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PROFESSIONALLY AMBITIOUS FEMALE .TEACHERS • 

-AND THE OPPORTUNITY TO BECOME INFLUENTIAL 

Much research points to the powerlessness of women in the educational 

system. Many researchers have addressed the problem  generally in terms of

'the low incidence of women, who occupy formal positions of authority in 'the 

educational hierarchy, i.e., principaisfiips and àssistant,principalship 

of eleoentaiy schools and•high school's, superintendencies and assistant 

superintendencies óf school diUtricts. They have focused typically upon

what Cohen calls vertically ambitipus€teachers, those who seék to increase

their own influence primarily through  promoti out of teaching to some adminis-

trative formal. position in the school or él¿sewhere Ina district. 

'Structural vatiableh.which cháraiterize variatiQnin•the 1ôimal Qppor-

tunities in the occuphtion hold much concñrrènt research interest. Of 

párticular importance-As how. they may.preciude tn,orderly career advance-

ment.%r women into thè politically important and influential upper echelon

positions.' Current research and theory suggests that.thisso called,opor-

tunity structure of thb'occupation,also acts to restrict the career aspirations 

of women teachers'. 

Findings have'shown the elementary school to be particularly proble,atic 

in thisrdspect. ,.- Although .that is where ohe finds the majority of women teachers 

and principals, women generally regard it as a dead-end place -with respect to • 

career advancementithin the educationkl hierarchy.- Gaertner (1978) pointed

to the lack. of connectedness of 'the 'élementary school with thê upper echelons 

of the educational management hie archy and attributed, that circumstance to. 



'non-tisk- factors such as gender-based discrimination and low personal career 

aspirations. As yet, however, we still. lack a clear udderstapding of the dyn-

amics which explain why more women do not acquire these positions and why those

few who do often lack authority to exert ectff ive',influenoe., 

Perhaps, peculiarities about the opportunity to influence other teachers

within'ilie .elemedtary school prevent female teachér's ' froth acquiring power

'there. A restrictive opportunity structure may limit their prospects and 

aspirations for posséssiofi and use of social influence and, consequently, 

for eventual advancement to educational managpment positions outlide.teaching ' 

itself. For women-to move'into authority positions from a vacuum of, or' 

deficiency in, experience n developing, maintaini g and exercising social 

inflùence over extra-classroom. matter`s makes little sefbse, if'they are to be 

effective managers. Although the possibility of such a conneçtioi between 

'antra- and extra-elementary school phenomena.is a compelling,ene to investigate, 

we first need a better grasp of the relevant dynamics taking placé within the 

elementary gchool itself. 

This study adopts such an intra-school focus by dealing with the opportunity 

structure, aspirations, and activities surrounding the.dynaimics of female.sbcial 

influence exclusively within the elementary school. Sómehow in the schooi,,femalb 

"teacñers'who want tobe influential mutt.develop the relevant skills, leader-

ship style, and power bases. whether, they do is still open to question. 

Indéed, the,opportuaitiea available for them-to influence other teachers 4n

their particular school maybe sufficiently restrictive to thwart their

developing. requisite skills surrounding the dynamics of social influence. 



"Certainly,*if the intra-school€-forces prove important to social influence of -

women teachers,then the research to date dealing primarily with the ambition

and opportunity for advancement te-fmal educational management positions .

and the actual possession of them by women has been seriously shortsighted. 

.Of relevance td-.the dynamics of influence within the school is Cohen's (1973) 

:concept of the professionally ambitious teachers. The professionally. ambition's' 

Beale teacher seeks to broaden'her sphere of influence yet has little ór no 

desire to leave the occupation of teaching for some formal administrative 

position. Such individuals wish to exert influence in areas in which they 

'feel personally competent and skilled'but also in an area recognized as 

:important to teaching and learning in the school. If the more professionally am-

bitious teachers actually acquire'influence in•matters of instructional/curricular' 

improvement,. we would expect to find them more so than the lessprofessionally' 

'ambitious teachers involved in certain activities which research has demonstrated 

characterize effective leadership. 

In the school, matters of instructional and curricular improvement 

perennially arise ás important considerations relevant to one's own professional

' develöpment and that of'other teachers but also central in the broadereduca-

tional environment-outside thé partiçular school setting. GJ.ven the appropriate 

oppertunity, the more concerned teachers who wafnt,to improve these matters by 

influencing their colleagues in some way, may expand the focus pf their 'Ambition 

outside"their immediate t chiñg•situation•and perhaps connect to'some formal. 

administrative role. 

These considerations are impórtant because they reflect the fact that 

teacher who seeks to develop inflúence among her faculty peers may concurrently' 



hold;overlappipg.motivevfor vertical advancement outsidb the•elementary 

school teaching position. Furtherpore; that a taacher demonstrates a great

deal of professional ambition does not. preclude her from acce%ting:a formal 

authority position were it ayailable, particularly were it to'allow her to 

remain in teaching. A strong constraint on the strength of her vertical

ambition may liein her willingness to abandon teaching as an ' occupation for 

a.moré adainistrative role. 

'Cohen'* study "Open Space Schoölt: ihe Opportunity to.8ecome•Ambitious" , 

(19731is'paiticularly important here because• it specifically examined then 

impact of.diffërences.in the elemeritiry school o portunity stru tures on 

professionally ambttious,fpmale teachers. Althçh her' investigation looked

primarily at the relationship between ambition and satisfaction contingent upon 

the opportunity structure, her portrayal of'the overarching social dynamics 

.within the,school surrounding differential opportunity'structure; interaction. 

and power provides a scenârio ralevant.to the present study.: For this reason, 

I.describe her, study in more detail here., 

The Cohen Study

Cohen hid argued that although professionally ambitious teachers typically 

occupy no formal authority position they can take the initiative to become

influential through interaction with other teachers about their, own ideas con-

earning teaching practices,• curriculum, planning and the like; She recognized 

a problem for them,'however, in the fact that schools differ in the extent, to • 

which they.provide an opportunity structyte which encourages such interaction 

about professional matters. 



' Given the governance and work structure of the traditional elementary 

'school the professionally ambitious tacher finds herself in a frustrating 

circumstance'becailse few conditions,exist which allow her eeadily to take much

`initiativ ohen felt most conventional schools isolatè.teachers froth one , 

another in their instructional activities and thereby severely limit avenues 

'for the exchange of ideas and for mutual instructional activities. Similarly,' 

teachers rarely communicate within a foiiÁl occupational context whereby 

they regularly meet specifically to dismiss and make decisions concerning

their teaching practices and students. 

The-restricted opportunity structure of the conventional school prevents 

those who seek to influence thé course of instruction in the school fros making 

any major kind of instructional impact on anyone but their own group of stu-

dents. Under these circumstances teachers feel that few.of their colleagues 

possess'the power.to influence instructional programs in their school.. Since 

the more ambitious teachers cannot gratify their aspirations, they report 

less satisfaction with their jobs than less'professionelly ambitious teachers. 

. For this situation to change, Cohen contended that the school must insti-

tute some alteration in the opportunity structure allowing, ambitious teachers 

to,take the initiative to'builetheir influence in the school and to feel more 

'satisfied with their jobs. To examine the-relationship'between ambition acid 

satisfaction of female teachers under different opportunity structures, she 

-.vied data from a larger investigation conducted. by' herself and John Meyer at 

' Stanfdrd to study the'impact of ópen space schools oh collaborative.relation 

ships among teachers (Meyer and Cohen,.et el, 1971). 



They selected 17 elementaryschools in the San Francisco Sa Area, 

nine (110 teach ers) of which were, iin.Lheir words, organized into "formal 

rk teams to plan cooperatively and to conduct instructional tasks in open ' 

instructional areas where teacher situations are not separated by floor-to-' 

ceiling partitions" and another eight schools (120 teachers) in which teachers

instructional were formally organized "to carry out tasks individually and

separately in self-contained classrooms."

Thus, two criteria formally distnguihed the 0pen Space and Self-

contained schools:. an architectural criterion open vs. self-contained work 

'areas--and an organizational criterion--the presence or absence. of-organized 

teams ofteachers. At the time of their study, the open space schools had 

been so organized for at least one yearr but no more than four and a half years. 

