increased emphasis on grouping
children in flexible arrangemehts; learning problems would have to be
specified more accurately than is typical of traditional classrooms. The
team would have to decide whether each child was making satisfactory
progress in his particular group. This would ;ead to more stress on what
18 now called "accountability" with the team making frequent evaluations

of how much the child was actually learning of what the group considered

essential skills. Again, the prediction was that teachers who were oriented

to evaluat:ion of how much the child had lecarned would be more satisfied in
the open school-where such ecphasis was comwon and where they would not
stand alone in being held respunsible for content learned--than teachers
who did not have this orientation.

Assuming this is an accurate description of the content of team
mectings, teachers might develop strong orientations to curriculum and to
evaluating their success by the amount the child learned. These orienta-
tions were callad "Curriculuw" and "Product”; they would be found with
greater frequency in the open schools. Also, teachers who had high scores
on these two indices should be more satisficd with their jobs in thg opun

schools than teachers who had low scores.

Routine Orientation

During the pretecst phase, as wide a variety of teachers as possible
were interviewed. There were some teachers who could only be described as
“putting in their time" as classroom workers. They saw teaching as a job
such 1ike any joby and were not oricnted to either the curriculun, evalua-

tion of the amount learned, or the teacher-child relationship. Rather
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they spoke of the routine bureaucratic features of teaching, which
actually do take up a large fraction of the teacher's working day. They
took orders, or tried to take orders, by following standard procedures
vhenever, they were available. [t was hard to imagine that such people
would be content in open schools where so little appeared to be standard-
ized and where so many issues were-up for discussion by the team. Even
the extra hours of team meeting would seem especially burdensome to
teachers with this orientation. Also team interaction might be perceived
as threatening.

This dimension was labled "Routine Orientatiom"; the prediction was
that Routine Orientation would vary positively with job satisfaction in

traditional schools and negatively in open schools.

Orientation Measurement

Pretest Interviews

The initial wording of items was taken from pretest interviews of as
wide a variety of teachers as possible. At the beginning, however, not
many clear ideas of the content of the orientations could be found in these;
and the pretest interviews caused us to analygze and resnalyzs these initial
notions. So the five orientations grew gradually oul of interviews and
analysis by the investigators.

As the items were written, they were again tried on teachers in combi-
nation with interviewing. The teachers were encouraged to criticize and |
clarify the formulation of the items.

Group P st
A group administration of the revritten items served as the second

pretest. Items which Showed poor distributiocne were eliminated.
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Items were selected for each dimension which showed a strong inter-
correlation. Items which had a low correlation with the cluster were
onitted. Nineteen of the original 42 items were left in the questionnaire.

The makeup of the five orientation dimensions is as follows:l

ernal Orientation 1
2. I hate to see the children leave at the end of the year.

5. I discourage children from confiding in me as a parent.
(Negative Item)

9. In wy professional role, I try to avoid getting emotionally ;
involved with the students. (legative Item) .t

16. I try not to let the children tell me too many personal things
about themselves. (Negative Iten)

21. I treat children in my class much as I would treat my own
children.

Being "high" on Maternal Orientation neans that the teacher looks

at children very much the same way as she would 1f they were her own.

Child Orientation

8. I don't like to spend too much time analyzing children.
(Negative Item)

%. 1In my professional role I try to avoid getting emotionally
involved with the students. (Negative ltem)

13. 1 make it my business to find sumething I can praise highly
in each child, even if I have to look outside of school.

1. My experience has taught me that children are really
basically alike. (Negative Item)

33. Depending on what each child is 1like, I try to build a
different kind of relationship with each one.

1 Items refer t0 questionnaire in Appendix B.

e+ -
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Being "high" on Child Orientation means that the teacher treats
every child as an individual. The child is being considered as a

personality at cach stage of its development.

Product Orientation

7. I an constantly concerned that my class is coming along as
" rapidly as it should be.

10. I work very hard to get the children to keep up with the
nmaterial. »

17. 1 don't feel responsible for making sure my pupils cover every
bit of the curriculum. (Negative Item)

27. I think I could successfully teach without textbooks. (Negétive
Item)

31, The main way I can figure ocut how well I'm doing with zy class
cach year is to compare the ability scores of the pupils with
their achievement test scores.

Being 'high" on Product Orientation means that the teacher is very
nuch concerned with the test scores her class obtains and also whether

or not she is covericg all of the material.

-

Curriculum Orientation

17. 1 don't feel responsible for making sure my pupils cover every
bit of the curriculum. (Negative Item)

23. 1 think I could successfully teach without any testing or grading
system. (Negative Iter)

27. 1 think I could successfully teach without textbooks. (Negative 1
Iten)

30. 4 standardized curriculun and schedule interferes with oy abiuty
to really reach my pupils. (Negative Item)

Being "high" on Curriculum Orientation means that the teacher

follows the standardized curricuium and depends on the textbooks and

grading system.
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Routine Orientation

1 feel pretty satisfied with my work as long as the principal
is hapry with ne.

I find the routine duties that accompany tcaciiing rather
relaxing.

24. One important advantage of being a teacher is that it fits
in very well with family life.

3.

12,

A "high" score on Routine Orientation dindicates someone to whom
routine is iuportaant, who approaches tcaching in a ritualistic way,

in an effort to minimize involveuient; a "low" score indicates
soneone to whom routine is annoying.

The content of the itens selected for the orientation appeared to

natch with concepts of the dimensions with one exception. The items

clustering together for the Curriculum Orientation emphasized the use of
standardized curricula vs. the use of no fixed curricula rather than

capturing the possibility of creating one's own curriculum in a relatively

formal fashion.
This questionnaire was administzred to teachers in both open schools

and schools with self-contained classrooms. The answers were combined

into an index for each orientation. The top third of all respondents

(i.e., for the two school types combined) for each orientation was arbi-

trarily designated as "high," the next third "“medium," and the remainder

" ow. "2

Z1he intercorrelation of the five orientations eypears in Appendix A, Tables
418, 419, A20, A21 and :.22.
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Regults

Teacher-Child Relationship and Job Satisfaction

Indices of the strength of orientation to teacher-child relationships
both turnmed out to be predictive of job satisfaction. Teachers who are
"high" on Maternal Orientation and Child Development Orientation are much
more likely to be satisfied with their jobs than teachers who are '"low' on
these indices. But predictiomsof a di‘fferent: relationship between orien-~
taticn and job satisfaction in the two settings was not borne out. Teachers
strongly oriented to the teacher-child relationship are more likely to be

satisfied in either type of school. This finding is shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1

Relationship of Maternal and Child Development Orientatioms to
Job Satisfaction in Open and Self-Contained Classroom Schoole

- —
— —

- % High on Jo t a
: Self-Contained
Orientation ' Open Schools Classrooms
* 2 N L 1N

Maternal:
High 55% 36 312 39
Medium 49% 43 352 46
Low 26% 27 172 35
Child Development: .
High 3 50% 38 447 25
Mediunm 502 38 252 61
Low 35% 34 24% 34

8The indices for the tables in this chapter were trichotomized.
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As in all analyscs of job satisfaction, teachers in open schools

are more satisfied than teachers in self-contained classrooms in every

' comparison. But even within a given work setting, there really 1s no

difference in the way this orientation relates to job satisfaction in the
two types of schools. |

The probability of having a high score on Maternal Orientation is
about the same in the two settings (36X in open schools; 33% in seclf-
contained classrooms). The difference in the proportions having a high
score on Child Development Orientation in the two .sett:tngs. is, if anything,
in the opposite direction from what one would expect based on our jdeas of
a decreased stress on the teachef-child relationship in the open schools.
Thirty-five percent of the teachers in the open schools have a high score
on the Child Development Orientation, while only 21% of the teachers in the

self-contained clessrooms have a high score.

Cognitive Orientations and Job Satisfaction

Contrary to predictions) there is a higher probability of héving a
high score on Product and Curriculum Orientations in the self-contained
classroom than in the open-space schools. Table 2 shows the differences
in distribution of scores on these two indices of attitude in the two
settings.

The open-space school setting does not appear to produce a stronger
orientation toward curricula of the prescribed variety, nor is it asso-
ciated with a stronger orientation toward testing the amount learned.
Possibly the lack of any other means of evaluating one's work in the self-
contained classroom leads to this stress on testing and the reassurance

provided by structured curricula, In open-space schools, teachers may rely

4130

e e s e 8




121

on the group as evaluators of the success of teaching. In any case, it
will become important to take a closer look at the topics teachers discuss

during team meetings when they deal with curriculum and evaluation problems.

