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There.was a snift in methodological and theoretical approaches to the
study of organizations in the mid to .late sfﬁties. Methodologically, the
emergence-ot multivariate analysis and statistical.packages allowed
social scientl;ts'to deal-with larger bodies of data, and ﬁor the most
part the pre;iously predomlnant case study approach was left behind.
Theoretically, the concern shifted away from an examination of the dynamics
of organizations, i.e., strategy and change, tonard a relatively static
analysis of the structure of organizations. fhus in the 1960's and 1970's,
the sociclogical study. of organizations was dominated by the comparative‘
structural perSpective gBlau and Schoenherr, lé7l; Hage and Aiken, 1967;
Pugh et. al;, 1963, léég etc.). The comparative-structural perspect}ve
emerged as a reSponse/to the earlier detailed case study approaches
exemplified by Selznick (1949) and Gouldner (1954). whlle the case
studres were concerned with how the behavior of organlzatlons and their
members 1thosyncrat|cally varied from a common theoret!cal reference
ponnt i.e., Weber's model of bureaucracy, the comparative structuralists
were primarily concerned with dlscoverlng commen patterns across organizations.
An argument can be made that in its basic concern with the collection
of large quantifiable data-banks, the comparatlve-structural|st reduced
’
theory to the position of a legltlmlzer of methods rather than holding that
methods are a too} of theory. The selective use of works of Max Weber
exemplifies this phenomenon, Weber's ideal construct of bureaucracy
emerged as a series of testable proposltlons while it was clearly never
meant to dc so (Hall and Tlttle, 1966; Hall, 1963). Furthermore, Weber
"himself was cast as an aggregate structuralust who viewed organlzatuons as

"based on the functional Interdependence between various structures, e.g., '

'size and differentiation (Blau and Schoenherr, 1971). The dynamic aspects
. \ ) N

\
\

\
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| e Weberian -perspective, viewing structure s contingent on historical
. *ltural setting and as determined by the conscious action of particular

t groups, was for the most part ignored by'the comparative structuralfsts.

Co. - orary theoretical perspectives (March and Simon, 1958; Cyert and \

. \
March, 1963; Thompson, 1967) were also selectively used by the comparative \

structuralists. The references @ade to these theoretical works ignored, !
for rhe mo;t‘part, the dynamic aspects of the perspectives. -For example,

not until récently has the theme of coalitions and coalition behav{or

been viewedlas integral to the empirical research while it is obviously of

import fo the theoretical volumes (Cyert and March, 1963; Thompson, 1967) .

The risé of the comparative structuralist perspective may be due in
part to its affinity with one of the priméry fépden;jesth_Qrganizational,/-
behavior: the development of general, ovérar;hing theories with applifa-‘
bilitxwto all organizations.' The:statistical analysis employed Sy the
compgéative structuralists are well suited to the development’bf general
theq;y. Even the earlier case study tradition-tended to Iose'sight of the
quéifics of the empirical referents on which they were Based, with_emergént
t@éoreticaf generalizations coming to the forefront. The comparative
s;ructuralists'offered a more explicit and direct route to the same gnd,
%hile sacrificing a significantldegrée of realism and practicality in the
/Lroceés;

Although not'as extreme, this inpe;play between theory and methéd; Is
also épparent in educational administration. Through most of .its history,
educat{onal administration has placed: a héavy emphasis on practice. As °
a resﬁlt, those in educational administration have tended to rely on

detailed empirical descriptions of educational systems rather than the

development of broad theories of organizations. There has been a heavy use
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of case studies or_othér intensive research techniques which tend to reveal
the more idiosfﬁcratic aﬁd dynam}c aspects of §ch061 systems. ‘One consequence
of this has beé; the consistent lament among those in educatibnal adminis-
tration‘udﬁcerning the lack of theory (e.g., Cunnﬁngham, Hack and Nystrand,
1977; lmmegart and Boyd, 1979;_Boyan;’198!). Theré has been a éa]l for.
the use of more refined methodological and. statistical -approaches to aid
in the development of a moré specific and quantified theéry of educational
administration.: |

fhe-uncritical adoption of such an approach would have the same costs
for the study educationél adﬁinistration that the rise of the comparative "
structuralist perSpectlve did for the study of organnzatlons The work
of Bidwell and Kasarda (1975) most closely approx!mates the structural model
and provides a good example of these costs. Like ;any ciher structurallsts,
Bidwell and Kasarda view schools and school districts* in terms of the
économic context and mofpholog!cal structure of these organizatlions. Forﬂd‘
examphe, organlzatlonal attributes are measured in terms of such dimensions
as: pupil/teacher ratio, administrative intensvty, ratio of professional
support staff to classroom teachers, and staff qualnficatlons Their
analysls essentially consists of examining how these four ''organizational
attribute"“ moderate the impact of environmental conditions such as
school district size, fiscal resources, bercent of disadvantaged families,
district population educational levels,”Pnd percent non-white jn district
oﬁ measures of student achievement. Like most organizational theorists

they view organizations as an input/output system. However, l1ike most

aggregate structurallists, (e.g., Blau and Schoenherr, 1970), they leave

* While Bidwell and Kasarda use school districts as the unit of analysis,
the implication of their perspective holds for schools and school districts.

-
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the process by which actors translate the impact of tge environment unspe-
cified. The envi;onment's impact on structure is never viewed as medieled
by the cognitions and calculative behavior of prgénizatiohal-éetors.
_Environment is somehow fransformed ‘into structure, yet tﬁe proeess of
transformation remains unspecified. Conscious actors, stratetic decision-
making, and open conflict are never considered. The discovery of static
patterns occufs‘at the expense of the dynam;cs of practical realit;.
While this appfoach may produce a theory of educational a&minlsteation,
there is a distinct possibility that such a theory would be too far
removed from the practice of educational administratien'fo be of much use,,
ObV|ously there is a need in both’organlzatlonal behavior and

educationai admnnlstr?tlon for the generation of practlcal theory (Bacharach
.and Mitchell, 1981a). The development of practical theory requires that

~ attention be paid to the common patterns £Hat'exlsp across ogéanizations
and the idiosyncratic realities of specific organizations. In recent years
the structural perspective has come under attack from a variety of
theoretical perspectives, (Karpick, 1972a, Georgiou, 1973; Goldman and
Van Houten, 1977; McNeil, 1978; Salaman, 1978; Bacharach and Laner; 198?}
Crozier and Friedberg, 1981; weiek, 1976). Curiously, there appears to be
little interest in defend!ng this approach to the study of organizations,
with the consequence that there has been considerable experimenfagion with
aiternative perspectives such as the neqptlated order perspective (Strauss,
1978); the Marxiah perspective (Bensoﬁ, 1977, Braverman, 1971; Heydebrand,
1977; Goldman and Van. Houten, 1977}); the ethnomethodological perséective'
(Mannlng, 1977); a renewed interest In the soclal action perspectlves -

(Rose, 1974; Goldthorpe, 1968; Silverman, 1970; Touraine, 1971) and the

political perspective (Pettigrew, 1973; Bacharach and Lawler, 1980;

&
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Pfeffer,” 1980; Weiss, 1981).