In'addition, all schools included' K-6 grades servíng primarily middle class

Suburban families. 

The pro essional ambition instrument. asked' teachers the extent to which

, they wanted more frequent opportunities to help young teachers develop class-

room skills, could see themselves leading.workshops•on teaching techniques, 

wanted to show, other• teachers their own personal teaching styles and techniques,

and felt competent to make' supervisory evaluations of other teachers. Weights 

for the response alternatives ran from 1 for strongly disagree to 6 for strongly

agree. 'An item average constituted the scale score. 

The job career satisfaction instrument consisted of five items which 

as a group tapped general satisfaction with teaching as a career.

The items asked teachers the extent to which they were satisfied with their 



.present job and with teaching as an occUpation;whether•they would take a jqb 

outside education with,the opportunity for:close`contact with adults. and 

with children, and whether they would choose teaching again as a career. 

Possible scores ranged from 5 to 22. 

Coheh hypothesized she would find a positive relationship between' 

professional, ambiUon,and satisfáctión .in open•space schools but an inverse

.relationship in self-contained schools.. She had reasoned that the availability 

of the opportúnity in the open-space schools' to exert influence'and`have one's 

efforts recognized provided a means for gratifying the needs of the ambitious 

teachers, whereas its relative absence in self-contained schools frustrated 

the needs of ambitious teachers. She claimed an analysis of the three-way

contingency table offrequencies.for Professional' Ambition (high, medium, 

low), Job Caree'r Satisfaction.(high, low), and School Type (open,• self-con-, 

tained), confirmed her' expectations. 

 , : Although Cohbn presented compelling arguments about the relationships 

• among opportunity structure, professional ambition, interaction, influence, 

nd 'satisfaction, her, study left several ,relationships unexamined end some, 

uestion unanswere

(1) She remained equivocal in her assessment of the relationship 

between ambition and satisfaction in the two types of schools. 

Although she felt 'her contingency table analysis substantiated her 

hypothesis, she expressed second thoughts as to whether more ambi

tious teachers took advantage of the enhanced opportun).t% structure 

and subsequently showed an increase in satisfaction or whether the 

enhanced opportunity structure induced an increase in amb..tt$on and

satisfaction simultaneously: , 



To add to the tonfusion, our oxn reanalysis of her contingency. 

table by means of log linear analysis sharply contradicts her:inter.-

pretatión and phows that no interaction whatsoever exists. That analysi

indicates.her data best fit a model which.specifies a relationship of

type.of schpol 'to both ambición end satisfaction, open space'.schools. 

.showing a greater incidence of high scores for both. The analysis' 

found both high ambition and high satisfaction more prevalent in 

open space schools; however, the relationship between ambition and -.

satisfaction disappeared when school type was taken into account. 

(2) She did not examine thè relationship between how teachers attempt 

to build and maintain their influence and professional ambition, 

although she expected more ambitious teachers to take initiative 

to do so. Moreover, she failed to clearly specify how professionally 

ambitious, teachers would go about building and maintaining their. • 

influence other than to say.they wdüld interact more with thei'r 

colleagues than would less ambitions teachers. 

(3) She did not report the impact of the different opportunity,structures.

on the distribbtion of influence among women, although she expected 

more would come to Pe viewed asinflùential in open space schools.' 

Moreover, she dia not sufficiently characterize what kind. of influence 

she meant. She, also expected teachers would believe the more profes

. signally ambitious teachers held some power.to influence the instruc-

tional program of their school. Altfbugh this his some support in 

research ow-leadership behavior', her analysis presented no relevant.' 

evidence. 



Data fór the present study .were drawn •from a two and'a half year lociki 

tudinal field'study called Management 1mplicationspof Team Teaching 

which compared thè work and• governance systems, in ' a group wf •multiunit elemeit-

tary schools with a. matched sat of conventional schools having no such staff 

orgsnization. The nature of the variables and the.resesrch design in this 

study provided data conceptuallyrelevant to Cohen's formulations and allowed 

- a more extensive examination of the varietÿ of relationships sh postulated. Ín 

addition the MXTT study had the advantage for a systematic replication. of. the 

Cohen study since the same'Professional Ambition end Job Career. Satisfaction 

questionnaires as she used were administered in t1 a MITT sample. 

The MITT Study 

Teáchers'in 27 schools received questionnaires ands interviews • 0 

every six months for two and. a half years ending in the Spring of 1976. Four-P+ 

teen •- innovative schools had installed a multiunit'organization-o 

their. faculties in the Fall of 1974, two years prior to the final.dsta*•collec- . 

"tioa. The shape 'of the form9,1. managerial structure followed tic hiltiunit School

model.that had been developed by'ktausmeir_and others at the Wisconsin Research

and Development Center for Cognitive Learning. 

Thirteen schools from the same districts as the`multiynit schools comprised 

their matched controls and had adopted no structural alteration, or- equivalents . 

during. the course of the MI1T investigation. Their managerial structures

reflected the undifferentiátión typical' of the conventional elementary school 

with the instructional staff'responsible for students in their own class-  

rooms at',one'level and the•principal'at anothér. 



In contrast to the Meyer and Cohen schools, the MITT project distinguished 

the two sets of schools solely on a basis of this formal organizational struc-

lure criteíion the presence or absence of formal teaching units. No school

was open space The stipulation of what constituted team was certainly 

more rigid thin in'the449r.and Cohen stüdÿ, evéñ to,thè point that schools 

which were partially unitized or which started out untied only to drop the 

unit structure were *eliminated from the analysis. The final report of the 

project presents greater detail about the sample characteristics (Packard, 

et al, 1978). 

Alterations in the Opportunity Structure in Multiunit Schools 

In the multiunit schools, with the formation of teaching'units or teams 

many barriers to the "opportunity to exert influence fall away due to major

changes in•the work, and governance systems. (1) When teachers belong to 

teams..and hold joint responsibility for the instruction of a group of students 

they must communicate and collaborate with their team members about„profeasionáf

matters. This ejrcumstance provides• teachers with opportunities tó exert influenc

.bout classroom matters at least among their team members. Although teachers do 

not work in a single. large open space as in the Stanford open space schools,

the chances for communication and visibility abound.. (2) The teaching faculty •

in'the school accepts collegial decision-meking responsibility for an' expanded. 

scope of instruction-related issues'in the school, and this•alteratibn of the 

decision-making structure of the school increases the opportunity for teachers 

to exert influence on ' those within théir-team and also on other faculty 

members. The, extent of collegial decision-baking,varies even among the multiunit 



sahools•and titereiore allow9 r a more sensitive.analysis of the influeñce

of structure On behavior than with the dichotomous variable of unitization 

vs.'nonunitization. 

The degree• to. which a collegial decision-making structure existed con-

turning classroom instructional issues was deterained'from an interview Of 

selecte$""informants" about who makes the decisions about. particular issues for

whom. 'Collegial decision making pas defined as instances in which a group 

of teachers, made the decision, and. were all subject to abide by it. It was 

possible to creite au indus which depicted the percent of all classroom • 

related decisions made collegially and was called simply Collegiality. 

Details'of the instrument and the construction of the index appear in Jovick (1978). 

Ambition, Satisfaction, mid the Opportunity Structure 

The nature of,the MITT data perm,itted test of Coheñ's hypothesis about 

the differential relationship between ambition and satisfaction. The replication. 

used the same professional ambition andsjob career satisfaction instruments 

'she used. In addition, it added another instrument. designed to measure satis-

faction wi;h various aspects of the present teaching situation, of work

satisfaction. Although the innovative MITT schools were not of the open space ,

variety, the teachers did form'teams and engage, in collaborative instruction. 

The analysis'used two indicators of opportunity structure cf a school. 

One was simply the designation of whether the school Organization was mulii-

unit'br conventional. .The other was the percent of decisions about classroom 

instructional matters made by teachers as a group. 



Rather than employ contingency table analysis of,frequencies, this analysis 

used iultipla linear regression of scale scores constructed from responses to

the questionnaires. This technique has the advantage of wing the full variation..