TABLE 2 -

Proportions Falling into Three Score Categories
of Curriculum and Product Orientation in
Open and Self-Contained Classroom Schools

Open Schools Self-Contained Classrooms
Orientation N = 110 N = 120
Curriculunm: High 242 37%
Medium 447 , 362
Low 32% C2%
Product: High 167% 40%
Medium 49% 392
Low 35¢ 21%

\

Also quite wrong was the prediction of a positive relationship between
Curriculum and Product Orientations with job satisfaction in open schools.
As a matter of fact, there are weak negative relationshipe between these I

orientations and job satisfaction in both settings. Table 3 clearly

illustrates this finding.
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TADLE 3

Relationship of Curriculum and Product Orientation t0@
Job Satisfaction in Open and Self-Contained Classzoom Schools

v

L ]

# High on Job Satisfaction
Self-Contained
Orientation Open Schools Classrooms
% N % N

Curriculum: High 48% 27 32% 44
Medium 38% 48 19% 43

Low 54% 35 36% 33

Product: High 33% 18 25% 48
Medium 50% 54 28% 47

Low 457% 38 36% 25

Routine Orientation and Job Satisfaction

Scores on Routine Orientation did relate positively to job satisfaction
in the traditional school as predicted. Teachers who are less involved
with teaching and who are more like routine bureaucratic nmployees are more
gsatisfied than others who do not feel this way in the traditional schools.
This finding may be seen in Table 4. Possibly, carrying out routine
bureaucratic tasks as the only performance receiving evaluation in the
administration-oriented traditional school w:i.ll be more productive of job

satisfaction in that setting.
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TABLE 4

Relationship of Routine Orientation Score and Job Satisfaction in
Op_en and Self-Contained Classroom Schools

.
. S e S :
i

o %4 High on Job Satiasfaction
Self-Contained

Open Schools Classrooms ;

Routine Orientation {

% N 2 N

i

High 502 36 wr 32 j

Medium 44% 43 26% 54

Low 42% 31 212 34

There was very little difference in the distributions of scores on

this orientation between the two settings. Thirty-three percent of the

teachers in the open schaols had a high score and 27% of the teachers in
the self-contained classrooms were in the same score category. There !
appears to be no shortage of "routine burcaucratic" employees in either

setting.

Weakness in Reasoning
Why didn't the sharp differences between the two settings affect i

these indices decaling with a tcacher's orientation toward children and the
relationship of these attitudes to job satisfaction? The difficulty in
interpreting these results arises because there are too many post hoc
reasons; and they are all speculative. Perhaps the wisest course for the

present is to choose the simplest explanations.




Tue relationship between iiaternal and (hild Development Urientations

and job satisfaction was a very strong one, teachers strongly attuned to
children are sirply going to be much happier in the job of teaching. The
problem with our predictions shliould not obscure the possible future
utility of thiese two orientations as personal characteristics predictive
of job satisfaction in teaching. The strength of this relationship over-
whelms any possible contextual effects of the kind of school one works in.
The change in organization of work in the open-space schools does not

seer to affect the tendency for this type of teacher to have more job
satiefaction. It is not clear fiom this finding whether or not the rela-
tionship hetween teacher and child i's in any way altered in the open school.
It coulé be that our orientation i.ndices are not sensitive to the change
that has occurred; or it could be that the teacher-child relationship as a
wajor souice of gratification for some teachers simply has not chanced in
any major wvay in the two settings.

hy weren't there more teachers with strong Curriculum and Product

Crientations in the open schools, as expected? Apparently we were victims
._bf a tenuous chain of reasoning. We had assumed that the open-school
arrangement would necessitate more objective evaluation of the team members
by the principal, and more evaluation of the children by the teachers as
they planned flexible groups for instruction. Furthermore, in the ques-
tions on cvaluation in the formal sense, no differences in the amount of
formal evaluation appeared in tie new setting. Without an increased
enphasis on evaluation and accountability, the tasis for assuming that

the content of teacher meetings would show nore emphasis on rational

cognition concerning things 1ike curriculur and test results collapses.
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In the tcacher meetings observed, there was surprisingly little content
that might be called 'professional~tectnical." There was much discussion
over time and space and noise problens, and some discussion of the choice
of various prepared curriculum alternatives and resource people routinely
offered bty the school.

then these particular ﬁredictione were made, we vere evidently too
far beyond a sound knovledge of what meetings of team teachers were like.
e have since set about remedying this deficiency.

tnless we find more evidence that indices like the ones we have con-
structed are sensitive to organizational variables and on-the-job interac-
tion. these orientations do not appear to be particularly promising avenues
for future research. Uhen ve reach the stage of examining teacher-child
interaction patterns for teachers in differing organizations of work, we
might try once moreﬂto see if orientation toward children helps us understand
vhich modes of organization are preferable for which teachers. Even more
basic, we will have to examine whether or not there is any relationship
Letveen these verbal measures and the observable behavior of teachers vith
children. Quite possibly other features of the teaching environment besides

the orientation of the teacher may control and produce the actual behavior

of the teacher toward the child.
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Chapter 7
CHANGE IN THE STRUCTURE OF TEACHING: SUMMARY

To grasp the importance and dramatic quality of the alteration of
social structure found in some of the open schools, one has to return
to a description of the most traditional of structures, the elementary
achool in a large city §¢hool system. Miriam Wasserman describes the
status structure of New York City's elementary schools:

Throughout the school system, the interpersonal relations are
such that each individual, beginning with the actual children,

is a child to the person above him and a despot to the people
below him... - The infantilization of the teacher, which began
years earlier when she surrendered her childhood self in the
interests of learning to be a pupil, is reinforced at every

phase and in every aspect of her training and professionalization
until she surrenders her adult self in the interests of being a
teacher... Upon the school system as a whole, the effect of
primacy of bureaucratic place as a determinant of status is to
elevate administrators (clerks) over educators as persons of
consequence and power, and administration over all other pursuits,
including education, as the system's primary concern.

The reduction of teachers tc the status of children in this way
aggravates considerably the sibling-like rivalries, backbiting,
tattling, and complaining that characterize the relationships of
many groups of peer-workers under a common authority, ... teachers
almost never receive and would certainly never request serious
educational guidance from their supervisors....

In the hierarchy of the individual school, the principal, at the
top, is responsible to the highcr administrative personnel above |
him and responsible for the running of the school. Lines of f
authority pass from him through his subordinates down to the
teacher. While the tcacher is responsible for the child and the
class, and for most of the actual process of education, she is
responsible to a supervisor whose major concern is with adminis-
tration (clerical tasks). A natural concomitant of this authority
arrangement is that the entire adult school population tcnds to be
preoccupied with administration.

Staff meetings customarily concern administrative or clerical
matters.... Those principals who do occasionally take up substan-
tive educational matters are likely simply to lecture, and there
is little of that free exchange of opinions and ideas necessary

LY
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to professional growth. The level of pfpfeqsionaliem of school
personnel is revealed by the reading matter commonly found in

teachers' lounges-~usually women's magazines and perhaps an
occasional copy of Look or life. '

-

Teachers gain status and the attention that leads to promotions—-
precisely through administrative-type non-teaching activities.

The traditional elementary_schools in our sample do not fit the picture
drawn so grimly above because they are middle class, suburban, and less
rigidly run. But it is against the background of this widespread pattern
that the fundamental nature of the change in the structure of teaching as

an occupation can be observed in open schools. Probably most important is
the finding that the very substance of education is no longer (a) the
provicce of the isolated teacher, and (b) given consistent low priority in
comparison to administrative matters. Although this is not the case with
the reports of every teacher in every open school, a dramatic increase
occurs in reported interaction in substantiye educational matters between
teachers. The interaction between teachers is given a formal status-~the
team meetings—-in these open schools; teachers in these schools report more
interaction in informal meetings as well. The possibility of professional
growth is for the first time opened up; teachers in the open-school sample
are much more likely to report informal feedback and/or advice by colleagues
than teachers in self-contained classrooms. Equally interesting is the
érowth of'a distinctive normative climate in which teachers are more likely
to report that colleague evaluation is legitimate than teachers in self~
contained classrooms. A study of these norms suggests that formal colleague

evaluation would be much more acceptable in the open school.

1Miriam Wasserman, The School Fix, NYC, USA. New York: Outerbridge
& Dienstfrey, 1970, Pp. 29-38.
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Parallel to this growth in collegial interaction is an equally basic
change in the influence processes within the school. The teachers in the
open-school sample cannot possibly be described as "infantilized" and
dependent. They are more likely to report control over their own decisions
than teachers in self-~contained classrooms, and are less likely to report
that the principal has influence over educational decisions. Parallel
to this development of new patterns of influence is the growth of a sense
of teacher power and control over policy matters within the school. Both
{ndividual teacher and teacher-group influence on school policies are
greatly strengthened in the new se;ting. while the principal's relative
influence is lessened. What seems to have happened is that additional
sources of authority to that of the principal have been opened up in the
structure of the school.