Among the méregpotent cri£|ques of the coﬁparafiye structuralisf
perspec{ive.is Mérch and Simon's (1958) notfon éi the loose coupling of
6rganizat}ons, recently elaborated by Weick (1976).. What makes ;ﬁis )
perspect ive of pérticular interest is tﬁe fact that it represents én attempt
by an organﬁzatiénal theorist to deal with the particufar pr9perties of
éducational orggnizatlons.n In essence, thé notion of loosely coupled
systems characteri?es organizations in a ﬁanner directly opposite that of

comparative structuralist theory. Thus thu objective focus on structure is

replaced by a concern with the subjective aspects of cognition. As a
- ‘ \‘\

~

consequence, the assumption of organizations as holistic or homogeneous

gives way to a view of organizations.ias hetprogeneoué. Harmony is usurped

4 -
by chaos. However, it is precisely at this point that the weaknesses of

the loosely coupled metaphor becomes most apparent. Possible sources of
order are left vague and unspecified. While Weick (1976) lists some
possible mechanisms through which coupfihg may occur (e.g., authority,
technology), it is not apparent at what poin£ coupling occurs., Further,
it is not apparent whether coupilng occurs between indivldualg, groups,
or organizat?ons; Indeed, one of the primary problems with the loosely
coupled systems approach Is the fact that it is bafed-on an individual
phenomenological analysis, yet it is applied haphazardly to organizations
as a unit, ' ‘

| ]mplicit in one or more of the aforementioned perspectives are a number
of critiques of the comparative-structural approach to the study of organiza-
tions:

a. Comparative structuralists have reified organlzations

"b. Comparative structuralists have anthropomorphized organizations
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.

c. Comparative structuralists have obiectified organizations

4
)

'd. Comparative structuralists have viewed individual oreanizational

. e
members as passive

e. Comparative structuralists have viewed organizational structures

o

_as constraining behavier rather than as emergent from behavior -

f. Comparative structuralists have assumed the exisfence of an

aggregate organizational reality i

i

g. Comparative structuralists have ignored dlvergéncé in subgroup

and individual cognitions and Iinterests - f
”

h. Comparétive structuralists have failed to éxpﬁain the dynamiés

-

of change and conflict in organizations. ( .

'

What most of the critiques of the compdratlve structuralists have .

| ) R !
in common Is a primary- concern with the analysis of organizational

Q

dyﬁamlcg and organizational change. They view Qrganléations as systems

of actions, Not)coincldently, their developmeﬁt has Leen accompanied by a
renewed interest in the use of ‘''qualitative! methéds;(ASQ, 1981).

The problemcwith the various critiques offered of thé combarative
structurallsts ‘is that no one pergpectlve has addressed a]l the points

of criticism, nor have théy shown an appreciation for tﬁéfpositive aspects

.. ! !

"of the structural approach. To that end, we have yet tn/see a theoretical

!

perspective which deals with what must be viewed as the/three critical
issues of organizationai theory:

a. How do organlzational structures and procésses emerge froﬁ the
behavior and cognitions of individual ‘actors?

b, How do organizational structures and processes stabilize without

inhibiting the behaviors and cognitions-of Individual actors?_

~



.

C. How do organizgtjons change without being reduced -to chaos?

£
‘

Specifically, how do qrganggations change while still maintaining their N
organizational identity? : | ' .
.To a large degi-ee what welck (1976) and others have failed to
emphasize is that beyond the facade of loose coupling, there may exist
the day-;o-dgy calculative woykings of a political reglity, That'is,'at
times one has the sense that the proponents d%,the'loésely coupled are
trapped by their own metaphor, f§iling to realize ;ﬁat what appears as
loose coupling hay indeed be the.Informal but highly predictable politics
of organizational 1ife., Indeed, the modes of coupling may be based on
calculative decisions constrained by the structure and environmental
content of organiiat!ons. While the structuralistsfaéﬁ.to consider the
internal dynamics of organizations, thé adherents of the ]qosely.coupied
systems épproach fail to consider the structural constrain;s that impiﬁge
on qhé individual actor's cognitions and actlons. ‘ |
It is my premise that a ﬁiddle ground between the comparative
structuralist and the loosely coupled systems appréaches may be found in
the polltucal analysis of organuzatlons Unlike the political
perspective offered by Marxists, l believe it is crltical to emphasize
not simply macro Institutional analysis, but the analysis of micro politics
(Pfeffer, 1979; Bacharach and.Lawler, 1980). To .the degree that a political
analysis examines the cognitions and actions of actors within the context
of specifib organizational structure and environhent, It may be seen as
incorporating the .strengths of both the structuralist and loosely coupled
system approaches while not s;ccumbing to the weaknesses of these approaches.
That is, a political perspective incorporates structure, cognition, and

action and as such, takes into account the structural constraints of an

approach like.Bidwell and Kasarda and the voluntarism implicit in-a

ERIC 10
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perspective such as Weick's.

The image of s;hool organizations as political éht{ties is not ‘new.
indeed, an argument can be made that in the educational ad&inistrqtion
literature”tﬁis has been a prevaiiing perspective (Chaitérs, 1952; EIi&t,
1959; Corwin, .1965; Ziegler and Jennings, 1974; Wirt and Kirst.11972;
Théhpson, le%). This perceptlbn of angexisting political brientatﬁgn
stems, to a significant degree, from the use of detai?ed case stuQiés
and other intensive, desériptive methods in educational -administration

_ noted'e;rlﬁer. Most of these theorists, while ofifring an insight into
the poliEical analysis of organizations, fail to develop the conceptions
of schools as complex political organizations. That is, for the mostv
part, they conceFtr;ted on selec;ive relationships such as the re]ationship
between the ;uperintendent and the school board (e.g., Ziegler and
Je:;f;gﬁ), or they concentrated on speclficvpolitical roles such.as the .
role of superintendent, (lannacconi and Lutz, 1970). Perhaps the most
thoroughly developed agalysis of gchools as complex politjcal organ{iations
is that offered Ey Corwin. By identifying key actors ;nd their interactions,
in develcping a differehtiated view of the organizational environment;
and by emphasizing the notion of bargaining and adaptive strgtegies, Corwin

has taken-an important preliminary stéprtowards develop{ng a poliFical %odel
of the school system and its environment that is ﬁore comprehenéivelin

its scope }han most earllier efforts. ‘. ‘

Considering that the works of Corwin, Chqrters,.glidt, etc. preéeded('
theorists such as Bidwel) and Kasarda, Weick, and Meyer and Rowan (1977),
it Is astoni;hing that the}political perspective offered by students of

educational systems has not been thoroughly incorporated in the analysis

of educational organizations. !n a sense, it is ironic that | propose

e
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a political approach to the study of eQucational‘institutions as a mioole
ground between structuralist and loosely coupled sfstems approaches.