1n responses rather than being confined to a few arbitrarily designated categories.

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and t-tests comparing multi-

unit with' conventional female teachers on ambition and the two satisfaction 

measures. None of the differences between the teachers in the two types .of 

'schools are statistically significant .suggesting that the level of professional 

ambition and satisfaction, are not contingent upon the kind of opportunity 

structure provided by the multiunii schools. 

TABLE 1: Meaps and Standard Deviations for Females in Multiunit , 
and Conventional Schools (TS, .27 schools) 

Ambition Job Satisfaction Work Satisfaction 
Mùitiunit Conventional t1ultiunit Conventional 'Multiunit' Conventional" 

Mean 3.12 3. 01.. 18.0 18.5 3i24 3.30 . 

S.D. 1.06 .82 3.'43 3.09 .31 .29 

N 191` 181 ,i88'• 181 181 165 

 t 1A.10 -1.2S -1.84• 

'prob. .27 .21 ,01'' 

Table 2 presents the correlations among the opportunity structüe variables

and the ambition and satisfaction variables. These correlations offera 

deuce that the'provisions by then opportunity structure for teachers to exert ,. 

influence had no relationship to either satisfaction in nor to.pro£essional `

ambition in female teachers. This cóntradicts the findings of Cohen. 



TABLE 2: Corrélations of Professional Ambition and Satisfaction 
with Opportunity Structure (T5, 27 schools) 

Sthool Organization 
'(teams ,present-absent) 

• 	.06 • 

Percent Decisions 
Made Collegially 
.X0 Ambition 

Job Career Satisfaction -.06' .02 

Work Satisfaction. -,10 .00 

Table 3 presents the regression analysis for` i e reidtionship of Job , 

Career and Work Satisfaction With'Ambition'and the two different measures of

opportunity structure, School Organization and Collegiality. 

TABLE 3: Regression Analyses--Influence of Ambition sand Structura 
on Satisfaction (27 schools) 

Dependent 
,Yariable-
	l dependen* Incre ment 

~	Väriable. . 	fn R Beta b P d.f;

Job Carier 
Satisfaction 
	Ambition .028 
	School a .005 

Organization

.17 . 

-.07 ' 

1141* 1/360. 

, 1.96 1/360

	 	, Work , 
Satisfaction 
	Ambition .017 

	School .011 
Organizationa 

.14 

-.11 

6.65* '1/340 

3.91* . 1/340, 

Job Career 
Satisfaction
	Ambition .027 

	Collegiality .000 

.17 

.00 

9.54* 1/340 

.01 1/340 

Work 
Satisfaction 
	Ambition .017 

	Collegiality .000 

..13 

-.03 

6.16* W340 

.23 1/340 

*School Organkzation coded 1 z multiunit, 0 convontional 
	  .,• ~ - . 



The interaction terms in the regressión equations 'added nothing whatso-

ever to thé proportion of explained variance of either satisfaction-measuiel, 

all F-ratios Were less than 1.00. Because ho interaction was significant,tfte 

summagfes.of the analyses omit, them. 

',These replicatioñ findings neither _suppoit 'Coheyt's expecteitions nor concur 

with the log-linear reanalysis of`hèr contingency table data: No evidence

exists of any relationship between opportunity structure and satisfaction.

An exception may be the inverse relationship 'between type of school structure 

,and work satisfaction which suggests that teachers iñ.conventional schools' 

report greater work satisfactión than those.in multiuhit.schools regardless 

gf theirlável of ambition. Notably, all,.increments in the proportion of' 

variance explainedare' low--in fact; zeiro.. for Col lçgiality. 

The MITI data showed no evidence that the relationship between professional

Ambition and satisfaction of women teachers varied depending, upon the nature 

of the oppottunity structure of the.schools in which they taught. Whereas

ithe.idg-linear analysis Of Cohen!s data demonstrated that teachers in the open 

space schools showed greater professional ambition and satisfaction than those in

self-contained schools, the t-tests and correlations. for the MITT data gave no" 

evidence of similar differences between teaçhérs. in multiunit and conventional 

schools nor of relationships tovariations in cOliegial decision making. Whereas 

the log-linear analysis indicated the relationship between ambition and satisfac-

* 
This is common procedure. 'Because of the nature of the regression tech-

niques using an interaction variable,the beta weights associated with the 
variables separately (which were multiplied. together to, Attain it) are uninter-
pretable. Hefice,-finding no significant interaction, ope examines the weights' 
obtained without the inter ction term in the equation.. 



tion disappeared when taking type'of school into account the regression analysis

yielded a #ignificant positive relationship, although weak, between the two 

regardless of school€ktype dr degree.of collegiality. The fact that the two 

the formal arrangements for teaming in the innovative, types of schools and

studies may account schools differed markedly between the Cohen and the MITT 

for some of these discrepancies.

Finally, Cóhen proposed that the enhanced opportunity structure in the 

open-space shools produced the high level of•ambition among women there, 

altough the cross-sectional nature of the, Stanford study did not permit her 

to to test this. In the MITT data, the level of ambition a possbssed

prior to unitlt. t&on (at Ti) could be expectedto hold some degree f stability 

over ,time--highly ambitious women'would ten'd.to.continue to be highly ambitious,

less ambitious so. If.multiunit and conventional

. teachere differed in their levels of ambition prior to unitization, a high 

stability in antbitión Mould preserve thé ntúltiunit-conventional differences 

through time,and show up at TS regardless of any effects'of unitizatiOn on 

ambition. SimilarIy,anÿ relationship between Colle y and Ambition at

TS maÿ.have betn due to the fact that. the preunitization ambitious, women tended 

to work in the,schools'.which had higher levels of Collegiality.  

••The means•fer Ambition are presented in Table 4 for T1 and TS. Apparently,

the multiun schools, did not differentially Attract or recruit professionally-

ambitious teachers prior to the establishment of units. The multiunit schools 

showed á drop of''.18 whereas the conventional schools showed an unexpectedly •

larger drop of .16. 



TABLE 4: Mean Professional Ambition Scores 4t T1 and TS •

Ti. 
`Kean N ~  

	
Multiunit 	3.29 	104. 3.11 104. 

	
Conventional 	3.30 ~° ' .109 3.04 . 112 

Regression,analysis allows us to determine if teaching under a particular 

Opportunity Structure increased ambition beyond level expected. from Ti.' 

Por is purp ,I sed the' cohort of women teachers who had been'in the 

same schools..and•furnished questionnaires,at.both Ti and TS. The-procedures 

was to , greys Professional Ambition at Ti on Professional Ambitión'at fl 

and either the dummy -coded School Organisation variable ár the contiáuous 

Collegiality variable.

The analysisstrategy assesses thd'degree of relationship between variation

in OpportunityStructure an('the residpal variation left` in TS Ambition

after removing that predicted by variation in,Ti Ambition. The•residuals .'

represent-unexplained.change in the variation inhibition. Therefore, 

any substantial'change in Ambition which we wish to attribute"to variation 

in Opportunity Structifre will appear as.a significant association between the 

residuals and School Org r Collegiality. The relevant statistic

is the'increment in the proportion of variance in-TS Ambition accounted'for 

by the Opportunity Structure variable.* 

An interaction variable was also added to test the assumption for 
homogeneity of regression; this variable was created as the product of Ti 
Ambition-and•eithet the School Organization variable or the Collegiality 
variable: None of the interaction terms .were ptat.stically significant, 
adding only .S% to tlie proportion of variance in the first equation and .6%
in• the second,-and they therefore do not a ear in the table. . 



The results of the, regression analysis appear in Table S. Only the 

leybi.of ambition prior to unitization'showed any appreciabie iñfluince'on. 

TS level of ambition, explaining 39% of its variank The beta indicates 

that those females who were ambitious at• T5 tended to be those who were 

-ambitious at T1. 

The . analysis, suggests that professional ambition was a 

characteristic women possessed prior to unitization regardless of the oppor-

tintty structure. No evidence indicated that the multiunit' schools or those 

with.thé greeter degrees of,collegial decision making ' produced any boost in 

the level of professional ambition of the teachers., In fact, the female

teachers, in general, showed an unbxplainable drop in their level of'profes

sionak ambition In both schools--and the drop was greater in the conventional.

schools. 