Another hopeful sign of change is the increase in teacher satisfac-
tion in the open schools, an increase we observed in almost ewvery compari-
son made between the tvo settings, regardless of how breakdowns on other
variables were made. And quite significant also is the rise in incidence
of professional ambitious attitudes in the open-school setting. More
women teachers were interested in attaining prestige and respect qua
teachers, rather than via the vertical promotion ladder which takes them
out of the claésroom. Teachers in the open-school setting who were pro-
fessionally ambitious were more gatisfied with their jobs than those who
were not ambitious. Vomen teachers who were more interested in adwinis-
trative careers and professionally ambitious women teachers in traditional

schools were quite dissatisfied with teaching.
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Critical Featurcs of the Open School

We are not social historians documenting the changes found in
schools with a new type of architecture. We want to learn in a more
gencral and abstract way what are the conditions under which these changes
in authority structure take place. An analysis of the data shows something
about the nature of the interrelationship of changes in interaction patternms
to changes in reported autonomy and influence patterns. We have also tried
to uncover the sources of the increased job satisfaction seen in the open
schools.

Open schools do not, in and of themselves, automatically produce all
theée desirable changes. Some teachers in open schools report a relatively
low level of interaction between teachers and a low leyel of reported influ-
ence and autonomy. Some teachers in self-contained classrooms report a
relatively high level of interactior and a relatively high level of influ-
ence. This is vital to the argument because this survey's results are not

to be taken as an uncritical approval and recommendation of open-space

- facilities. Rather we are pointing to the critical organizational changes

capable of producing some of the effects seen in these data.

Pulling together the results of the multivariate data analysis and
the interpretaions we have made of the results, we can present a picture of
fundamental conditions and processes. The first basic condition for what
was observed in the open schools is the delegation of decision-making powers
to the team of teachers. Of ééurse, this delegation could take place, and
does, within tradi.tional architecture as well as within open schools. Also,

some open schools do not really have teams with effective formal power.
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The powers delegated to the tean: are decisions traditionally made by the

teacher in isolation and sume decisions formerly made by the principal.

The second basic condition is the opportunity for formal and informal
interaction between the teachers. Obviously, the team structure increases
interaction opportunities, The visibility of teachers to eAach other in
the open schouvl must also increase opportunities for interaction. Team
structure cannot be separated from visibility in this study.

Teacher interaction appears to be a necessary, but not sufficient
condition for the increase in reported teacher irnfluence and autonomy.

Interaction, as viewed here, offers the opportunity for teachers to become

. influential and to be evaluated and respected by colleagues. These inter-

personal influence processes appear to give rise in some cases to a personal
sense of power and autonomy and to a general sense of teacher eff:l.cac'y over

school-wide decisions. This increased teacher efficacy is a factor associ-

ated with increased job satisfaction.

There are two very important qualifications to be added here. 1) Not
all increases in reported interaction are accompanied by increased sense of
efficacy and job satisfaction. The relationship is by no means automatic,
as can be seen by the failure of the teachers' reported amount of inter-
action to predict job satisfaction. Interaction on teams can also be asso-
clated with dissatisfaction: there are obviously group morale problems in
gome of these teams. Also, low-influence members of teams may feel that
teachers are not wvery powerful and may perceive a lack of autonomy. This
was true of inmexperienced teachers on open-school teams. 2) The other
important qualification is that some of the group. influence effect of open

schools is not accounted for by the variation in actual opportunities for
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teacher interaction. Some of the increased sense of teacher influence
probably comes from the formal delegation of powers to the teacher groups,

aside from the actual.processes of group interaction taking place within

the team. 1In other words, the formal authority structure has changed so

that teachers seem to have acquired legitimate influence on more decisions.
This 18 a direct source of a sense of teacher efficacy. In addition, the
opportunities for small-group, task-related interaction make possible the
growth of a sense of perdonal influence and autonomy which can generalize
to a sense of teacher-group power.

The increased interaction among teachers on educational matters not
only allows teachers to influence each other but also allows them to reward
each other for teaching skills. Ia this potential for favorable evaluation
and reward, there is a source of increased professional ambition found
among teachers in open schools. These schools give them a chance to demon-
strate techniques and ideas to other teachers. Certainly, the open archi-
tecture enhances the poséibility of a teacher demonstrating teaching
processes to other members of the team. We must not present an over
optimistic picture of the calibre of the intellectual exchange between
members of the teaching team. Much of the talk, in our field observation,
is on a rather concrete and layman-like level. But the grovth in profes-
sional smbition and job satisfaction among some teachers suggests that
potential for both personal and group development 1lies within these teams.

The concept of autonomy underwent considerable change during the
course of a rather intricate data analysis. Originally, as is true in the

literature on teaching, we saw the traditional elementary school teacher as
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and because the direction of the teacher was so largely concerned with
administrative matters. A sense of autonomy was measured by the teacher's
reported sense of control over her own educational decision making. The
pattern of relationships emerging from the data suggested the need for
radefining the "autonomy" found in the self-contained classroom. The
question utilized appears to have captured autonomy in the sense of dele-
gation of power to control decisions only in the open-gchool setting; only
in this setting did it have a strong relationship to jcb satisfaction and
to years of experience. In the open schools, a sense of autonomy is more
common, even though teachers have to share decision making with other
teachers and admit to influencing each other in particular task areas. The
sense of autonomy appears to grow out of the increased overall authority
of the teacher group. Autonomy is an important source of satisfaction in
the open school setting; it is also a problem requiring solution for sonia_
open-school tecachers. Those who do not feel they have control over their
own decisions, such as inexperienced teachers, appear to suffer from job.
dissatisfaction.

In the self-contained classrooms, t:ll\e indicator of autonomy appears
to measure teacher isolation instead. More '"autonomous" teachers are not
ﬁore satisfied. "Autonomy” is not clearly related to experience. It seems
that a worker who is simply left on his own to make decisions, without
formal delegation of power t'io make those decisions, does not necessarily
feel autonomous; he may simply feel neglected.

Two major organizational features appear not to have been altered

in the schools studied. One is the formal evaluation system. Although the

potential for formal colleague evaluation is there, the open schools did
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not take advantage of that change. Principals evaluated teachers as
infrequently in the open echools as they did in the traditional schools.
Anocther unchanged feature is the limited opportunity for ambitious women
to be promoted to supervisory and adninistrative posts. The teams studied
did not have differential pay and regarded themselves as a society of
equals (with the possible exception of the novice teachers). Thus there
were no more opportunities for the "vertically ambitious" teacher in this
structure than there are in the traditional structure.

The lack of opportunity for promotion in both types of schools prob-
ably underlies the job dissatisfaction found among vertically ambitious
women. A cross-sectional survey cannot reveal whether the dissatisfied

teacher becomes the teacher dropout with time.

OSome Unanswered Questions

In all analyses of job satisfaction, the increase in teacher morale
in open schools was never fully accounted for. It is entirely possible
that the newness and publicity given to these schools produces a "Hawthorne
effect” and that some of this job satisfaction ‘may disappear as open schools
with team teaching become standard. Some f:actorq partially accounted for
variation in job satisfaction. In order to know their practical importance,
a sample of dissatisfied teachers would have to be followed for several
years to see whether they left the profession.

It was predicted that women with particular orientations toward
children would be dissatisfied in the impersonality of the open=-school
gsetting. But teachers with a Maternal Orientation or a Child Development

Orientation were more satisfied with teaching in both settings. Also the
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open-school setting would supposedly produce a strong, cognitive and
evaluative atmosphere in which both testing and curriculum would be
stregsed. Teachers with these orientations would be more satisfied in
open-space gchools than teachers who did not have these orientations.
Here, again we were wrong. A high score on Product and Curriculum
Orientations was more characteristic of traditional schools, and these
orientations were in no case predictive of job satisfaction.

Obviously, we have not yet found an adequate way to study or even
to conceptualize just how the organization of teachers comes to affect
the actual teaching process. In future studies, systematic classroom
observations are planned, as well as detailed study of the content of the
educ;?tional decisions made by the teacher groups.