A detgilea analysis ofxschools and school districts suggests a
political image of organizations accounting for the following: |

PN

. a. Educational organizations~are best conceived as political systams,

both internaliy.and in their externai'relatfonships. In educational

organizations,lat all levels, constant tacticai power struggles occur 1n

an erfort to obtain control over reai or symbolio resources.’ Whether this

struggles occurs between the superintendent and. the school board between

the school board and the state, or between pruncnpals and teachers is

not the important consideration. It is essential to accept the dynamics

of power struggles over resources as integral to any organizational analysis.
b. In educational organizations, particupants can be conceuved of as .

political actors wnth thelr own needs, objectives, and strategies to achleve .

thosc obJectlves While there may be someé apparent consensus regarding

the normatlve goals of educational organizatuons, e. g ; education, the weight

given to different subgoa!s and the strategies used to pursue them will differ

" depending upon which actors are questioned. For example, a decision to cut.
a7 B ~

an administrator of an affirmative action program may be viewed by the

community as a serious threat to minority protections calling for public protest

A

at school board meetings or letters to the editor of the local paper. The
same issue may be coded as a budgetary necessity by the,school.board.
Similarly, in discussions of class size, one finds administrators Mentioning
financial ano chiid population statistics while teachers‘Speak ot pedagogical
technique. Thus each group may argue not only-the "rightness'' of its specifie

/

position, but will aiso defire the issue In terms of its own function. VA

&

c. The decision-making process Is the primary arena of political conflict.

-

Each. subgroup can be expected to -approach a decision with the objective of

ERIC A v 12
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maximizing its specific Interests or goals ratherAthan the maximization of some
general organizational.objective. For examp]e, in a choice between purchasing
nq@ school buses ana multiplying the trips of current buses by staggering
students arrival and leaving times, citizens may bé concerngd with such things .
as thé genera] traffic patterns fn>the community, costs, and students being

out of school until mid-morning and arriving home after dark. For ité part,
the school board may be strongly coomitted to.a staggered schedule because it
believes that the costs of increased driver time and mechanical depreciation
fsﬂéfgnificantly less expénsive than would be the purchase of new buses

and the subsequent need to hire more drivers. School administrators may be
concerned with quést!ons of congestion around the buildings and the disruption
of classes as students arrive and depart. Teachers, as a group, may be 7
entirely disinterested and attempt not to participate.’ Unless some aspect of
the question involves their self-interest (e.g., a significant increase in the A
transportation budget will decrease the monies available for salaries),
ggachérs, or any other group, may decide not to become involved in.a sbecific

[

decision. For those who perceive an Issue as related to their self-interest,

‘however, the decision-making process becomes the arena in which to attempt to

insure that the decision outcome reflects their self~interests.

d, Egch subgroup will also have a different v!gw of who has. the formal
power (authority), who has the informal power;(iﬁFPuence), or who should have
the power to make organizational decisions. A.group's efforts to héve their .
point of view relfected in the decision outcome centers in large part around
questions of authority and influence. In ordé[“tgihave one's viewpoint rébre-
sented requires that others agree that your view thuld be considered, i.e.,
that you should have influence over the decIsioﬁ,A The level of agreement or

o

congruence between parties over who has or should have authority and influence
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over various decisions is constrained by the structure of educatiénal
organizations, their work processes, and the different goals of groups. In
regards to congruence, four types of conditions.can be considered (Bacharach
and Lawlef, 1980) :
1. Congruence (Legitimaté Authority) .
a)\ Centralized: superiors and subordinates concur that the right
to maké a final decision belongs to only the superior.
b), Decentraliged: superiors and subordinates concur that
subordinates have the right to make final decisions. I o
2. Incongruence
a) Shirking: superiors maiﬁtain that subordinatés have the
right to make final decisions but subordinates refuse to do so.
b) Usurpation: superiors malntain that subordinates do not
have the right to make final decisions, but subordinates maintain that
they do have the right to make final decisions.
e. Given the importance of the decision-making process and groups'
efforts to have their views reflected in decisicn outcomes, the nature of
congruence with regard to where po@er lies in the decision-making process
is consequential for the level of conflict and ultimately for educationalj
quality. Obviously, the two congruent conditions will produce the least
conflict and will enable decision-making to proceed as necessary. In contrast,
the two incongruent.éonditions both pose a major threat to the integrity
of the decision-making process. In one (;hirking), efforts will be made to
péss responsibility for the decision on to others. ‘The passing of a sensitive
issue such as school closings back and forth between the admInistration.aﬁd the

school board would be an illustration of this. In the other incongruent

condition (usurpation), a groups efforts to obtain authority or influence over a




decision which others feel they are not entitled to may also stall the decision:

process. For example, if teachers, administration, the school board, and

various community groups atl attempfed to become involved in a particular decisior

the likelihood of conflict is high and the chances for a speedy decision low.

‘Disruption of the decision process, particularly when important educational

issues are involved, will have a direct affect on the school district's program.
f. The ability of a single.individual or groupbto have its interests

represented in the decision-making process is often limited. As a consequence,

in educational organizations coalitions of actors emerge, identify collective

objectives, and devise strateglesmto achleve-£gose objectf;és. For example,
the power of individual teathers or groups of teachers is limited, but the
power of a coalition of teachers, i.e., thé union, is often substantial.
Should the teachers' uniop_elicit the support of the PTA an even more influential
coalition could result, The formation of coalitions is constrained by
orvanizational structures, Ideé\ogles, aqd‘environment. For example, the type
of éoalltions that emerge and the strategies which they fallow will depend
greatly on whether we are déaling with a’'large, highly bureaucratic school
district or a small, non-bureaucratic school district; whethe} the community
is liberal or conservative; or whether the district population is well educated
or poorly educated. In other words, the coalitions which emerge, the collective
objectives which they identify, and the strategies which they use to achieve
these objectives will be determined to a large degree by the various
combinations of structures, ideologies, and environment. |

g. In any school district, there are likely to be a ;umber of different
coalitions elther in existence or capable of being formed. The dominant
_coalition is that coalition of actors which controls the autkority structure

 and resources of the organization at a given point in time; their actions and

15



orientations can be described in terms of their logiques d'action (perspective
from the point of view of the observer that gfves their acticns meaning and
coherence). qu example, in one school district we observed (Bacharach and
Mitchell, 19815), the superintendent and a majority faction of the school board
constituted the dominant coalition In the district. Although challengedvby
other groups such as the teachers and the minority faction of the schvol board,
v
there was no single group or coalition of groups with sufficient influence to
replace the dominant coalition in the district. This coalition had enéugh%
power through the superintendent's control over his administration and the
---major-ity -factions control-over-school boandhxotes_xcLinsu;eAtheVdisttjct“wasd,m_v,
run as they saw fit. Further, the strategles and tactics employed (such as .
the superintendent's control over information and the majority factions ties
.to the community elite) were consistent with their perception of their roles
and responsibilities as school district officials in a particular school
district. In a simitar manner, those who challenged the dominant coalition
also followed a consistent set of rules or expectations. As a consequence,
_tﬁere was an underlying logic to whag often appeared to be a chaotic and
cénflictUal state of affairs. The same reasoning can be applied to alllschool
districts.