TABLE 5: Regression Analysis Summazly— gffect of Opportunity Structure
oh Ambition. 

Dependent 
Viriable 

. Independent Incrgment 
'Variable in R Beta F • 

	llmbition • TS" • 	Ambition Ti 	.392 -
• 

.62. • 133' . 
• 	' 	, 	T1 Çollegialit¡.004 , ,,.07 1 .̀ S2 
	I 	' l 

• 

	Ambition TS Ambition Tl .392 ..63 l3S! -

School Organizatlona :003 .0S .96 

aSchcol Organization coded,1 a multiunit, 0 a convéñtional 
Significant at alpha a .05, df j 1/209 

https://leybi.of


Developin and Maintaining Influence' 

Obviously, the more professionally ambitious teachers are prime candidates 

whom we would expect to assume leadership rolés and acquire power 

within the school in matters of instructional and curricu ar improvement 

regardless of the opportunity.availàble for teachers to exert influence on 

one another. Reseafch in'the area of leadership behavior and group dynamics 

implies that teachers who feel personally competent with their own instructional 

capabilities and have ideas for improvement of instruction-will aspire to some 

leadership role to help bring abáut the improvement of teaching among; teachers, 

in the school. Ths implies the.niore professionally ambitious teachers will engage 

in activities, which tend to increase their own influence over others& Research and

,theory on leader behavior and group dynamics indicates they will try to estab-. 

lish and maintain a power base through int6tpeisonal relationships with other

teachers (Cartwright and Zander, 1968). Cohen had stated that, the- professionally

ambitious teachers would interact more with other teachers in the 50lool, büt 

.she did not make the connection to power and influence so explicit. 

The nature of the. intera tion with other. teachers must serve to promote. 

group maintenance and goal achievement functions, both necessary to develop and 

preserve leadership status. If Cartwright and under are cokrect, this means 

the more professionally ámbitióus•teachers would attempt to become more cen-

trsllyinvolved in bath the comnunlcation and the instructional networks of 

,the school. 

Communicatiöd 

Findings from research on leadership show that leaders tend to both give 

end ask for more information, talk more often in meetings, send more messages 



to those"not near at hand, receive more messages from those at lower statús. 

levels, and make more frequent interpretations.about the situation thin the 

rest of the members of a group., They also attempt to improve the quality of 

interactions among members, build cohesiveness of the group, and propose 

,courses of

Such involvement in the communication network by tithe more professionally 

ambitious teacher would serve a goal achievement function as the means to 

counicate ideas about instruction with the other t.acfiers and to create a 

sense of interdependence•among them and consequántly'a sense of responsibility 

to work toward the same goals in which the leader is interested. It'is 

means of focusing the attention of other teachers on the goal of instructional 

improvement,.of developing plans with them, clarifying i5sIes jointly, and 

making information available. It serves a group maintenance function as .a.means

to friendship, trust, mutual respect; and general social sensitivity to others.. 

Therefore, we. would expect to see the more professionally ambitious, 

teachers involved in a greater amount of both work-related and social cómmuni-

cation wit1 other teachers. The MITT staff designed* sociometric instrument' 

to measure cosmunicatioh in each of three areas--classroom matters, eonwork 

ratters, and school-wide matters. Teachers indicated those other teachers 

in thé school writh'whom they talked about ekch topic and the frequency. 'The . 

. scores reported in this analysis reflect both the frequency and number of

reciprocated instances of communication (for any-pair of, teachers both must

haver indicated they `talked with each other). The MITT final report presents 

•greater detail on this'instrument (Packard, et al, 1978). 



Collaborative Teaching

We would also expect to ,lee the more professionally ambitious teachers 

involved In an aspect of instructlon•,whlch obviously would require initiative 

and, therefore, one in which they cóuld demonstrate communication, interdepen-

deuce, and personal competence on their part in organizing activities of a 

curricular- or instructional=related nature. Coilaborative teaching is an 

instructional activity which provides one such means to group achievement 

of goals of interest to the professionally ambitious teacher. It obviously 

requires that other teachers involved keep their attention directed'to the 

same goal as that of the leader, especially when the leader is a partner in 

the collaborative teaching arrangement. Its demand for communication and

interdependence among teachers can facilitate the group maintenance function 

'for the leader. 

Analyses by Charters (1976) indicate that various sorts-of interdepen-

dent collaborative teaching arrangements within thé same subject areas are • 

common-phenomena in'the in'strúctianal organization of elementary schools, 

although the activity is still considered relatively•innóvative. Sole such • 

systems of student exchange among'teachers•are highly Structured and often '

resemble-departmentalization by subject. area. These generally exist, as a 

part of deliberate school policy,oh instrtictional'organization and, con-

sequently, their character is not likély to depend upon individual inclination

and .changing faculty composition in tl)e school from year to year.

This report focuses upon thoseinstances ofinterdppendence that would

more likely be recognized as emergent systems Of collaborative teaching. To 



measure instances of collaborative teaching, the MITT staff devised a simple 

logging procedure. on which each teacher could indicate which students she 

taught :á each of five core subject areas during a two-week period. Prow the

basic data, they constructed scores:for each teacher to reflect her degree of 

instructional' interdependence with other teachers in the slime subject area. 

Details of the instrument appear in the MITT final report (Packard, et a1, 
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The formation and maintenance of these systems relies more upon 

personal attributes and require initiative, commitment, communication for 

planning and problem solving, and intentional interdependence. Charters 

(1976) was unable to determine the extent to which such collaboration was 

a matter of administrative convenient(' for teachèrs or determined by the 

assessed educational needs of the students. 

The perspective in this report expects the more professionall'yambitious 

female teachers to assume a major role in interdependent activities and therefore 

offers á different accounting of the emergence of interdependent systems. 'It implies

that the extensity of collaborative relationships may be a function of the needs gf 

profassionhlly.ambitious teachers to get actively involved to an instruiçtional 

leadership activity which requires initiative, planning, interaction and inter-

dependence. 

According to' Cohen's' arguments, we should find.'that opportunities *for 

communication and collaborative teaching open up with the muitiünit organs 

zation and, therefore, that the more. professionally ambitious teachers there 

will engage.. in then more than will those in the conventionally organized 



schools. Because of the demands ofthe innovation in the multiunit schools 

for coordination and collaboration, we should also find that the less profes-

sionally ambitious teachers in the multiunit schools engage in these activities' 

.more than those in the conventional schools. This,indi,cates we expect. the 

'relationship between ambition and€ both.communication and collaborative

teaching to be different.for multiunit and conventional schools. 

The analytic procédure was to regress each of the threb communication 

variables and the collaborative teaching variable on professional ambition, 

eithérof the two opportunity structures, variables and an interaction variable, 

created by multiplying the ambition and opportunity structure. variables

together.- For each of the four dependentvariables I ran two separate regression 

suns which differed only iri,,their measures of opportunity strúcture, either. 

School Organization or Collegiality. 

No incrément in'the proportion of explained variance attributable to the 

interaction was statistically significant for any regression analysis. The 

largest increment wa .01 with. the largest F-ratio equal to 2.1, which did not. 

reach significance with land 368 degrees of freedom. Tables 6 and 7, therefore,

exclüde the interaction terms in their presentation. of' the regression results. 

Table ¿,shows that regardless of the opportunity structure that existed. 

in a school, the more professionally ambitious teachers tended to participate• 

more in the communication network of the'scho61 than did the less ambitious 

teachers; this occurred in all three areas of communication. Table 7, however, 

reveals no evidence of similar involvement of professionally ambitious teachers 

in collaborative teaching arrangements. The results suggest that the profes-



sionally ambitious teachers focused upon placing themselves centrally in the

contrary to expectations, not in'thecommunication network of the school but 

instructional network.