Summing up the needs for future studies, there are two major directions
we will want to move in. One of these is a study over time to see what
happens to the staffs of these open schools. Does the job satisfaction
begin to fade away? Does job dissatisfaction eventuate in teacher dropout?
Does the increased sense of teacher power eventuate in greater demands for
status and decision-making power by teachers? |

The other direction is an extension of thinking to the problem of the
conditions for growth of a professional technical culture among teachers.
It is not an automatic outcome of teacher teams. Would it be accelerated
by the use of differentiated staffing? 1Is it necessary fpr the team to
solve its internal problems before professional growth can occur? Also
needed is extension of this thinking to teacher-student interactions. How
does the architecture and the mode of decision making altér, if at all, the

way that teachers relate to children?
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Progressing Beyond Willard Waller

Sociologists of education often look back on Waller's classic on
the school, Sociology of Teaching, (Waller, 1932),2 commenting that his
shrewd, empirical generalization about the authority structure of the
school turned out, upon systematic survey work, to be uncannily accurate.
They wonder 1if, after all, the field has made any real progress beyond
these brilliant observations on the nature of the relationship between
principal, teacher and students. As long as surveys remain on the
descriptive level, we cannot say to educators, "If you want to organize
your school go as to accomplish any of these goals: maximum teacher
morale; maximum individual professional growth on the part of your teach-
ing staff; i1 an increased rate of student-initiated learning, you must »
alter these basic conditions." In order to reach this level of generality
and practicality, it becomes necessary to abstract some underlying proposi-

tions from our study of the two types of schools as instances of two

varieties of authority structure.

As a result of this survey, some general propositions that might

apply to schools and other types of organizations can be formulated.

These propositions are not to be regarded as verified, but they are test-

able; they have been formulated out of the lengthy struggle with the empir-
ical relationships between our major concepts of interaction, influence,

autonomy and job satisfaction.

2Jolm Wiley & Sons, New York, 1932, reprinted Russell & Russell,
New York, 1961.




Central to this conceptualization of task-related interaction within
organizations are the notions of power as defined by persuasion and

influence on others, and favorable evaluation by colleagues. If a teacher

persuades a whole team to handle the social studies unit in a particular
way, she is controlling the professional behavior of colleagues. Indirectly,
teachers come to control a much larger group of students than is true in a
conventional classroom. The status of the person who is the target for
influence, as well as the number of persons controlled through this influ-
ence, are both factors contributing to the sense of power. In the tradi-
tional classroom a teacher has only one group nf students to control; and
they are low-status targets for influence.

Similarly, the status of the evaluating person is important. In a
system like the school, where formal evaluation is infrequent, the status
of other teachers makes them more important than students as revarders and

favorable evaluators.

: Thus, both the sense of power and the state of rewards are important
! conditions for high morale among teachers and, by exteusion, among workers
in general.

The most complex propositional statements evolved deal with conditions

that bring about the rise in the sense of the workers' power and efficacy:

(a) When_some formal decision making is delegated to a group of interdepen-

| dent workers (such as the teaching team), there will be a rise in the sense

of worker power; (b) further, when the ability to exercise influence end

control within_the small group task setting increases, the workers' :eanse of

pover and efficacy will increase. These two conditions prevail only in
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organizations in which little formal control and evaluation is exercised
over the worker's task. 'Ith:ls was the state of affairs in both types of
schools studied; many major educational decisions are not controlled by the
hierarchy.

The evolution of task-related interaction under these orgén:lzational
conditions will also provide important rewards for workers with profes-
sional ambition. Unless the formal opportumity structure is altered to
provide true opportunities for pfomot:lon into administration, the morale
of workers oriented to upward promotion will be unaffected by work-related

interaction.

AN e e i,

With the development of thesg general propositions, we are now ready
to extend our investigations €a) to other innovations in structure, such as
differentiated staffing; (b) outward from the teachers to the children; and
(c) over time as the new organizational structures "settle down." We have
found some concepts and propositions productive of useful statements to the

educator interested in the reorganization of schools and to the sociologist

interested in the effects of organizational change.
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APPENDIX A

Intercorrelations

TABLE Al

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Informal Work Interaction

(Part CA, Question 1)

Item # 1b lc 1d le 1f
la .4469% .3660% 4784F .3442% .3163%
1b .5908% .3841% .3839% .5759%
1c .4601% .4359% .5166%
1d 6716 L4481%
le .5148%
*s1g. at a = .001
TABLE A2
Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Group Interaction
(Part CA, Question 2)
Item # | 2b 2 2d 2 2f
2a .6442% .5436% .6038% .4955% .5985%
2 .6515% .5274% .5190% . 7491%
2¢ .6251% .5889% .6670™
2d .7825% .7172*
2 7414
 *sig. at a= .001
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TABLE A3

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Informal Principal Interaction
(Part CA, Question 3)

Item #] 3b 3 3d 3e 3
3a .5221* | .6006* .6535" .5385% .5459*
3b .4716" .5194" .5200% .4219"
3¢ .5698" .4233% . 7246™
3d .6551% .5276*
3e .5059™

x81g. at o= ,001

TABLE A4

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Informal Evaluation by Colleagues
(Part CA, Question 4)

Item # 4db 4c 4d be
4a .6961% | 6444 .6356% | 1217
&b .6708* .6381% .6587%
4e | .8839% | .7135*
4d .7904*

%4, at a = .001
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TABLE AS

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Informal Evaluation by Principels
(Part CA, Question 5)

Item # 5b Se 5d Se
5a .6093% .5831% .5345% . 7366
5b .5754% .6611% .5970%
5¢ .7405% .6216*
5d .6308%

X
Sig. at & = ,001
TABLE A6

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Legitimization of Informal

Evaluation by Colleagues (Part CA, Question 6)

Item # 6b 6c 6d 6e
6a . 7744 .7275% .6786* .7784%
6b 7656% | L7261%|  .7396%
6c - .7885% .7380%
6d .7520%

XSig. at & = .001
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TABLE A7

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Legitimization of Informal
Evaluation by Principals (Part CA, Question 7)

Item # 7b 7c 74 " Te

7¢. | .7011* | .se7* .4200%|  .7010%
7b .7016* .6150%|  .6704*

A7,
g

TR

7c .6362% .6666>
74 .5700%

E Pty

Yo

£

.
)
3

MBI RS A s

¥s1g. at a= ,001
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TABLE A8

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Individual Autonomy
(Part CA, Question 8)

Item #| &b 8c 8d 8e
8a .5312% .5271% .4285% L4bb6™

R

S

SMTaA
PR e

8b 6757 | .5296*|  .5650"

i3

8¢ . .6269%|  .5990™

Tog

8d - : o .8449*

%sig. at a = .001 | ' o 8

-~
Y]




144

TABLE A9

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Group Influence upon the Individual

-~

(Part CA, Question 9)

Item # 9b 9¢ 9d 9e
9a .7330% .6961% .6319% .7387*
9% . 7549% .6523% .6372%
9¢ .7516* |  .7020%
9d 7614

X

Sig. at a = ,001

TABLE Al0

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Individual Teacher Influence
upon the Individual (Part CA, Question 10)

Item # | 10b 10c | . 10d4. | -10e
10a .7425% | .6098* | .s992%'| 7236
10b .7014* | .6000% |  .6609*
10c 1 .8009* | .6017%
10d 7709%

*sig. at &= .001
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Intercorrelation between Items in the .
Index of Principal Influence upon the Individual
(Part CA, Question 1l)

Item # 11b 1llc 114 1lle
1la .5537% 4% .3072% .5788*
11b .6815° ‘| .6085% .6506*
1lc .6479% .5631%
11d .6411%
*sig. at a = .001
TABLE A12

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Individual Teacher Influence
within the School (Part CA, Question 13)

Item #| 13b 13¢c 13d 13e
13a .1977% .6767% .7524% .6796*
13b .6998* | .7022* .731*
13c . 7499 .6849%
134 | .73_7_1"

®54g. at = .001
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N
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TABLE Al3

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Teacher Group Influence within the School
(Part CA, Question 14)

Item #] 14b lbe 14d l4e
14a .8199% .7294% .8051% .6978%
14b .7279% .8002% .7705%
l4c . . 7440% . 6694
144 .7433%
*sig. at o = .001

TABLE Al4

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Principal Influence within the School
(Part CA, Question 15)

15d

Item # 15 15¢ 15e

15a .6072% .6372% .6253" .5364%
15b .5169% |  .s016* .7061%
15¢ - .7602%|  .5223F
15d .5510%

Xsig. at a= ,001




TABLE Al5

Intercorrelation between Items in the

Index of Job Satisfaction

(Part 3-JS, Items 1, 3, 7, 8, 9)

Item # 3 7 8 9
1 .5481% .1808* | .2159% .2604*
3 .3803% | .3049% 4421%
7 .6329% .4060™
8 .3449%

xS:l.g. at a = .05 or less

TABLE Al6

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Professional Ambition
(Part 1-Am, Or, Items 26, 32, 34, 35)