h. Although a dominant coalition may reﬁain‘in place for an extended
period of time either through astute political manuvering or the relative
quiescence of the district, no coalition is sacrosanct. A diajectical |
relationship exists between the organizational structures, ‘ideologies, and
environment and the emergence and aspirations of coalitlions. Coalitions emerge
in reaction to structures, ideologies, and environment and in turn reformulate
and institutionalize structures, work processes, and ideologies which engender
over time, a reaction from emefgent coalitions. The rotation of coalitions

on school boards illustrates this process. In one district we observed

1.
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(Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981b), a taxpayer's group\Eonqerned over rising
. scheol ?osts was able to mobilize sufficient community support to gain

a majority of seats on the school board. JThis coélition was able to oust
"the superintendent from office, alter the content and definition of

other administrative roles, and to undertake a ;eview of the district
;ﬁrriculum with an eye toward adapting a more fundamental or back-to-basics
Spproach to edycation. Shocked by some of these actlons, a rival coalition
consisting of teachers, pa;ent groups, and members-cf the community elite
was formed and after fntensive compaiéning, was able to replace the
taquyerﬂs group as the majority factién the school board. This new
coalition then proceeded to implement a series;of Its own changes in school
district pol%cy. The point is that educational organizations must be seen
as pollitical entities that shape and are shaped by thelr environmental

and organizational context.

i. The dlalectic presented ébove as a critical component of a politicai
analysis of schools occurs over time and within a specific context. This
means that educational organizations are best understood in terms of a
historical perspective and In terms of the specificity and structure of the
fnstjtutlona] system of which they are a part.

At least two methodological issues emerge ffbm this elaboration of the
major points involved in an analysis of educational organizations as political
entities. The first Issue deals with the unit of analysis. A political
analysis, due to its concentration on coalitions as the basts of action and
change, envisions groups aé the primary focus of a study of educational
organizat}ons. This perspective affords an empirical middle ground,betwéen
a concentration on aggregate and individual data by examining collectivities

of individuals within an organization. To date, the potential of the group

‘ S | o o '!'Z_ e
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model has not been fully realized. fhe group has been seen as a relatively
formal entity whose activities within the organization are passive and o%
little interest to the researcher. What attention has been ﬁaid to the group
focuses on group autonomy, that is, with the grqup Itself rather than the
group's relationship with other work groups in thc organiza*ion Realization
of the full potential of the group perspective requnres that the dynamics -
of the group interrelationships become a focal point of futu;e research.

For example, properly conceptualized,.a group model is well suited to an”
examination of the administrative, ehucational, and pélitlcal~imperatives
that confront school admipistrators as they are expressed in-various group- ——
interactionﬁ. We believe that the proper application of\the group model can
be achieved if it is embedded in a theoretical approach ghat considers the
organizatioﬁ as a political system,

The second methodological Issue has to deal wigh the use of case studies
versus large quantitative cémparative studies with which we Began our
discussion. There, we argued that the choice of method has in many cases'”
dictated the theoretical content of the research undertaken. One of the

advantages of the political approach being advocated here is its ability -

to constructively utilize both methods, drawing upon thelr strengths without

-succumbing to their limitations. To elaborate, the major strengths of a large

scale comparatnve survey approach [s the ability to generalize that it
affords. It enables one to pinpoint the key variables and variable relatlén-
ships whlch constrain the political process across school districts. Its
primary weakness is its inability to provide a sense of process and the
specific information necessary for an in-depth analysis. In contrast, the
strengths of a case study approach lie in its ability to explore how

political processes unfold over time in a specific setting. It's primary
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weakness is its failure to provlde a sufficlent base for generalizing

to other orgénizations. Together, the two methods complement one another

and provide the basis for a thorough undérstandlng of school districts aa
political systems, allowing one to determine which aspects of school districts
are qualutatlvely unique, and which aspects are quantutatively recurrent.

Obviously, the key step here involves the creative design of research
which can effectively utilize both approaches, For example, in our own
research, we began a series of case studies to familiarize ourselves with .
ho& the issues we were concerned with were handled in school‘d}striets.

The information collected from these case slites was then used to help ‘in
designing a survey for distribution to a larger sample of schools of which
the case “study s}tes were a part. Having collected data using both
approaches, It is now possible to use the results of the case studies to
suggest potential analyses of the survey data, or to use the results of a
survey analysis to characterize a case study site and examine how a giyen
profile of varlakle values Is translated into actlon in an actual school
district (Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981b)., Other ways of Interfacing

the two types of data are also possible. The point Is that drawing on the
strengths of each approach Insures that the results will both be abstract
-enough to allow for sngniflcant theoretical contributions, yet concrete
enough to generate practical policy recommendations.

In closing, as | noted elsewhere, the Interplay between theory, methods,
and practfce may ar}se in any area, ard the difference In emphasis which
characterizes organizaticnal theory and educational administration as areas
of activity has direct consequences for *he establlshment of a dialogue between

these two flelds (Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981a). The purpose of such an
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interaction Is to Insure that the theory that is generated Is relevant and
uséful both to those In educational administration and in orgénizatlonal
behavior. Ffor educaflonal admlnlstratlén; this suggests a crltlca} assess-
ment of the concepts beinj proposed .by orgaﬁizational behaviorists;:for
organizaticnal behaviorists, tkis prompts a step down from tge heights of
general theory and a focus on the speciflc properties of schools as well

as a concern with how broader theoretical concebts upfold in,educational
settings.' For both, the dlalogue should be an exercise in the creation of
practical theory. One example of the potential fruitfulness of this klndw
of a dialogue Is in the political analysis of schools as organizations
elaborated here (e.g., Bacharach and Mitchell, 1982). Reﬁent theoretical
developments in organi;atlonal behavior, when combined with the rich body of
descrfptive empirfcal literature in the areas of school politics and school
organizations, results in a perspective which presents a realistic Image
of schools as organizations with iirect Implications for the development

v

and refinement of theory, research, and practice.
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Much of the work in organizatibnal behavior 1s based onfthe unstated
assumption tﬁat there are basic, typological forms which are common
to all organi;ations. This is most apparent in the field of comparative
organizational analysis where, despite repeated calls to attend to the |
unique characteristics of spécific organizational forms (e.g., Clegg and
Dunkerly, 1980; Pi;de? and Moore, 1979), the principles of rélationships
between sets of structures and comporent processeé are often'haphazérAIy
generalized'from one type of organization to another. Iﬁevitably, the
specifics of the empirical referents are lost and the emergent theo;etiéal
generalizations come to the forefront, thus preventing the devglopment of
precise.variables and situations which are relevant in a given'type of
organization. This lack of specificity regardiﬁg the unique empirical.
reality of particular types of organizations has resulted in a set of
theories which at best are difficult to apply to the practical concerns
of organizational deéign; development, and management.

In this paper, we will focus on.oée of the mére dramatic illﬁstrations
of this tendency, namely the study of school distr;gts as organizations.
In the first section, we will review‘the basic elements of a comparative
structural analysis and demonstrate how these elements both inform and limit
the study of school districts as o;ganizations. Alternative approaches to
the study of schools as crganizations will be noted, and é polifical
oréanizational framework for the study of schools will be proposed.
In the second section, the requirements of a political analysis of schools .
as organizations will be discussed. Attention will be paid to identifyingE?
the key actors in schools, ébecifying'the linkages between these actors, @;

and delineating the types of strategies and tactics used in schools to ?

create and maintain consensus. In the final sectiom, the impiications
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of a political perspective for educational practitioners, particularly

those involved in organizationsl design, will be discussed.