TABLE 6: Influence of Opportunity Structure and Professional Ambition
on C~mmunication • 

Independent Incr?ent F for- : 
Variables in R / Beta Beta 

	Ambition-
	Recipro ated Classroom Communication 
	.04 .20 15.0* 

• School•prganiiationa 	.03 .18 13.0'

	Ambition , _ 	.04 .18 • • 12.0** 
Collegiality t 	.02 • .17 9.00** 

Reciprated School Matters Communication 
Ambition* .03 ~r .15 9.0* 
School, Organizationa 	.03 .17 12.0* 
	. -

Ambition • 	.02 .13  
Collegiality. 	.04 .21 • • a 16.0** 

Reciprocated Nonworcf Communication 
Ambition 	.02 .15 9.0* 
School Organization 	.00 -.02 .12 

Ambition 	.02 • .15 Pa** 
Collegiality 	.00 -.02 ' .00 

aCoded, 0*conventional , 

df gi 1/369 • 
*Mfg' 1/349 



 , TABLE 1; Influence of Opportunity Structure and Professional
Ambition on Collaborative Teaching 

Beta 
Independent
Variables 

Ambition' 
School Organization

Ambition 
Collegiality 

Incrrent 
in R 
6,
.00 
.08 • 

.00 

Beta 

.00 

.27 
: ti 

-t04 
'.3S 

for, 
Beta ~ df 8eta's 

'.00 
1/362' • -79.0" 

.il , 
1/349 .46:9• 

a0ódédi. l,s 	 and'0 conventional 
. 4

Significant at a la .05 

Power. Among Women Teachers

According to French'and Raven (in Cartwright and Zander, 1968), power' 

xmay rest in:one or more of four circumstances surrounding thepe interpersonal 

relationships among the teachers'-formal office, control of rewards, attraction, 

:expertness.' 

Legitimate Power, 

A teacher holds legitimate power by virtue.of office. The majority of 

.studies of women in educational management have focused upon thi's type of. 

power}base. It involves a role relationship ßn which the incombant acquires 

a legiiima.te right to exert influénce over specified concerns of others who 



have, in turn, an obligation to accept the exercise of influence.*. Specifi-

cations of söch role characteristics generally include the range of areas 

aid the dcéaid of individuals over which the incumbent possesses power. 

Nithin each teaching team in the multiunit schools, a formal position of 

authority existed for the regular classroom teachers, the team leader. It was neither

a permanent position (typically leaders changed yeatly) nor one that led to 

another authoritative position in or outside the school." It was, however, a 

position which preivlded an opportunity for teachers to acquire S.-legitimate 

power base. Each leader officially sat on school-wide instructional cabinets 

with the principal and other team leaders, and each was responsible for coor-

dinating activities and handling affairs not managed by the teams' Independently. 

No such comparable position existed in the nonunitized'schools.: 

, Cartwright and Zander (1968) cite studies which indicate that individuals who'

are chosen as such group - leaders, and thereby acquire legitimate power, involve, 

,themselves in activities of organizing, integrating, and planñing group

functions more than do those not selected as leaders.. Research also suggests 

that those teachers most likely to meet thejob-related needs of other 

teachers in the school would tend to be granted leadership positions were 

they available. 

French and Raven view legitimate power as not necessarily being 
a, formal role relationship. They claim that cúltural values may be a basis 
for attributing an individuali'with legitimate power; for example, individuals
who are elderly, experienced, highly intelligent may be regarded as possessing 
a•legitimate right to exercise influence. However, such attributions seem 
more characteristic of othiï bases of power, e.g., experience contributing 
to expert power. 



However, a school faculty may regard one or more of their

teachers as a leader•and attribute them with power whether or' not,they 

actually hold a formal office or administrative position: Pe'haps one's 

key bases for power more logically lie more in other less formal types of

relationships with ,teachers than in the conferred authority of a fórmal

position. Thèse relationships build reward, referent -and expert power and, • 

'in turn, may-influence the acquisition of available legitimate power positions.,

Reward power 

'When a teachereontrols access to iome of the rewards.valaed by.other 

teachers in the school, she possesses reward power.' The strength of this 

power will increase according to the perception by those teachers of the 

magnitude or importance of those rewards and of her.chances of being able to: 

mediate them.* 

Ipmediate consequences of a leader's successful-use of reward.power,occur 

in the behaviors of others rather than in their beliefs or attitudes. Changes-

in beliefs and attitudes may accompany behavior changes sooner or later but 

these are usually attributed'to other bases of power held by -to the leader, 

such.as reference power. If the rewards over which a professionally ambitious

teacher has control somehow tie to her aspirations in instruction and cürricúlar 

improvement, her'use of them can play an important role in her Own goal achieve-

ment and group maintenance activities and serve to increase her own' attractiveness

Coercion'is a form of Reward Power in which the teacher uses punishment ' 
or withdrawal of positive rewards; its effectiveness is contingent upon the 
perceived legitimacy of the use of coercion, but it generally results in 

'decreased attraction fof the influencer ,and high resistance to conformity. 



:to others, lower resistance to her exercise of influence, and increase the 

here and Magnitude of her influence. 

The MITT instrument for, Reward Power asked teachers to name persons whose

support they considered most worth enlisting in order to gain faculty approval 

for an idea or proposal. From the data the investigators' identified which 

individuals in the school held reward power. In the present study, then, this 

is a dichotomous variable according to which a-female is seen by others in the 

',school as holding or not holding reward power. Details of the instrument and 

the. method of classifying individuals as holding reward power or not appear 

in Packard, et al, (1978) 

Referent Power 

A teacher possesses referent power when other teachers have some degree 

of attractiveness to or identification with her value system. for the pro-

fessionally ambitious teacher this is important to posses because it tends 

ta,induce some measure of conformity to her behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs' 

'regardless of whether or not she actually attempts to exercise influence. 

Thus, behaviors beliefs and attitudes can all change in response to the 

reference power teachers attribute to another teacher. 

Although the range of influence tends to extend over a broad sphere of 

related•areai, a professionally ambitious teacher's ability to influence other 

teachers remains limited according to the specificbases:ef attraction or 

identification. Therefore, for,her referent power to play a meaningful role 

in her overall ability to influence other teachers in the direction of her 



aspirations, it is impérative that her attractiveness lie in work-relited 

factors about instruction and/ curriculum.' Such a linkage between aspirations 

and referent power can strengthen activities in goal achievement and'group 

maintenance and concurrently mainta%n and build her general influence over 

Other :teachers. 

The format for the Referent Power instrument was thé same as that for,. 

Reward Perier. It asked teachers to name individuals whose suggestions. for

solutions of problems are more useful and reasonable than suggestions made 

by otter individuals. This too is a dichotomous-Variable such. that s female 

either does or does not possess referent power, The method of classifyine-. 

individuals as iding referent power or not was the same as that used for 

reward power. Detai,s are in Packard, et al, (1978). 

Expert Power 

A teacher holds expert power when others Will ¡bide by her vie s and 

wishes because they see her al possessing expertise and credibility in a 

particular area and. access to relevant information.' Expert power tends to 

have,the most limited consequences because it is restricted to a specific 

area of expertise and induces change, primarily 1n cognition, although this

may be accompanied by possible alterations in behavior and attitudes--a 

possible halo effect related to referent power. 

Although this-study does.not directlÿ,,address expertness, it logic-

ally ties to the possession of referent and reward power. It makes sense 



that professionally ambitious teachers'be regarded as possessing some measure 

of knowledgeability in instructional and/ curricular matters if she i s to 

gain any credibility when she attempts to instruct or otherwise influence 

other teachers in those areas. Her referent power in'this area may, in part, 

rely on the attractiveness of her. ideas if she is considered' knowledgeable;

her reward power pay. in part, stem from an acknowledgement of the legitimacy 

of her ideas. 

	 	
Power Bases in Multiunit and Conventional Schools 

If Cohen is correct, we should find a difference between the two types of 

schools in their distribution of these power bases among women, since she 

expected that more women Wad come to be viewed as influential under an

enhanced opportunity ,structure. Table 8, however, shows that no significant 

differences•exist.in the distribution of the reward and referent power bases 

among women in the multiunit and conventional schools. 