Iten # 32 3% 35

26 4353 | .4313® | .3076"
2 - .5220% .5030%
% .4380%

xstg. at a= .05 or lesé
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TABLE Al7

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Vertical Ambition
(Part 1-Am, Or, Items 4, 6, 18, 22, 29)

Item # 6 18 22 29
4 .1100% | .1392* .0851 .2259™
6 .1785* .1659% | .3059*
18 .2789% | .3844*
22 .2465*

xSig. at a = ,05 or less

TABLE Al8

Intercorrelation between Items in the

Index for Matermal Orientation

(Part 1-Am, Or, Items 2, 5, 9, 16, 21)

Item # 5 9 16 21
2 | .0934 .2761* |  .0697 .1859*
5 .3442% .5335%|  .1306%
9 .3720% .0783
16 .0158

x513. at o= ,05 or iesé

——————
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TABLE Al9

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index for Child Orientation
(Part 1-Am, Or, Items 8, 9, 13, 19, 33)

Item # 9 ' 13 19 33

T R N SN

8 .3098% .2428% .1812* .2729%

i

R

9 .1480% .1912% .2041*

yrmren

e

13 - .1500% .2638%

N

19 .0789

xS:I.g. at a= .05 or less

TABLE A20

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Product Orientation

D R e G e e S R R e A

(Part 1~Am, Or, Items 7, 10, 17, 27, 31)

Item #

10

17

27

k) §

7
10
17
27

.3900*

.1256*
.2131%

.1687%
.2570%
.2173%

.1716*
.1966%
.0908
.0227

%54g. at o= .05 or less

P

A
R
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TABLE A2l

Intercorrelation between Items in the
Index of Curriculum Orientation

Item # 23 27 30
17 | .1780% .2173% .1367F
23 3157 | 1993
27 .1880%

xSig. at & = ,05 or less

TABLE A22

Intercorrelations between Items in the
Index of Routime Orientation
(Part l-Am, Or, Items 3, 12, 24)

Item B 12 26
3 .1672% | .1602%
2 | | .o

x81-.g. at as .05 or less:




APPENDIY B

Final Questionnaire

Part FS - Background Information

Now we would like to ask you a few questions about your background and experience:

1. Name (Optional--~your answers will be kept strictly anonymous. If you give
us your name, it will help us for follow-up purposes.)

2. Age: 20-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-50

3. Sex: M F

4. Marital status: Married Single Divorced ~ Widowed
5. Children: Number of

6. Education: Please list all colleges and universities in which you have
. been enrolled in a degree program.

_ Years
School - Location Attended Major Degree

T. Place of birth:

8. Politically do you consider yourself more a'

Li'bera.l Conservetive . j e ‘Moderate -
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. 9. Employment: Please list the three most recent full-time positions you
, have held:
Employer . Location Dates Position

10. Numb§r of years of teaching experience (ggi includihg the present school
year):

None Less than Two Two to Five Five to Ten

More than Ten

11. Which different grades have you taught? (_Check all that ép’ply):

Pre-school K-3 - b6 _T1-9 10-12
Junior College Coliegé or Univérsity

12. Where were your grandparents born?

United States | Canada ~_ Pritish Isles

 Western Europe (country):

Eastern Eur’oj:e (comitry): '

Latin América (comitry‘) :

Other (country):

13. Religious preference:

“'.P:-rote,stéht . ___catholic . _ i'J‘ew:lvsh‘ ~.__. None

Other (please specify):.




1k,

lba.

15.

16.

19.

20.

2l.
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Name of the school you teach in at present:.

What grade level(s) are you mainly responsible for? '

Are you nov a member of a teaching team? Yes No

If yes, how many teachers including yourself are on the team?
Are you now a member of more than one teaching team? Yes No

What grade levels are represented on your team?
K ___1st 2nd 3rd kth 5th 6th

Tth 8th ___ 9th or above

avmpewmm ' emtesme

How long have you been a member of this team?
___Just this school year. ______Two to three years.
More than three years.
Aside from the present year, have you ever been a member of e teaching
team?

Yes No

If yes, for how long? One year. Two to three years.

More than three years.

Bow many different teams have you been & member of?

What grade levels were represented on the most recent of these teams
(not counting the present year)?

—— - p—— - neam— . Sn—— X cmmm——

X ¢t __ond  ___3rd __Wh ___ 5th 6th

Tth 8th 9th"' or atove .

e 163
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2k,

25.

26.

21.

liow many teachers, including yourself, were members of this most recent
team?

When you are teaching, how much of the time are other teachers in your
Toom?

Most of the day. At least once a day.
At least once a week. Barely . Never.

When you're teaching, how much of the time is the principal in your
room?

Frequently during the day. At least ohce a day.

At least once a week. Rarely. _ Never.

Of what teachers' organizations are you a member?

NEA CTA Local Branch of NEA
_American Federation of Labor (AFL)

Other (please describe):

e iy

e et 2 e e m
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Teacher Orientation Study

Part 1 (Am, Or)

The questions below are concerned with your orientation toward various aspects
of teaching. Please check the answer which best describes your own orientation.

1. Learning the formal material isn't always the most important thing a child
can get out of school.

___Strongly Agree __Agree Neutral __Disagree __Strongly Disagree

2. I hate to see the children leave at the end of the year.

___Strongly Agree ___Agree ___Neutral __Disagree ___Strongly Disagree

Y

H E-f-‘.‘:

3 3, I feel pretty satisfied with my work as long as the principal is happy with
me.

o

___Strongly Agree. ___Mhgree Neutral __ Disagree ___Strongly Disagree

4. In comparison with other teachers, I would say that I am a very ampitious
person.

___Strongly Agree __hgree __ Neutral ___Disagree __Strongly Disagree

¢, I discourage children from confiding in me as a parent.

__Strongly Agree __ Agree Neutral __ Disagree __Strongly Disagree

6. I personally really wish good teachers got more recognition.

___Strongly Agree ___hgree Neutral __Disagree ___Strongly Disagree

7. I am constantly concerned that my class is coming along as i'apidly as it
"~ should be. : : , .

___Strongly A[;:ee ___Maree ' __Neutrai ___Disagree' ___Strongly Disagree
8.:I don't like to spend too much time dhé.‘l.yzine; children.

_._Strongly Agree __Agree __Neutral . _ Disagree ___Strongly Disag’r?_ze

65

PR
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(Am, Or) , '
9. In my professional role, I try to avoid getting emotionally involved with
the students. |

Strongly Agree ___ Agree Neutral Disagree _ _Strongly Disagree

10. I work very hard to get the children to keep up with the material.

Strongly Agree __ Agree Neutral __ Disagree _ _Strongly Disagree

11. T prefer teaching positions in which I have opportunity to take part in the
running of the school. '

4 o+ o ey e

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree __ Strongly Disagree

12. I find vhe routine duties that accompany teaching rather relaxing.

Strongly Agree _ _ Agree ___Neutral Disagree. __Strongly Disagree

13. I make it my business to find something I can praise highly in each chilag,
even if I have to look outside of school.

Strongly Agree Agree ___Neutral Disagree __ Strongly Disagree

1k, I try to teach the fundamentals every child should know.
Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disagree __ Strongly Disagree
15. The opportunity to initiate and carry out new. instructional ideas is especially
important to me. , |
Strong]y Agree Agree __Neutral Disagree __ Strongly Disagree
16. I try not to let the children tell me too many personal thinps e.bout
themselves. o , _ _
___Strongly_ Agree Agree __ Weutral Di_sagree __St rongly Disagree
17. I don't feel responsible for ma.king sure my pupils cover every bit of the )
curriculum. . HEEE

__Strongly Agree Agree ;Neutral - ___Disagree _Strongly Disa}gree_

166
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(Am, Or)

18, If my school encouraged me in acquiring a supervisory certificate by
finencing me, I would be . . .

___Extremely Interested Somewhat Interested Uninterested

19. My experience has taught me that children are really basically alike.
__Gtrongly Agree ___Agree Neutral __Disagree ___Strongly Disagree

20. In comparison with other teachers, I find good pey and fringe benefits are
quite important to me in thinking about a job.

__Strongly Agree ___ Agree Neutral ____Disagfee ___Strongly Disagree

21, I treat children in my class much as I would treat my own children.
__Strongly Agree __ Agree Neutral __ Disagree ___Strongly Disagree

22. I have often thought that I would ‘like to return to school for at least a
year to improve my professional abilities as a classroom teacher.