! .
/7 1. The Limits of Generalization.

~

Orggnizational theory Es'an arena for hgholarly activitthas had 5
tendency to devélop general, overarching thebries.wigh an asgumed applica;,~
bility for all organizations;  There is usually little efforéldirected |

_toward examining or specifying how these overarching theories will

empirically unfold in daily organizational life. The purpose of thidf'
secticn is to illustrate how this tendency toward theoretical generalization

can prevent a thorough understanding of -schools as orgaﬂizhtions.

¢

A. Structuralist Analysis. " e

The limits of generalizatior are mc .t apparent if wgwgéggiﬁér,the type
° , 5 c o
of analysis undertaken by the comparative structuralists- (e.g., Blau and

v . r.
Schoenner, 1971; Hage and Aiken, 1970; Pugh, et. al., 1968). While this .

research perspective dominated the laéehgob and 70s, today'itf;emains the
context within which most comparative research is conductéd. aIn essence,
éhis approach.has accepted a causal model of organizational life whicﬁ is
‘composed of four crude composite elements: 1)-extern;1 éonstraints;

2) strucfure; 5)'prpcesé; and 4) output. hxternal constraints have been
primarily cast as th; environment and the technological.factors that affeét
the iﬁternél structures and processes of the organization. The internal'
structures have often been discussed in terms of the morphology of the
organization, é.g., size, differentiétion, span of control, role
specialization, etc. (Hall, 1981; Aldrich, 1979; Bacharach, 1978).

- Structures, in this context, are viewed as independent of the action which
rthey may encompass. That is, structures are objectified, reified aggregate

characte}istiés of organizations. Processes are the actual tasks carried

\
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out by actors in pursuit of their work activity. To that end, processes

involve the behavior of specific actors or groupé of acforp in puréﬁit
of functional goals. Therefore, unlike structures, organizational
processes are.moré difficult to reify; tend to envelop a more cognitive

-

~component; are therefore more stbjective; and should not be studied on an

t -,

aggregate level. Output is ééen“aﬁian indicator of qrganizational
performance or achievement.

A baéic linkage between the external constraints and the internal
structures and processes would suggest that under particular environmen;al
?nd/or technological conditions, specific structural confiéurations ﬁnd

\pattérns of processes will emerge (Perfow,,1967; Aldrich, 1979; McKelvey,
1983). For example, it is maintained that under positive economic
conditions,.organizations can affora.to expand, and therefore will emerge
és larger and more differentiated. Likewise, it is suggested thgt specific
types of technologies can lead to different levels of differentiation and
role Qpecialization, the basic aﬁiom being fhat routine technologies
will be associated with a high degree of differentiation and role
specialization, while non-routine technologies will be associated with
low levels of differentiation ;nd role specialization. Parallel assumptions
govern the relationships between external c;nstraints and the internal
processes of organizational life. For example, under conditious of a
turbulent environment work processes may invqueJa higher leveiéof role
ambiguity and role coanflict, while undef conditiéns of a stable environment,

I

work processes may involve & low level of role a?biguity and role conflict.

]

Likewise, when the constraining technology is non-routine, we would éxpect
: |

a high level of role ambiguity and role conflictL while routine technologies
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will be associated with low levels of role ambiguity and role conflict.

The final set’of variables, i.e., output, are viewed as contingent upon
the interactigns among the three previous se;sAof variables. An effective
organization is one in which there is an appropriate match among stfuctures,
prbéesses, and ;xternal constraints.

This general orientation to organizational analysis may be broadly
described as contingency analysis. fhat is, output is contihgent on the
main effects and interactive effects of different sets of variables.

Seven sets of effects may be listed: 1) output is contingent upon the
main effe;t of external constraints; 2) output is contingent upon the main
effect of process variables; 3) output is contingent upon the main effect
of structural variables; 4) output is contingent upon the interaction of
externa} constraints and processes; 5) output is contingent upon the
interaction of external constraints and structures; 6) output is contingent
upon the interaction effect of structures and processes, and 7) output is
contingent upon the three-way intéraction effect of external constraihts,:
structure, and process.

Researchers of the last fifteen years ha;e placed differential
emphasis on each one of these relationships. Regardless of which
relationship the? choose to emphasize, however, researchers utilizing the
structualist perspective employ the organization as their unit of analysis.
Those who adopt such an orientation may be accused of reifying and anthro-
pomorphizing organizations (Bacharach, 1978). In the formerainstance,
they treat organizations as organic entities that are part of the natural
world and subject to their own principles of operation (Wolin, 1969);

in the latter instance, they fall into the trap of dealing with organizations

r
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as actors, as evidenced by the use of such terms as organizational control,

organizational power, and organizational communication (Weick, 1969).
’ .
An analysis of the organization as a whole assumes that it is a rational
system of interdependent units functionally heldbtogether by a comﬁon goal.
Empirically, the appearance of a harmonious whole is enhanced through the
use of aggregate data as the basis of analysis. Such a perséective
assumes 3 uniform effect of structure and process across the organization,
combining scores to create one measure of each variable for the total
organization. 7 '

While such an approach may aid in the pursuit of the generic typological
forms which are common to all organizations, for pracfitioners and those
who view organizations as organic entities composed of everything from
affec: to politics, such a perspective is extremely limited. Indeed,
those vho live in organizations, more so than those who study organizations,
are ccnstantly aware of the idiosyncracies inherent in organizational
life. It is these idiosyncracies that the structuralist perspective has
sacrificed in pursuit of the generic typological forms which are common *
to all organizations.

The idiosyncratic component of organizational life may be defined
as the non-patterned behavidf of groups and actors ﬁithin organizations.
For the most part, organizational behavior as a discipline has ignored
those types qf behaviors. That is, in our pursuit of the common patterns
which we somehow believe make for good science, we have ignored cognition,
volition, and self inéerest. The clearest example of this may be seen in-
terms of organizational behavior's inability to incorporate strategic
decision making into the contingent model. Simply put, for the environment

to have an impact on specific structures and internal processes, key actors




———4n-the organization must cognitively interpret the environment, voluntarily
choose among strategic alternatives, and, based on their notion of what's
either in thelr best interest or the ogganization's best interest, implement
changés. Organizations do not adapt; individuals adjust. The common
patferns that wé speak of when we talk of exter;al constraints, structuf;s,
and processes limit aiternatives and/or enhance uncertainty,.but they tell
us little or nothing about the deductive logic which enters into the
decision implementation process. To a large degree, the amalysis of
organizations has become free of strategic actors. We cast organizations
not as emergent phenomena dependent on the conscious calculations of actors

but rather as sui generis entities governed-by-abstract-seif-fulfilling

macro principles. Recent work concerning the ecology of organizations

and organizational demography is only the 1atest.manifestétion of this

tendency (Hannan and Freeman, 1977; McKelvey, 1983; Aldrich, 1980).

While there is great merit in the scientific and aesthetic appeal of such

a nomethetic approach, for the practitioner who is concerned with the

redesign of an organi;atioﬂ, this tendency to ignore the strategic actor

results in a gap between theory and practice.