 TABLE'8: Distributionaof Reward and Referent Power Bases in Multiunit 
and Conventional Schools at 'tS 

	 	

			
	 	
		
	 	
	

Power Base ' 
_ School Type 

•Multiùnit Conventional 

Neither 
Refirent only 
Reward only . 
Both 

Total 

S i 160 
10 
11 
14 
195 

152 
11 

. ' 8 
15 

18 í9 • 

a 
x • .55, df * 3 



Based on French and Raven's work and extensions: in Cartwright and Zander 

(1968),:we would àlso expect some degree of relationship. between possessing 

one type ofpower base and another. Across both types'of'schools, we observe

that € 42%  those who held a.power,base held both referent and reward power

and the correlation between holding reward and referent,power is..S3 (A 

381). In the multiunit sthools•thé.orrelations between being á.leader • 

(coded 1 team leader,' 0 nonleader) and'.holding`reward or referent power

iré :43. and .29 respectively (n 15,195 in each case.) 

These corrélations, hever, may be misleading due to the highly skewed distri-

butions having a 'large number of individuals holding no power base. Tó got a clearer

picture, Table 9 lays out, the distribution of'these two power bases for leaders 

and nonleaders. It shows that a discrepancy exists petween leaders and,non-

leaders in the possession of these two power bases. 

TABLE 9: Distribution of Reward and Referent. Powers for Leaders and 
Nonleáders at TS 

Power lase Nonleaders Leaders 

Neither 138 18 
Referent only 
Reward only 

7 
4 

3 
7 

Both 5 
Total 154 ' 37 

About'half'theleaders‘have neither reward nor referent power, the rest 

tend to have.either.reward power alone,or both together. The.nánleaders who

possess power show an almost even power split a ong re ly, referent

only, and both together. The table also indicates that of the 35 multiunit 



Women teachers who held reward and/or referent power, only about half are team

leaders. 

Gain and Loss Of Power Bases 

If wóaen'preserve their power base through time, then we would expect 

a correlation between reward and referent power at Ti and • T. More

'oves, if those initi4lly advantaged with a power base tend to rove into the 

leider.positiohs, we should find a correlation between reward and refereiit 

power at - ' Tl'avid . legitimate pixter 'at TS.. Table 10 presents the rele-

vant correlations'and suggests a aoderatea+tendency fOr those with power at • 

Yl td'hold it also at TS and, also, to acquire the team leader positions. 

The relationship to the team leader position, however, is noticeably weaker. 

TABLE 10: Relationship Between Holding Power gase at Time 1 and 
Holdin Power,, Base at Time S: 

TS Power Base
11 Power Base ~,•• Reward referent Legitimate b 

Reward .37 .40 .16 

Referent . - .31 ...34 .22 

ari = 381 

bn = 195; Isegitimate Power coded 1 = team leader, 0 = nonleader. 

Table 11 presents further evidence concerning the gain and loss of reward 

and referent power between -11 and TS. 



TABLE 11: Gain and Lose in Reward and Referent Power from Time 1 to
Timeja _Frequencies 

TS Power 
None Reward and/or Referent Power 

Con ntiohal Schools 
None 151 24 
Reward and/or Referent 1 10 

Multiunit chools 
None 155 27
Reward and/or Referent S 8 

'In both types of schools about 14% of the women acquired one both 

power bases. Of those who held power at TS, about 30% iè the conventional 

and 22% In the multiunit schools :also had held power at, -. Ti The majority 

possessedino power at either time, and more.lost power completely in the 

multiunit schools (38%) than in. the conventional schools,(9%)"

The general picture is that about two-thirds of those holding reward 

and/or referent power in both schôols at TS had acquired it after Ti.

In comparison to. the conventional school opportunity structure, the neM.opportun-

ity structure in the multiunit schools did not necessarily advantage those 

who prélriously held power in holding power by TS. 

Table 12 presents the same data for those women,in the multiunit schools 

who did and did not become team•leaders at T S. 

Some of this increase may have been attributable to a more, complex 
questionnaire battery given to all teachers.at Tl; substantially fewer _
nominations were given at Ti in both schóols than at any later wave. 



TABLE 12: FrequencLes 'of Gain and Loss in Reward and Referent Power 
from'Time 1 to Time S for Team Leaders and Non leaders 

I'S Power • 
11 Power 	None . IíewardLand/or Referent 

Nonleaders 3 
None 	137' 
Reward and/or Referent 4 . 3 

.Leaders 
None 18 14 
Reward and/or Referent 1 S 

'Of those 27teachers in the multiunit schools who held some power at

TS' but not it T1, about half were leaders. Only a few. leaders had 

held power at time 1 and one lost it completely.. About 47% of the leaders 

held, no power. base et either Ti o'r T5. The pictures suggests that a woman's 

lack of reward and/or referent power at. • did not necessarily disadvanTi

tage her in acquiring either of them or the teas leader position at TS 

Those who had already held power at time 1 tended, to keep it by 

time S if they taught in the conventional schools; in the multiunit schools, 

many tended, to losé :their power blase. if t))ey did not become leaders. 

Ambition and  Power 

Based on Cohen's argurnerits and those of research. on leadirship,we should 

find that those teachers whom others regard,. as holding'power bases will be 

the more professionally ambitious teachers. Specifically, we should find 

that the more professionally ambitious females hold reward power and, in the 



multiunit schools the team leader positions Similar oxpectation:for referent 

power are' not so''clear, particularly,since, moroso than reward and,lcgitimate 

power, one may acquire and maintain it without the Intention to do so. 

The moderate T5 correlations in table 13 tend to support the expectations,

although the proportions of variance in ambition accounted for by each po

base (obtathed by squaring eac`í correlation) are low: .026 for referent power, 

.07 fpr.reward:power, and .048 for leader position.. The correlations of these.

power bases 'at TS with the level of professional ambition at Ti suggests

that the previously ambitious teachers were initially advantaged•in the acquisi-

tion and/or preservation cf,reward and referent power and tended to be theories.

who moved Into the, leader positions. 

TABLE 13: Relationship' Between Power Bases at Time S and Professional Ambition at Time 1 and Time 5

• Professional Ambition 
Power Base TS. 	Ti - T5 
	Reward, • .26- 	(3/1) .21 p13') 
	Referent 	•. ' .16 (121) * .19 (213) 
	Legitimate ' 		', .22 (19S) , .22 (104) 

aSome overlap exists in 'the power bases. For example,rewardpower includes" 
all those"who possess igt including those who also possess referent pówer and 
legitimate power: 

bLe;itimate power refers to holding a leader or nonleadcr position. 

Table'14 presents a more formal analysis 'of the relationship at Tl 

between professional ambition and possession of reward and'referent power. 

Ambition was regressed on dummy:coded variables for reward power and referent 

power plus an interaction vector (created by multiplying the two dummy coded ". 



variables together).' The procedure is the regression approach•to the two-way 

'analysis of variance (Kerling and Pcdhazurs, 1973). I included opportunity

  structure as a'variable to control for,any possible pre-unitization differences 

that might have occurred; due to "gearing up" for the innovation in the multi-

unit schools. 

TABLE 14: 'Regression Analyses Between Power Bases and Professional
Anbition at Time 1

indopendint, 
-Variable Beta 'P 

Increment 
in R 

School Organizationb -Al .03 .00 

Rer4ard Powere .24 8.73* .07 

Referent Powere 	.05' ..46 .00 

Collegiality

Reward Power ' 

-.OS 

.24, 

1.28 

9.23* 

.00. 

.07 

Referent Power .05 .37 .00 

aSince none of the interactions reached statistical significance, 'only th'e 
•regression equation with main effects''are reported here; this is:standard_ 
procedure (Kerling and Pedhazur, 1973). 

bCoded 1 = multiunit, 0 = conventional. 

Coded 1•= power, 0 = no power 

Significant at a = .OS,df = 1/209 

The results show that,indcpendent of the opportunity structure,only reward 

power accounted for a significant proportion of variance in ambition. The 

significant beta indicates that those women who reported the greater levels of 

.. 	



professional ambition at T1 also tended to hold reward power re ardless of ' 

whether they also held referent power. No such relationship existed for 

referent power that was independent of reward power.' 