__Strongly Agree __ Agree Neutral __Disagree __Strongly Disagree

23. I think I could successfully teach without any testing or grading system.
__Strongly Agree __ Agree Neutral __Disagree ___Btrongly Disagree

24, One important advantage of being a teacher is that it fits in very well with
family life. ,

___Strongly Agree __Agiee Neutral __Diségree ___Strongly Disagree

25 Although I work primarily wvith- children .« v
1 enJoy working with a.dults even more.
o ! en,joy working with adults ,1___ as much.
o a don't en,)oy working with adults as much._
26 I would reelly like the opportunitv to help nev young teachers develop
classroom skills. o
__Strongly Agree | Agree o _ Neuti‘al ;Diéégree _‘__Strongl;’r Di"sa_gree

Toaer

’
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(Am,

27.

29.

30.

3l.

32.

33.

3k,

Or)

I think I could successfully teach without textbooks.

___Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

Sometimes I feel as if I'd really like to take some of my pupils home with me.

Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
It is very important to me to be in a school with meny opportunities for
advancement for the classroom teacher.

Strongly Agree Agree __Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
A standardized curriculum and schedule interferes with my ability to really
reach my pupils.

Strongly Agree Agree _ Neutral _ Disagree ~_Strongly Disagree
The main way I can figure out how well I'm doing with my class each year is
to compare the ability scores of the pupils with their achievement test scores.

Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral ___ Disagree’ Strongly Disagree

I could see myself helping to lead a workshop on teaching techniques.
Strongly Agree Agree __ HNeutral Disagree »Strorigly Disagree
Depending on what each child is like, I try to build a different kind of
relationship vith each one. _ \
Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral ___Disaéree Strongly Disagree
I would be very interested in showing other teachers styles and techniques
I've developed. :

Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Neutral ___ Disagree Strongly Disagree

I would be competent at making supervisory evaluations of the other teachers.

Strongly Agree .‘Agree- ) Neutral ___Disagree Strongly Disagree
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Teacher Orientation Study

Part 2 (AE)

Now we would like to ask you about the way your work as a teacher is evaluated,
and about your responses to your evaluations.

1. (If yes) How often does the principal observe for formal evaluation purposes?

: ___Weekly Monthly ___Once or twice a year
A 2. Colleagues should have the right to evaluate each other's work.
g ___Stronpgly Agree ___hgree Neutral ___ Disagree Strongly Disagree »

Pt NI S5
AR AR TORLT

3. Formal evaluations don't give any accurate picture of a teacher.

__Strongly Agree __ Agree Neutral __Disagree ___Strongly Disagree

Fiorh S
T T

L. T resent the formal evaluation procedure.

___Strongly Agree __ Agree Neutral __ Disagree ___Strongly Disagree

5. My principal' evaluates me on the following (check all the appro'priate ones):
__Orderly classroom. ’
___Student discipline
___Clean classroom

__Following the curriculum guide

N
v

__Creativity

«, _:_2

2

__Avility to handle individual children's problems

3G
SPUSSOn

___Being on time

'Skill in presentation

_‘_Personal-j.relations with othéz;. teachers, parents, etc.

169 ..
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(AE)

6.

10.

I agree with my principal's evaluation scheme.

Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
I tend to take my principal's evaluation scheme into account when I am
teaching.

Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

How much does your teaching assignment depend on the formal evaluation you
received from your principal?
___Great Deal ___Some | Not at ALl
Some teachers in this school should have much more influence than others on
the way the school is run. s

Strongly Agree - Agree _‘jieutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

Some teachers in this school do have much more influence than others on the
way the school is run.

Strongly Agree -Agree ___Neutrai Disagree | Stro‘ngly'Disagree
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Teacher Orientation Study

Part 3 (CA)

The following questions are concerned with communication pé.ttems and

decision-making practices within your school. Although each question has several
parts, each part should be considered separately. Please check the appropriate
response category for each part of each question.

1.

f. student discipline and control

c. gré.diﬁg studenté |

- e, teaching specific lessons |

How often do you talk informally, aside from prearranged or formal group
meetings, with other teachers about . . . .

1 2 3 4 5
at least at least at least less than
once once once - once
a day a week  a month a month never

a. the educational goals and
objectives of the school

b. school rules and regulations

¢. grading students

d. curriculum planning

e. teaching specific lessons
or classes

When you meet with school committees, teams, or teacher groups (e.g., similar
grade level or subject area), how often do you discuss . . .

1l 2 3 L S
at least at least at least less than
once once once once
a day  a week a month a month never

a. the educational goals and
objectives of the school

b. school rules and regulatiohs

d. curriculum pih.:ining

f. stu_dént_ ‘discipline and cohtr‘o.fl.
: ' 2 A
‘ : ’ A K

e Y R TR N U ST
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(ca)
3. How often do you talk individually with the principal about . . .
1l 2 3 L
at least at least at least 1less than
once once once once
a day a week a month a month never

¢. curriculum planning‘

a. the educational goals and
objectives of the school

b. grading students

¢. school rules and regulations

d. curriculum planning

e. teaching specific lessons
or classes

f. student discipline and control

How often do you receive feedback and/or advice from other teachers about
your own . . .

1l 2 ' 3 y 5
at least at least at least less than
once once once ‘once
a day a week a month a month never

a. administration of school
rules and regulations

b. student grading practices

c. curriculum planning

d. teaching specific lessons
or classes

e. student control and discipline
practices

How often do you receive feedback and/or advicé from the principal about
your own . . .

1 2 3 R 5
at least at least at least less than

once once  once once
a day a week  a month a month never

a. administration of echool.

rules and regulations

b. student grading ﬁfactices'

d. teaching specific 1essdns'

or classes

e. Student control and

discipline practices

e et et e et s £ A~ e e e et
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(ca)

6. Teachers in this school expect each other to make comments or suggestions to
each other about their . . .

‘ 1 2 3 b 5
a great consider- moder- not very not at
deal ably ately much all

administration of school
fules and regulations

student grading practices

curriculum planning

teaching specific lessons
‘or classes

e, student control and
discipline practices

Teachers in this school expect the principal to make comments or suggestions to
teachers about their . . .
1 2 3 4 5
a great consider- moder- not very not at
deal ably ately much all

administration of school
rules and regulations

student grading practices

curriculum planning

‘teaching specific lessons
or classes

BV,

e
P

SESERES

AN AT

e. student control and
discipline practices

Y IRTT
< ,);-z:«‘rs&»{'

How much influence do you have over your own . . . | o ,
1 2 3 4
a consi- - @ moder- .
a great derable ate  not very
deal - amount  amount  much

sdministration of school
~rules and.regulations

studént'gradiﬁg practices

curriculum planhing. '

' teachihgvSpécific‘1essons
or‘clagsgs ‘ :

e. student control and
. discipline practices
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(ca)

9. How much influence do school committees » teams, or teacher groups (e.g.,
similar grade level subject area) have over your own . . '

1l 2 3 4 5
a consi- a moder-
a great derable ate not very
deal amount amount much none
a, administration of school
rules and regulations
b. student egrading practices _
¢, curriculum planning
d. teaching specific lessons
or classes

e, student control and
discipline practices

10. Hov much influence do cther teachers (separate individuals) have over your own...

1 2 3 " 5
a consi- a moder-
a great derable ate not very
deal amount amount much none
a., administration of school
rules and regulations

b. student grading practices

¢. curriculum planning

d. teaching specific lessons
or classes

e. student control and
discipline practices

11. How much influence does the principal have over your own . . .

1l 2 3 b ) S
a consi- a moder- .
a great derable ate not very
deal amount amount much none

a. administration of school
rules and regulations

b. student grading practices

¢. curriculum planning

d. teaching specific lessons
or classes

e. student control and
discipline practices

S———

S———

S ———

—

——————
*

174
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12. How likely are you to seek advice about a worrisome problem concerning your
teaching from . . .

1 2 3 4
very ‘not very not
likely likely likely at all

a. colleagues in the school

b. the principal

c. supervisors, consultants
from the District office

d. I prefer to work it out

for myself
13. How much influence do individual teachers here in this school have over . . .
1l 2 3 h 5
a consi- a moder-
a great derable ate not very
deal amount amount much none
a. determining the educational
goals and objectives of the
school

b. establishing school rules
and regulations

c¢. student grading practices

d. general curriculum planning

e. student control and
discipline practices

14. How much influence do school committees, teams, or groups (e.g., same grade
level subject area) here in this school have over . . .