B. The Structural Analysis of Schools.

In this context, 1ec'usTspecifica11y examine what the principles of a
structural énalysis have to say to the practitioner in the field of
education. Educaéional organizations may serve as clear examples of the
limitation of the applicability of organizational theory to the specific
concerns of organizational practitionmers.

We have already seen that the structuralist analysis adopts a causal
model of organizational life which places primary emphasis on the determinants

of organizational output. For educational pfactitioners, the most obvious
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output relates to the educational attainment of the students. In primary
and secondary[gducation this has included a concern with such items as
minimizing drop-out rates, increasing the percentage of students who
continue their education beyond high school, and obtaining high achievement
scéres, particuiérly in reading and math. Adopting a structural perspective,
one would want to select a specific set of outputs and then examine the
affect of environment, structure, and process on these outputs.

Bidwell and Kasarda (1975) exemplify this approach and a brief
consideration of their work will highlight some of the limitations of a
structuralist analysis of schools and organizations. Examining their
research, we discover that the primary operationalization of effectiveness
in terms of scholastic achievement is the reading and mathematicai ébility
of the student. While such items have the distinct advantage of being
susceptible to relatively objective measures, they tend to be embedded
in a narrow conceptualization of school districts. Specifically, we cannot
equate the goals of elementary schools with the goals of high schools.
While it may be true that Bidwell and Kasarda's operationaiization of
achievement, sixth grade reading and math achievement test scores, are
appropriate measures of effectiveness for elementary schools, it can be
argued that reading and math scores for its students may be viewed as an
independent variable when examining secondary school effectiveness. To
examine reading and math scores is to miss the primary mission of the
secondary schools, i.e., to socialize students toward maximization of
career plan;. Instead, these scores remain an examination of the success
or fallure of-fhe primary education in the district rather than thé secondary
education in the district. Point in fact: the old truism maintained by

high school teachers, that once students have begun their secondary education
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it is too late to teach them to read and cipher, appears to hcld true.
Students with reading problems and "math anxiety" in high school are
reduced to remedial education and in their instance, the primary focus
of success in the high school is preventing them from dropping out.

Two points are worth noting. First, even where ;here may be agreement
as to one of the organization's primary goals, this does not mean that
measures of this goal will be easy to identify. Output and its measures are

problematic. Second, even if possible measures of goal achievement can be

found, one cannot assume that they are applicable to the entire organization. . _

Treating the organization as a whole conceals important differences within
the system. Further, while we are usi;g output as an example, the same
argument applies to structure and process. Thus, while it is possible
to construct aggregate measures of structure and process for the entire
district, these measures would concéal the very substantial cdifferences
which exist between structure and process on the secondary versus the
elementary level (e.g., Bacharach, 1983).

The failure to take account of the variations in structure, process,
and output which exist across séhools within a district severely limits
the practical application of the results produced by a structural analysis
of schools. Critics of this perspective have also noted the tendency
to overlook the internal dynamics of schools and'the various tensions which
exist within the organization (e.g.; Silverman, 1971). Thié.tendency
also detracts from the practical utility of‘the structural approach.
This becomes apparent if we consider one of the primary sources qontributigg
to the internal dynamics and tensions present in school districts, namely
the‘need for educational administrators to satisfy goals related to

administrative efficiency, as well as those goals related to educational



attainment.

Among the'dimensions that may be considered under administrative
efficiency are the ability to: decrease employee turnover; initiate
innovation, minimize costs per output; tap state and federal funds,

. ete. On the suriace, these seem like goals that everyone would see as
valid. But suppose that reading scores in a schooi or district had
decreased dramatically over a two or three year period. Given the
fundamental importance of educational attainment as a goal, the obvious
reaction to this decline would be to look for a possibie remedy which would
help raise reading scores. Drawing from some of the results of a
structural analysis (e.g., Bidwell and Kasarda, 1975), one might propose
hiring more teachers or better qualified teachers. Both of these
solutions, however, would faise the costs to the district and therefore
conflict with the goals of administrative efficiency. Admittedly, this
is an oversimplified example. It doee point to the possible conflicts
which ma& confront educational practitioners as they try to balance their
roles as educatofs with their roles as administrators. If an.analysis of
schools as organizations is to be'of any value to practitioners, it must
be able to take account of these conflicts. To do so requires that the
researcher be'able to focus on the use that is made of output data (or
other information) in order to reveal the internal dynamics present in
the system (Sproull and Zubrow, 1981).

Conflicts between educational goals and adminietrative goals surface
as the district translates its official public goal of providing education"
into specific operative goals. Operative goals are expressed in suoh»
decisions as to emphasize math and reading as opposed to arts and athletics

or hiring additional teachers to improve reading scores. ''Where operative
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goals provide the specific content of official goals they reflect choices
among competing values" (Perrow, 1974, 216). Thus, according to Perrow,
'

operative goalg are open to conflicting interests. This highlights
yet anotﬁer role that must be played by the educational administrator =
thag of politicién. For Better or worse, school districts are composed of
at least four identifiable spheres of interest - the communit&, the school
board, the administration, and the teachers (Bacharach and Mitchell,
1981). Each of the groups may bring a different set of values to bear on
a given issue, with the consequence that determining an operative
goal requires creating and maintaining consensus among these groups.
How consensus is achieved thus becomes of critical importance to the
analysis of schools as organizétions (Bacharach and MiEchell, 1981b).
Unfortunately, in examining the goals of education organizations, many
researchers (e.g., Bidwell and Kasarda, 1975) treat them as if they are
reified and have achieved a level of objective consensuality. This
engineering approach to effectiveness is, as Hannon and Freeman (1977)
point out, common t; much of the organizational literature. To the degree
that the school effectiveness literature examines the acceptable ievels'.
of educational goals, e.g., math and reading scores, such_assﬁmptions
of consensuality may be appropriate. However, insofar as these measures
of effectiveness are moderated by such things as administrative goals,
the diversity of the district, and the activigy of the teachefsf union,
the assumption of consensuality becomes precarious.

To summarize, school districts as organizations have at least three
characteristics that are not adequately handled by researchers who
adopt a structuralist approach. First, although there 15 general

agreement that schools exist to provide education, measures of goal

[4
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achievement are more difficult to specify. In particular, a structuralist
analysis fails,to account for the distinct differences in output,
structure, and process that exist between gsecondary and elementary schools.
Second, a struétﬁralist analysis cannot reveal the internal dynamics which
exist in school aystems as they tryrto achieve two often conflicting

goals: 6ne for educational attainment, the other for administrative
efficiency. Third, efforts to resolye these conflicting goals are exacerbated
by the presenée of multiple interast groups, each of whom may bring a
different set of values to bear on any issue. A structuralist analysis
cannot capture the essenca of-the politica}.process which lies behind

the areation and maintenance of consensus in séﬂools. Due to these‘;;
limitations, the results of a sérutturalist analysis of schools are of

dubious value to the educational practitioner. .