The regression in Table 1S indicates that controlling for the Tl relation-

ship between ambition land these'two power bases, the women who mere more' 

aábitiious in the aúltiunit schools prior to unitization tended to be the ones 

who moved into the team leader positions at TS. Although the betas for reward 

and legitimatee itimate power are equal, only that for legitimate power is statistically 

Significant., The increment in the proportion of variance explained-for 

legitimate power beyond that' accounted for by differences in the other two' 

power bases is also statistically significant (F • 4,4, df • 1/100). _Although ' 

 holding s power base prior to unitization was associated with the acquisition 

of the team leader position, this analysis suggests it was not essential 

because,-regárdiess of the power bases they held, the 'ore ambitious women 

tended to acquire the leader positions. 

TABLE 1S: Regression Analyeis.of Relationship Between Professional 
Ambition at Time 1 and the Acquisition of. Legitimate Power 
at Time 5 -

Independeit 
Variables .. :Beta • 'F 

Incrrment
in R 

Reward powerb Ti, .20 	2.78 •.OS 

Referent powerb Tl -.01 .06 ' .00 . 

Legitimate powerb TS .20 `4.11'. .04' 

aSee note "a", Table 13. 

bCoded 1 im power, 0 - no power. 

*Significant at, a • .OS,df ".• 1/100 

https://Analyeis.of


By TS, 

the sore seb$tious women tended to hold the power bases. Tabl 16 suggests 

that thise-woseá with reward power alone or together with referent power 

reported the greater levels of ambition, as did those who held the tesa 

leader. positions. 

TAUB 16: Mean Professional Ambition Scores *films S for Power-Bases 

Power Base M S.D. N 

Reward/ referent, power 
.• Neither' 3.08 .99 304 

Referent only 3.13 '.76 21 
Reward only 3.40 .94- 18 
Both 3.62 1.37 29 

iegitimate power 
Npnleader: 3.00 1.01 37. 
leader 3.59 1.18 1S4 

aMultiunit and conventional schools 

Multiunit schools, only 

Of particulaic interest is the relationship between the gain or loss in 

power bases from Ti to TS and the ensuing variation in' professional ambition

at TS. To examine this,I classified women into two groups at T1: those who, possessed

reward and/or referent power and those who possessed neither. At,TS, they fell

into fouz1 separate,classifications: thosi who possess no power base, those who. 

p ossess reward and/or referent power only; those who are team leaders with 

neither reward or referent power, and those who are teas leaders with reward 

and/or referent power. The breakdown in Table 17 of TS ambition scores 



contingent upon the power bases held at both time, allows us to examine levels 

of ambition for those who lost,, gained, or retained power between.Tl and. TS. . 

TABLE 17: TS Professional Ambition aid Change in Power Bases From 
T1 to T5 in Conventional and Multiunit Schools

Mean S.D. 'N 
Conventional Schools

No reward/referent power T1re .rent power 1 
No reward/referent power TS 2.94 147 

Reward/referentpower TS 3.21 .68 23 

Reward/Refirent power Ti 
No reward/referent power TS 3.30 0.0 1 
Reward/referent power T5 3.50 1.33 10 

Multiunit Schools
No reward/referent 

No reward/referent power TS 3.01 .98 134 
Reward/referent power only T5 3.07  1.31 13 
Legitimate power only T5, 3.36 1.22 17 
Reward/referent' and 

legitimate power TS 3.66 1.08" 14 

Reward/Referent power Ti 
No reward/referent power TS 2.60 .as' 4 
Rewaid/referent power only TS 3.03 
Legitimate polies only TS 2.30 1 
Reward/teferent and 

legitimate power TS 4.46 1.05 S 

Some n's may differ from Tables 11 and 12 due to missing data.

In the conventional schools,•the less ambitious teachers tend to be

those who held neither power base at either time. The 23 who gained power 

are slightly more ambitious and the ten who retained power report the 

highest mean ambition. 



.In•the multiunit schools, those who initially had nb power and managed 

to gain the team leader position reported high ambition; it was slightly 

higher for those who also gained reward and/or referent power. Among those 

who initially held a power bast, the five who retained that base and moved 

into the teas leader position reported the highest mean ambition of all.* The five who

lost their initial power bass reported low ambition although one managed to 

become a team'leader. 

Because a relationship exists between holding power bases and professional 

ambition, the data about gains in power for women suggests they may also have 

increased their ambition.' Regression analysis permits us to examine whether 

holding a'particular power base at TS increased ambition beyond'that expected 

from Ti. 

The analysis strategy is the same'-as that used to assess change in 

satisfaction attributable to Opportunity Structure. The procedure determines 

the degree of relationship between variation in the power base variable and 

the residual variation in professional ambition after removing that predicted 

by variation in Ti professional ambition. The residùals represent unexplained 

change in the variation in ambition. Therefore, any substantial change in 

*professional ambition which we wish to attribute to variation in the power 

base will appear as a significant association between the residuals and reward 

power or referent power or both. 

*Those teachers who held reward and/or referent power at both times may 
have increased their power bases"over time. For example, one who held refer-
ent power at Ti may have added reward power by TS. ObViously, some increased 
their base power by becoming team leaders. 



I ran regression analyses with TS ambition as-the dependent variable, 

Ti aabitionas the covariate, and TS reward and referent power as the indepen-

dent variables. I also included the two Opportunity Structure variables 

to control for any possible variation in ambition attributable to either of 

them. The relevant statistic is the increment in the proportion of variance 

accounted for by each power base. In this•case, the increment associated 

with referent power reflects the association between variation in referent 

power and the residual variation in ambition unaccounted for by variation 

in Ti ambition, Opportunity Structure, and T5 reward power.* Table 18 presents 

the results. 

' Only the pre-unitization variation in professional ambition showed any 

relationship to that at T5. Neither reward nor referent power accounted 

for any change in professional ambition. 

The same analysis was done in the multiunit schools alone to examinè 

whether acquiring the team leader position contributed to a change in 

professional ambition at T5. Table 19 shows that whether or not a womin 

became a unit leader accounted for a significant increment in the proportion 

of explained variance in ambition at T.S. The beta of .23 suggests that, 

regardless of the preunitization level of ambition or the power bases one held 

at TS, those teachers who acquired the unit leader position tended to show ad 

increase: in ambition. 

Appropriate interaction terms were computed and entered in the analysis.
None of them were statistically significant. 



   

 

   

TABLE 18: Relationstip Between Change in Professional Ambition T1-T5 
and Reward and Referent Power Bases at T5 

Independent Variable
Increment
in R F

	Ambition T1 	.390 133.62' 

	Opportunity Structurea 

	Reward Powerb 

	.002 

	.006 

ns 

ns 

	Referent Power 	.000 ns 

alwo separate regression equations were run: one with the dichotomous 
School Organization, the -other with the It Collegiality variable. Because 
both accounted for-the same nonsignificant increment in the proportion of 
variance, only a single equation appears here. 

bCoded 1 = power, 0 = no power 

*Statistically significant at alpha = .0S, df = 1,207 

TABLE 19: Influence of Leader Position on Professional Ambition at T5 

Increment
Independent Variable 'in R F

Ambition Ti  :440a 74.07' 

 Reward Powerb .000 ns 

Referent Power .000. ns. 

 Legitimate Powere .036 6.73' 

The increment here is different from that in Table because the analysis 
is confined to the multiunit schools only. 

bCoded 1 = power, 0 = no power. 
 

cCoded 1 = team leader, 0 = nonleader 
 
Statistically significant at alpha = .0S, df = 1.98 



Ambition. Power" and Participation in Communication and Collaborative Teaching 

The more ambitious teachers apparently tend to take advantage of what-

ever opportunities exist to develop power bases. Evidence also suggests 

they take advantage of the communication network, but not the instructional 

network, more than the less ambitious teachers. Are the women who maintain 

or acquire power bases the ones who actively participate in the communication 

and instructional networks of the schools? 

Table 20 presents the-data for the three areas of communication arrayed 

as they were for ambition in Table 17. Classroom and school-related communi-

cation suggest similar relationships with power. 