1 2 3 4 5
a consi- a moder-
a great derable ate not very
deal amount amount much none
a. determining the educational
goals and objectives of the
school -

b. establishing school rules
and regulations

c. student grading practices

d. general curriculum planning

e. student control and
discipline practices —
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(ca)

15. How much influence does the principal have over . . .

1 2 3 L S
a consi~- a moder- '
a great derable ate not very
deal amount amount much  none
a. determining the educational
goals and objectives of the
school _
b. establishing school rules
and regulations
c. student grading practices —_— —_—
d. general curriculum plann..ng —_—

e. student control and
discipline practices

16. How much are teachers in this school influenced, in their ideas asbout good
educational practice, by . . .

1 2 3 N 5
a consi- a moder-
a great derable ate not very
deal amount amount much none
a., colleagues in the school
b. the principal
c. supervisors, consultants
from the District Office
4. parents ,

176
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Teacher Orientation Study

Part 4 (JS)
Now we would like to ask you a few questions about your attitudes toward your
Job as a teacher.
1, How satisfied are you with your present job?
l(

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Partly satisfied, partly dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

__Very dissatisfied

2, With what aspects of your job are you dissatisfied? (Check all that aprly.)
__ My vork requires too much time outside the classroonm.
___Not enough opportunity to interact with adults.
___Salary is too low.
___Teachers don't get enough respect in this community.
”;The number of students I have to work with makes it very difficult for
me to do a gdrod Job.

3. How satisfied are you with teaching as an occupation?

Very satisfied
Satisfied
Partly satisfied, partly dissatisfied

___Dissatisfied

___Very dissatisfied
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(38)

L, with what aspects of teaching are you digsatisfied? (Check all that apply.)

.—7Too much time outside of the classroom is required to do an
adequate job. ' : . :

—There is not enough opportunity to interact with adults.
—Salaries are too low.
__Classes are too large.

—Teachers do not have enough autonormy to accomplish what they
vant to do.

-— -

5. Please check the position you will be most likely to hold in five
years time. '

—Teaching in your present school systen.
. Teaching in a school system, not necessarily your present one.

__VWorking on a job other than teaching in an educational setting
(supervisory, curriculum work, administration, guidance).

Yorking outside the education system entirely, (Please describe
the type of job you might hold.)

- Other (Please snpecify):

6. Please check the position you would most prefer to hold in five years time.
—.Teaching in your present school systen.
—_Teaching in a school system, not necessarily your present one.

. Norking on a job other than teaching in an educational setting
(supervisory, curriculum work, administration, guidance, etc.).

—NWorking outside the education system entirely. (Please describe
the type of job you would prefer.)

___Other (Please specifiy):

]
)
1
t
hd
’
H
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1
1
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7. If you were offered a good job outside of education at a good salary, which
did not involve such close contact with people, how likely would you be
to accept?

___Very likely
___Somevhat likely
___Somewhat unlikely

__Very unlikely

8. If you were offered a good job outside of education at a good salary which
would invulve close contact with people, how likely would you be to accept?

__Very likely
___Somewhat likely
__Somevhat unlikely
__Very unlikely
9. If you were given the chance to go back to college days and start over,
how likely would you be to choose teaching as a career?
__Certainly
___Probably
__About even for and against

___Probably or certainly not .

A

ran

179
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APPENDIX C

rretest Questicnnaire

Teacher Orientation Study

Part FS - background Information

Now

ve would like to ask you a few questions about your background and

experience.

Age: 20-25 26-30 31-35 36-U0

41-50 over 50
Sex: M | F

Marital Status: Married Single Divorced

Vidowed

Children: Number of

5. Education: Please list all colleges and universities in which you

have been enrolled in a degree program.

Years
School Location Attended Major Degree
6. Place of birth:
T. Politically, do you consider yourself more a:
Liberal .__Conservative — Moderate
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Part FS

8. Employment: Please 1ist the three most recent full-time positions
you have held.

Dates
Employer Location From To Position

9. Number of years of teaching experience (.m including the present
school year):

None Less than Two Two to Five Five to Ten

More than Ten

10. Which different grades have ycu taught? (Check ell that apply.)
Pre-school K-3 b6 ) 10-12

Junior College College or University

1l. Are you nov a member of a teaching team? Yes No
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Teécher Orientation Study

Part 1 (Am, Or)

The questions below are concerned with your orientation toward various aspects
of teaching. Please check the answer which best describes your own orientation.

1. In order to really help a child I find that I like to watch him as he
performs in all the subject matter areas.

__Strongly Agree ___ Agree Neutral __Disagree Strongly Disagree

2. What I really went in a job is (check as many as apply):
___Security.
__Interest and challenge.

.__Good pey.

___Opportunity for advancement.

3. I am usually objective and impersonel--strictly business--with the children.

___Strongly Agree ___Agree ‘Neutral ._Disagree ___Strongly Disagree

L, Leerning the formal material isn't always the most important thing a child
can get out of school.

__Strongly Agree ___Agree Neutral __ Disagree Strongly Disagree

5. I hate to see the children leave at the end of the ‘year.

___Strongly Agree ___ Agree Neutral __ Disagree Strongly Disagree

6. I feel pretty satisfied with my work as long as the principal is happy with
me. :

___Strongly Agree ___Agree Neutral __ Disagree Strongly Disagree

7. If a child is unable to learn a lesson, I substitute something else for the
time being, and try again later.

__Strongly Agree __ Agree Neutral __ Disagree Strongly Disagree
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Part 1 (Am, Or) 173

8.

10.

1l.

12.

13.

1k,

15.

16.

In comparison with other teachers, I would say that I am a very ambitious
person.

Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

I discourage children from confiding in me as a parent.

___Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree

I personally really wish good teachers got more recognition.

Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree
I am constantly concerned that my class is coming along as rapidly as it
should be.

___Strongly Agree Agree __Neutral Disagree __ Strongly Disegree

I don't like to spend too much time analyzing children.

E_‘:_t_;‘ongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disagree __Strongly Disagree
In my professional role, I try to avoid getting emotionally involved with
the students.

Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disagree __ Strongly Disagree

I work very hard to get the children to keep up with the material.

Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree ___Strongly Disegree

___Strongly Agree

I prefer teaching positions in which I have opportunity to take part in the
running of the school.

Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disegree Strongly Disagree

I £ind the routine duties that accompany teaching rather relaxing.

Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

“n: 183
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Part 1 (Am, Or)

17.

10.

19.

20.

2.

23.

2k,

25.

I make it my business to find something I can praise highly in each child,
even if I have to look outside of school.

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral _ _Disagree __Strongly Disagree

1 try to teach the fundamentals every child should know.

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree __ Strongly Disagree
The opportunity to initiate and carry out new instructional ideas is especially
important to me. '

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral __Disagree __ Strongly Disagree
I try not to let the children tell me too many personal things about
themselves.

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral _ Disagree __Strongly Disagree
I don't feel responsidble for makihg sure my pupils cover every bit of the
curriculum. .

__Strongly Agree Agree Neutral ___Disagree ___Strongly Disagree
I often think about what I am doing that helps perpetuate behavior problems
in a child.

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral __Disagree ___Strongly Disagree
If my school encouraged me in acquiring a supervisory certificate by
financing me, I would dbe:

Extremely Interested Somewhat Interested Uninterested

My experience hes taught me that children are really basically alike.

__Strongly Agree Agree Neutral _ Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree

In comparison with other teachers, I find good pay and fringe benefits are
quite important to me in thinking about a job.

___Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree

- > §
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26, I treat children in my class much as I would treat my own children.

Strongly Agree ____Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree Strongly Disagree
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27. I don't have specific and carefully orgenized lesson plans.

S

__Strongly Agree _ Agree __Neutral __Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree 2

28. I have often thought that I would like to return to school for at least a
year to improve my professional abilities as a classroom teacher.

# ' ___Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Neutral __Disagree __Strongly Disagree

0

29. I have an impulse to mother many children I meet.

__ Strongly Agree ___Agree __Neutral __ Disagree __Strongly Disagree ;

30. I make a strong effort to stick to my lesson plans.

___Strongly Agree __ Agree __Neutral __Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree

I can never seem to "leave the children behind at school:" I often think
about them.

Strongly Agree ___Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree Strongly Disagree

32, It is very important to me to be in a school where colleagues have a great
deal to offer me,

[ ]

___Strongly Agree __ Agree __Neutral _ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree

33. I think I could successfully teach without any testing or grading system.
___Strongly Agree ___Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree Strongly Disagree

34, It would be all right with me to be judged as a teacher on the basis of how
much progress my children make on & good standardized achievement test at

the end of the year.

Strongly Agree _Agi'ee __Neutral __Disagree Strongly Disegree
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Part 1 (Aa, Or)

35.

A UBIEATAS S B N e o avene eine - e e s o e R

2o

R F Yk et o 2

1.

Eiot s

T

One important advantage of being a teacher is thst it fits in very well with
fanily life.