C. Alternative Perspectiﬁes.

Although our presentation to this poinz has attempted to demohstrate
the limiiations of a structural analysis of schools as organizations, it
should be made clear that insofar as other approaches employed in developing
organizational theory share the same uhstated assumptions, then they will
exhibit the same limitations when applied to the study of schools.: In
particular, the assumption that organizations are harmonidus, unified -
entities seriously limits the applicability of organizational theory.
to schoolafas organizations. Yet this assumption pervades the majority of
organiéatiohal literature. Despite discussions of differentiatign, the
fact is that'most'bf 6rganizatiqna1 theory assumes consensus and takes -
conflict or chaos as something that must be explained. This is p;obably-
one reason why educational practitioners lament the inapplicability'of

theory to their practical concerns (Cunningham, Hack and Nystrand, 1977;




Immegart and Boyd, 1979; Boyan, 1981).

There ar? those in organizational theory who recognize the limitations
of such assumptions and have tried to develop alternative perspectives to
the study of Arganizations. Given our discussion of the‘properties of
schools as orga;izations which make such assumptions problematic, it is
not surprising that one of the leading alternatives was developed by
focusing on schools. We are referring to the loosely coupled systems approach
elaborated by Weick (1976). In contrast t6 the.structuralists who take
the organization as the unit of analysis, the proponents of the loosely
coupled system, drawing from phenomenology, go to the opposite extreme and
adopt the individual as the unit of analysis.. The concern with coupling
arises from a need to explain how individuals come to be organized.

Although this argument would, on the surface,'appear to be similar to our
concern with the creation and maintenance of consensus, in fact research
into the loosely coupled has focused on showing thaé differences exist
rather than that similarities are problematic (e.g., Davis, et. al., 1976).
Thus, despite their theoretical differeﬂces, the proponents of loosely
coupled systems seem to be heavily influenced by the same assumptions
of unity that limit the structuralists. Yet fwhere the structuralists err in
failing to consider the intgrnal dynamics of organizations, the adherents of
the loosely coupled systems‘;pproach fail to consider the structural
constraints that impinge on the individual'’s cognitions and actions'
(Bacharéch, 1981: 21-22). Further;'the notion of a loosely coupled system
is often taken as a metaphof ;nd applied to organizations as a whole,
with a failure to'shéw how the individual properties on which the theory

~ .

is founded can be validlf‘applied to the organization. Finally, while the

notion of a loosely coupled system was elaborated by focusing on schools,
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the specifics of this empirical referent have‘been largely forgotten as
the emergent theoretical generalizations come to the forefront. The end
result is the creation of an approach or perspective that is as limited
as that which it was developed to critique.

| If using the organization as the unit of analysis prevents one from
recognizing the internal dynamice of organizations, and using the individual
as the unit of analysis prevents one from recognizing the forces of cohesion,
then the question arises as to what is the most appropriate unit of analysis
for studying schools as organizations? We belleve that a perspective which
uges the group as the unit of analysis is host appropriate. From such a
perspective, objective structures are considered as constraints on individoal
group action within an'orgenization. By focusing on the group as the
primary unit of analysis, however, we are sensitized to the differences
in cognition and action that occur aeross groups oithin an organizetion,
something not possible within the strict confines of a structuralist
approach. This approach recognizes individuals hut conslders their
membership in groups as the oritical point for explaining their behavior
in the organization.

" In this context educational organioations emerge.as political systems
composed of interest groups and coalitions perpetually engaged in bargaining.
Educational organizations must, therefore, be viewed as systematic political
entities. The systemic component emerges from the rational inter—
dependence dictated by the structure of the organization. The political
component emerges from the differential interests and goals of various
groups. Finally, the cognitive element which is part and parcel of the

loosely-coupled system perspective is also incorporated here in the tactical



14

action of the parties.

Although,the idea of cnonsidering schools as political organizations
may be new'to‘organizational theorists, the basic elements of a pdlitical
persﬁéctive have been part of research in educational administration for
some time. In éact, despite efforts to depoliticize the administration
of schools, perspectives having political overtones began tq.arise in
the 1930s when researchers startéd to examine the function and composition
of school boards (Counts, 1937). School boards remainéd the primary focus
of a political perspéctive, with other roles being occasionally brought
in as they related to the school boafd (for'example, the superintendent_‘
in Gross, et. al., 1958). While the 1960s did not mark the Eeginningl
of interest group politics in public educaticn, it did signai its
proliferation. Nearly all those concerned with public schools realized
they had.become embatiled political entities, attempting to mediate
the conflicting demands of such local and external political groups'and
ingtitutions as parents, teachers, mihorities, teachers' unions, state
departments of edsucation, state legislatu;es, faéulties of state

\
teachers' colleges, state and federal courts, and the fe?eral educat ' onal

bureaucracy. It had become obvious that schools had to éont;nd with
competing imperatives -~ one of governance in community settings, one of
administration, and one of educational Qttainment.

Despite the apparent consensus r. 3arding the advisability of adopping
a politicai perspective, educational researchers differ in the specific
models they employ and the school district personnel they chose to study.
As a consequence, there are bits and piécéé of a political study of

schools, but no unified approach. A brief review of a few of these

studies will help to illustrate this point, while suggesﬁing ways to
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overcome the weakness of past research.
Zeigler and Jennings (1974) contributed to the political perspective
by attempting to determine whether the principle of representative democracy

guided the governing process of local school districts. Inﬁﬁompéfison
L ~ A

- ” -

with earlier research that focused on the composition of schpbl béérds,

this research focused on the interactions between the school board, the
superintendent, and the public. Moreover, by adopting representative,
democracy as a standard of comparison, they assess not ‘only who governs
the school district but how it is governed. The main drawback to their
study is that-it equétes board, superintendent, and community relafionships
with the eftire governing process. Moreover, they relied upon interviews
as the sources of data, thus bresénting perceptions of political
participation, board responsiveness, and sources of consensus.and conflict.
Investigating the perceptions of consensus and conflict provides few
insights into how consensus is maintained and how conflicts are resolved.
In supporting their use of a political persﬁéctive regarding school
districts, Wirt and Kirst (1975) noted that:
Educational administration is 'political' in two
_senses....First, educational administration is the

object of activity from political influences outside

the school walls. These external forces may be

community groups, state and federal governments, or

private forces, such as professionals or foundatioms.

Second, educational administration is the subject

of political activity, that is, its practitioners

can - by their mobilization of resources, skill of

leadership, and knowledge of the social territory - -

shape policy and behaviors within the school system.
Having recognized the interacting, interdependent elements of the\séhéol
district, Wirt and Kirst proposed adopting a systems framework as their

model. On the surface, 2 systems model would appear to provide several

. advantages for the study of school districts as political organizationms.

e 38



16

First, such a framework presents a c}ear delineation of how schools

respond to the demands in their environﬁént. Second, the dynamic empﬁasis
affords the researcher the opportunity to examine the structural and process
components of the relationship betqeen.the school district and its
enviroﬁment. Third, it presents the schoo} district asia dynamic
pglitical egtity constantly interacting with various ofher entities.