In conventional schools, both seem important to retaining power although 

one woman continued to communicate extensively at TS after having lost her 

power base. In the multiunit schools, those women who acquired power or 

preserved what they had held communicated no more than those who lost it 

or never had it. Only team leaders who had preserved or gained power showed 

a markedly high level of communication, and they had also reported the highest 

mean ambition scores. The other leaders who possessed neither reward nor 

referent power at either time showed no tendency to communicate more than nonleader

although they, too, had reported a high mean ambition score. 

Nonwork communication, in comparison, apparently made no difference 

with respect to gain and loss in power in the conventional schools. However, 

those who 'preserved their power were not only the most ambitious, but also 

engaged in the greatest level of nonwork communication with other teachers. 



TABLE 20: TS Communication and Change jn Power Bases`from::Tl to TS in Conventional 
and Multiunit Schools* 

Classroom Communication School-related Communication Nonwork Communication
	Mean S.D. 	Mean S.D.  Mean S.D._ N 

CONVENTIONAL SCHOOLS  

Nó reward/referent power T1 
No reward/referent power• T5 	11.0 	7.35 	12.9 8.07 20.9 -- 11.38 151 • 
Reward/referent power T5 	10.6 	8.51 	12.9 9.97 ' .20.8 12:81 24 

Reward/referent power Ti 			No reward/referent power TS 	16.0 0.00 17.0 0.00 21.0 0.00 .' 1 
	

	Reward/referent power TS 	17.0 1.90 22.2 9.19 31.9  11.85 10 

MULTIUNIT SCHOOLS  

No reward/referent power T1 
	No reward/referent power TS 	13.6 8.92 	16.2 .. 9.18 .  26.2 12.71 137

	Reward/referent power only T5 17.2 5.73 	18.3 8•.00 • '24.8 . 13.39 13 

	Legitimate power only TS 	15.7 8.38 	15.6 9.24 20.8 11.06 18 

Reward/referent & legitimate 
	power TS 	22.2 10.44 	26.1 13.37 • 	 29.1 14.27 14. '

Reward/referent power Ti 
	No reward/referent power T5• 	11.8 14.22 	1440 17.27 13.5 15.84 4 

	Reward/referent power only TS 46.3 12.66 	. 21.0 8.89 33.0 2.6S 3 

	Legitimate power only TS 	7.0 0.00 	15.0 •.0.00' 21.0 0.00 1 

Reward/referent & legitimate 
	power 'CS 	25.6 15.58 •  	26.8 14.21, 34.8. 21.55, • S' i

*Some n's may be different---from Tables 11 and 12 due to missing data. 



In the multiunit schools those who gained or preserved their power communicated 

more than others regardless of whether they held the team leader positioi: 

They also reported the highest mean level of ambition. Those who 

lost'their reward or referent power communicated the least on the average 

about nonwork patters and reported the lowest mean ambition level. 

The data for collaborative teaching, arrayed in the same fashion in 

Tabe 21, presents a mixed pattern iitch I find difficult to interpret. 

TABLE 21: TS Collaborative Teaching and Change in River Bases fiom 
T1 to T5 in Conventional and Multiunit Schools! 

:Mean ' .' ` S.D. " N 
CONVENTIONAL SCHOOLS 

No reward/referent power T1 
No reward/referent. power T5 1.8 7.43 • 151 

Reward/referent power T5 .4 2.04 24 

Reward/referent power Ti 
No reward/referent power T5 0.0 0.00 .1 

Reward/r eferent power TS 7.0 16.36 :10 

MULTIUNIT SCHOOLS 
No reward/re erent power T1 

No reward/ referent power/T5 5.9 11.39 . 131 

Reward referent power only T5 3.4 6.13 13 

Legitimate power only T5 4.1 8.63 18

Reward/referent & legitimate . 9.5 12.79 - 13 
power T5 

Reward/referent power Tl 
No reward/referent wer TS 0.0 . 0.00 4 

Reward referent power only TS 12.0 . 20.78 3 

Legiti to power only T5 _0.0 0.00 1 

. Reward referent and legiti- 3.8 4.15 • 5 
mate power T5

Some n's may be different from Tables;11 and 12 due to missing data. 



In the cenventional schools, the ten women who retained their power bases 

over time showed the greatest mean level of involvement in collaborative 

teaching. In the multiunit schools, the women who held no power base 

at either time showed an appreciable mean level of collaborative teaching. 

Because they did not have high leirels of ambition, their involvement may have 

been a response to the initiative of other individuals. 

The more ambitious teachers did not necessarily instigate collaborative 

teaching relationships even though they tended to hold the power bases. Those 

who gained reward and referent power and became team leaders demonstrated a 

mean level of involvement only slightly higher than everyone else. Other 

teachers who held pówer in some form showed a smattering of high involvement 

but mostly participated at a level on par with the majority. Noticeably 

the five teachers with the lo+lest mean ambition level had lost reward and 

referent and also completely avoided collaborative teaching relationships. 

Summary and Discussion 

Some evidence supports Cohen's contention that the more professionally 

ambitious teachers take advantage of whatever avenues exist in the school for 

them to exert influence on other teachers. In the absence of formal positions 

of power regular teachers can establish referent and reward power bases respective 

through the attractiveness of their own ideas and demonstrations of their 

ability to see tat proposals of other teachers get needed approval. Apparently, 

they do this by extensive involvement in the communication networks. No 

evidence suggests they put forth extra effort into the collaborative teaching 

relationships. 



Few women, in Both conventional and multiunit schools,actually acquired-

these'reward and referent power bases. To some extent those. who held them 

at Ti, . retainedlhem,throUgh TS. Over time, some also gained and lost 

power in each type of school but the ensuing 'incidence and distribution 

of power showed. no appreciable alteration. attributable to differences in 

the instructional organvation of the faculty or to variations in the collegial 

decision making structure." 

The more ambitious teachers tended to maintain or Aquire reward and 

referent power in both the conventional ind múltiunit schools. Reward power 

. was an important source of influence for the more ambitious teachers at Ti. 

Beyond its association,with reward power, referent power was notso crucial. 

At TS, the more ambitious women also tended to hold reward power alone or 

in conjunction with referent power. 

The creation of the team 'leader positions added a limited number of formal 

avenues by which teachers could expand their own influence over other teachers. The

structure of the multiunit schools thereby created an enhanced opportunity' 

structure for influence but it was not available to all teachers simultan-

eously. Those, teachers that moved into these positions reported the greater 

mein levels of ambition, but nearly half possessed neither 'reward or referent 

power bases. Most had held neither power base prior to the formal establishment 

of the leader position. ipparently, a teacher need not have established for her-

Self a keneTallk acknOWledged power base in order to become a team leader. 

Those women who managed to acquire this position of legitimate power tended 

to increase their professional ambition regardless of whither they held reward 

of referent power.. 



Not all women who became team leaders involved themselves heavily in 

the•communicatAon network. Those leaders who held reward or referent power, ••

whether established prior to or following unitization tended to engage in the 

greatest amounts of interaction with other teachers about both classroom 

and school-wide matters. The other team leaders who held neither of these 

power bases communicated as much as the other teachers in the multiunit schools. 

Apparently, only team leaders who gained and preserved reward or referent 

power felt it important to establish a high level of involvement in communi-

cation among the teaching faculty. I found no pattern which readily identified 

who tended to actively participate in instructional interdependence. 

Packard, 'et al (1978) examined the communication between team leaders 

and the principal and emphasized their surprisingly low incidence of contact; 

principals communicated with less than a third of the leaders about classroom

matters and less than a fourth about school-wide affairs. The authors con-

eluded the team -leaders did not become crucial links in .communication between 

principals and teachers. Perhaps the team leader position was a powerless 

office in some cases, perhaps in entire schools, and required no skills in 

influencing and interacting with others. 

I have not examined this possibility but a more detailed school-by-school 

study of the data would merit a clearer accounting. Such an approach seems 

particularly important becausè so few of the women in the 27 schools held 

reward or referent power bases; quite unexpectedly,'onlÿ abóut half of the 

team leaders held them. Hopefully, it also would help to e piàin why the 

team 'leader.position tended to increase ambition in teachers regardless of 

whether they held reward or referent power. 
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