Strongly Agree __Agree ___Neutral __Disagree ___Strongly Disagree

Although I work primarily vith children:

-1 enjoy vorking with adults even more.
-1 enjoy vorking with adults just as much.
I don't enjoy working with adults as much.

I design lessons with the average child in uind.

—Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Neutral __Disagree Strougly Uissgree
I vould really like the opportunity to help new young teachers develop
classroom skills.

Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Neutral __Dissgree Strongly Disagree

I think I could successfully teach without textbooks.
. Strongly Agree ___Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree ___ Strongly Dissgree

Sonetimes I feel as 4f I'd really like to take some of smy pupils home vith me,
_Strongly Agree ___Agree __ Neutral __Dissgree __ Strongly Disagree
It is very important to me to de in a gschool with many opportunities for
advancement for the niassroom teachker.

_ Strongly Agree __ Agree __Neutral __Disagree __ Strongly Pislsree

A standardized curriculun and schedule interferes with my ability to really
reach my pupils.

__Strongly Agree ___Agree _ Neutral __ Disagree __ Strongly Dissgree
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¥hich of the following describes you (check as many as apply)?
__Once I get started, I stick to vhat I've begun umtil it's finished.
__It i{s quite important to me to do things very well,

It I fail vhen trying to do scmething, it Just makes me vant to come
back and try harder,

I £ind children endlessly interesting to study.
__Strongly Agree ___Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree __Strongly Disagree

The main way I can figure out hov well I'm doing with my class each year is to
compare the ability scores of the pupils vith their schievement test scores.

__Strongly Agree ___Agree __Neutral __Disagree __Strongly Digegree

I could see myself helping to lead a workshop on teaching techniques.
__Strongly Agree __Agree _ Neutral __Disagree —Strongly Dissgree

There is a lot sbout teaching children that makes the teacher feel very much
like a parent,

__Strongly Agres __Agree Neutral __Disagree Strongly Dissgree

If your snswer to question h7a was "Strongly Agree,"” or "Agree,” please check
one of the following:

1 doa't nind this a bit.
-1 dislike this very much.
T don't care about it one way or the other.

One important advantege of being 8 teacher is that it is secure and one
doesn 't have Lo worry sbout the future in teras of one's career,

. Strongly Agree ___Agree Neutral __ Disagree __Strongly Disegree
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Part 1 (An, Or)

k9.

Depending on vhat each child is like, I try to build a different kind of
relationship vith each one.

Strongly Disagree

__Strongly Agree ___ Agree __ Neutral '___Duogree

I would be very interested in shoving other teachers styles and techniques
I've developed.

___Strongly Agree ___ Agree -__ Neutral __Dissgree __ Strongly Disagree

The most important thing I consider in analy:ing a child's progress in school .
1s (check one only): ‘

The child's development as an in%egrated person.

_The child's performance in learning.

I find I often have fdeas about hov this school could be more smoothly run.
___Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree —_Strongly Disasgree
When I look into a child's record, the first thing I look at is (check one
only):

. The detailed record of his achievement.

'l'he general picture of his social and intellectual development,

'l’he comments which help me decide which children are going to de

" the dehavior problems,
T would be competent st making supervisory evalustions of the other teachers.
___Strongly Agree ___Agree __Neutral _Dissgree __ Strongly Disagree
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Teacher Orientation Study

Part 2 (AE)

Now we would 1ike to ask you sbout the vay your work es a teacﬁér is evaluated,
and about your responses to your evalustions.

1. My principsl is required to formally evaluste my work. __Yes __Ho
2. (If yes) How often does the principal observe for formal evaluation purposes?
L Heekly —__Monthly __Once or twice a year

3. My principal announces ahead of time vhenever he plans to come for a
formal evaluation.

Alvays —Sometives Almost Never

Y B 2 AR T T e T R i

k. Colleagues should have the right to evaluate each other's work.
__Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree

SRR I S

5. A principal should have the right to evaluate a teacher's vork.
__Strongly Agree __ Agree Neutral __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree

6. Formal evaluations sre important in determining my future career opportunities.
__Strongly Disagree

"y

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree Neutral __ Disagree

SR AT

7. Formal evaluations don't give any accurate picture of a teacher.
___Strongly Agree ___Agree __Neutral __Disagree __Strongly Disagree

«“» i
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8. 1 agree vith the formal evaluations that I receive.
__Not st All

—Coapletely . In Part
9. 1 resent the forsal evaluation procedure.
___Strongly Agree __ _Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree . Strongly Disagree
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Part 2 (AE)

10. I receive a copy of my principal 's evaluatich after formal visitations.

—Avaya — Sometinmes —Almost Never

My principal discusses his evaluation with me.
—Nwvays Sometines __Almost Never

My principal evaluates me on the following (check all the appropriate ones):
. Orderly classroom

Student discipline

—Clean classrooa

—Record keeping

~Vritten.lesson plans

Folloving the curriculum guide

__Creativity

__Avility to handle individual caildren's prodblems °
__Being on time

—Skill in presentation

__Other (specity)

1 agree with my principal's evaluation schene.
. Strongly Agree __Agree Neutral __Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree

1 tend to take my principal's evaluation scheme into account when I am
teaching.

__Strongly Agree __JSgree __ Neutral __ Dissgree —Strongly Disagree

With hov{ pany colleagues do you frequently exchange professional information?
(Nuber
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How much does your teaching assignment depend on the formal evaluation you
received from your principal?

Creat Deal Some Not st All

I am concerned about parents' impression of my teaching.
A Lot —_Not Much _Not at ALl

Some teachers in this school should have much more innuence than others
on the way the school is runm.

—Strongly Agree Agree __ Neutral __ Disagree ___Strongly Disegree
Some teachers in this school do have much more influence than others on the
way the school is run.

—Strongly Agree Agree _ Reutral __ Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree

Som: teachers in this school are generally thought of by their ccll)eagues
as the most able teachers.

Jes ~No

(If yes to the preceding question) Do these teachers have more influence
than others on the way the school is run?

Yes No
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Teacher Orientation Study

Part 4 (JS)

Now we would like to ask you a few questions about your attitudes toward your
Job as a teacher.

-

1. Hovw satisfied are you vith your present job?
___Very satisfied
—_Satisfied
__Partly satisfied, partly digsatisfied
. Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

2. With vhat aspects of your job are you dissstisfied? (Check all that apply)
My work requires too much time outside the classroom.

My students are not learning as much as they might be.

I don't feel I'm developing very rapidly as a teacher.

Not encugh opportunity to interact with adults.

Salary is too low.

Teachers don't get enough respect in this community.

|

The number of students I have to work with makes it very difficult for
me to do a gdod jJob.

I am required to do too much administrative paper work.

I don't have enough sutonomy in this job to do the work the way it
should be done.

Other:

192 -
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Part 4 (J8)

3. Have you considered asking for a transfer to another school?

- Yes No

. How satisfied are you with teaching as an occupation?
—Very satisfied
_____Satisfied
____Partly satisfied, partly dissatisfied
___ Dissatisfied . '
—Very dissatistied

5. With what aspects of teaching are you dissatisfied? (Check all that apply)
Too much time outside of the classroom 1s required to do an

adequate Job.
: Students do not lesrn &s much as they might.
It is difficult to make progress in developing as a teacher. e
: There is not enough opportunity to interact with adults.

Salaries are too low. §
Teachers do not get enough respect from the community. ,

ARG

Classes are tco large. P
There is too much administrative paper work.

Teachers do not have enough sutonomy to accomplish vhat they
want to do.

|

|

Other:
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Part 4 (JS)
Ca. Please check the position you will be most likely to hold in five
years time,
Teaching in your present school system.
Teaching in a school system, not necessarily your present one.

Working on a job other than teaching in an educational setting
(supervisory, curriculum vork, administration, guidance).

Working outside the education system entirely. (Please describe
the type cf job you might hold.)

65. Please check the position you would most prefer to hold in five years time,
Teaching in your present school system.
Teaching in a school system, not necessarily your present one.

Working on a job other than teaching in an educational setting
(supervisory, curriculum work, administration, guidance, etec.).

Working outside the education system entirely. (Please describe
the type of job you would prefer.) ;

7. 1If you were offered a good job outside of education at a good salary, wvhich
did not involve such close contact with people, how likely would you be

to accept? :
Very likely
Somevhat likely

Somevhat unlikely

Very unlikely
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8. If you were offered a good job ocutside of education at a good salary vhich
would involve close contact with people, how likely would you be to accept?
Very likely
—_ Somevhat likely
— Somevhat unlikely -
—_Very unlikely
9. If you were given the chance to go back to college days and start over, how
likely would you be to choose teaching as a career?
. Certainly
_____Probadbly
___About even for and aga.{nst
—___Probably or certainly not
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