This notion of interdependence 1is particularly'importan; for viewing the
schoci district as a governmental unit embeddedain a larger ayatgm of
government. A finai advéntage of a systems framework is that its scope
is sufficienﬁly broad to avoid the narrow scope of previous models that
concentrated solely on formal atructhre, role delineation,-or community
impact. While Wirt and Kirgt,adopted a systems framework, they failed to
integrate their dynamic model with a dynamic connective concept. vThey
identify key participants in';ovefnance and administration, but fail to

provide clues as to how their activities confer authority or influence

on them, or how these activities affect what actually géta done in school

”

<

districts.
More recently, Smith anq his aésociates (1981):haye introduced the
concept of the longitudinal nésted system, This Soncept emﬁhasizea
the interactions of a number of discernable ayatéms with their environment.
Because thay-Were concerned with following a trail of results through time
and séace, however, Smith and his associates failed to diatinguish the
processes by which causes in one system became results in another.
Perhaps the most thoroughly aeveloped aﬁalysis of ach09ls as complex
politicél organizations is that offered by Corwin (1965). By identifyipg-

key actors and their interactions, in developing a differentiated view of -

the organizational environment, and by‘emphaaizing the notion of bérgainiug‘

&



and adaptive strategies, Corwin has taken an important preliminary step
toward,develo?ing a pnlitical model of the schoo;vsystem and its environment
that is more comprehensive in its scope than most earlier efforts.

It is important fo\recognize the limitations of the work done by

\

edﬁcational researchars. \f}though they have utilized elemenFs of a
political perspective, few;\}f any, havé attemp;ed a full analysis of

schools as political organiz;E%ons (Bacharach, 198l1). Research has tended

to focus on specific roles or liQkages between roles, in many instances
artifically sepa;ating internal o;g?niz;tional elements fréﬁ expernal
environmental concerﬂs. Through mo;; of its history, educational administra-
tion has placed a heavy emph;sis on pragtice. As a result, those in
educationalla@ministration have teqded féxfely on detailed empirical

descriptions of educational systems rather ;ban the development of

broad theories of organizations. There has been a heavy use of case

—mmmgﬁmmrmmmmﬁ The
more idibéynératic and dynamic aspects of school sys;ems‘with ligtle effort
to undertake comparative analyses. It.is this tenden;§‘yhich leads to
the adoption of elements of a political perspective.‘ It\is also
this tendency which leads to a failure to'devélqp,generalmtﬂéogigg\

: . . o —
of educational administration. This failure is exacerbated by the diviéian:;w_i
of educational researchers into a numbeflof sub-fields, i.e., a fact

which makes it<iﬁcreasiﬁgly‘difficulp‘to speak of a field of edugational

administration. e e

In summary, whereas the tendency of organizational theorists to
develop general theories limits their applicability to the study of
schools as organizations, the tendency of educational researchers to focus
on idiosynératic aspects of schools and their subsequent flailure to develop

7
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any general theory is equally debilitating to the generation of krowledge

that will be useful to both scholars and practitioners. What is needed

I3

¢

is a middle ground which recognizes the unique properties of schools as
organiaations and proceeds to develop general theories based on these
pronerties. Oni& then will it be possible to put forth a perspective which
presents.a realistic image/of schools as organizations with oirect
implications for the development and refinement of theory, research, and
practice. It is our contention that a fully developed political perspective
offers the best foundation for the creation of sucn practical theory
.(Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981a).
II. .Schools as Political Organizations.

Having put forth the proposition that the analysis of schools as

political organizations can serve as a solid'foundation for the development

of practical theory, we must now proceed to elaborate on what we mean by

a political perspectlve and now it applies to 8C 56613 ) Wili arcempt

to accomnlish both of these objectives in this section of the paper.

o

i

A. The Elements of a Political Perspective.

fdopting a political perspective of schools as complex organizations
requirea that we account for the following:

1. Educational organizations are best conceived of as political
systems, both internally and in their external relationships. In educa-
tional organizations, at'allnievels; con;tant tactical ponerrm”“J
struggles occur in an effort to obtain control over real or symbolic
‘*\*esoufces. Whether thesa struggles occur between the superintendent
and the school board, between the school board and the state, or between

principals and teachers is not the important consideration.. It is

essential to\agcept the dynamics of power struggles over resources as

L=t
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integral to any organizational analysis.

2. In educational organizations, participants can be conceived of
{

" as political actors with their own needs, objectives, and strategies to

achieve those objectives. While there may be some apparent consensus
regarding the"n;rmative goals of educational organizatioms, e.g.,
education, the weight given td;different subgoals and the s:?ategies used
to pursue them will differ depending upon which actors are questioned.

| 3. The decision-making process is the primary arena of political
conflict. Each subgroup can be expected to approach a decision with
the objective of maximizing its specific interests or goals rather than
the maximization of some general organizational objéctive. Unless some
aspect of the question involves their self-interest, any group may deéide

not to become involved in a specific decision. For those vho perceive an

issue as related to their self-interest, however, thewdecision—making

process becomes the arena in which to attempt to ensure that the decision
outcome reflects their self-interests. .
4. Each subgroup will also have a different view of who has the

formal power (authority), who has the informal power (influence), or who

-

" should have the power to make organizational decisions. ‘A group's efforts

to have their point of view reflected in the decision outcome centers

in large part around questions of authority and influence.

In order -

to have one's viewpoint represented requires that others agree that your

.view should be considered, ite.,.that“youmsﬁgaia“ﬁgvé:ihfluence,dverhthémw_ﬂmm,

decision. The level of agreement or congruence between parties over who
has or should have authority and influence over various decisions ia
constrained by the structure of educational organizatioms, their work

processes, and the different goals of groups.
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5. Given the importance of the decision-making process and
groups' efforts to have their views reflected in decision outcomes, the
nature of cong;uenCe with regard to where power lies in the decision-making
process is consequential for the level of conflict and ultimately for
educational quality.

6. The ability of a single individual or group'to have its
intere;ts represented in the decision-making process i3 often limited.

As.a consequence, in educational organizations coaligions of actors emerge,
identify collective objectives, and devise strategies to achieve those
objectives. For example,.the power of individual teachers or groups of
teachers is limiteg, but the power of a coalition of teachers, i.e., the
union, is often substantial. Should the teachers' union elicit the support

of the PTA, an even more infliuential coalition could result. The formation

of coalitions is cowmmum,_idmlosi%————

and environment. For exaﬁ‘Ié?’the‘type—o£~coalitions that_emerge and the
strategies which they follow will depend greatly on whether we are dealing
with a large, highly bureaucratic school district or a small, non-bureau- |
cratic school district; whether the community is liberal or conservative;

or whether the district population is well educated or poorly educated.

In other words, the coalitions which‘emerge, the collective objectives

which they identify, and the strategies which they use to achieve these’
objectives will be determined to a large degree by the various combinations

of structures, ideologies, aﬁa environment.

7. 1In any school district, there are 11ke1y>to be a number of
different coalitions either in existence or capable of being formed.
The dominant coalition is that coalition of actors which controls the
authority structure and resources of the organization at a given point

in time; their actions and orientations can be described in terms of

4/l
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their logiques d'action (perspective from the point of view of the observer
that gives their actions meaniné and coherence).

8. Although a dominant coalition may remain in place for an
extended period of time either through astute political maneuvering or the
relative quiescéhce of the district, no coalition is sacrosanct. A
dialectical relationship exists be;ween the organizational séructures,
ideologies, and environment and the emergence and aspirations of coalitionms.
Coalitions emerge in reaction to structures, ideologies, and environment
and in turn reformulate and institutionalize structures,. work processes,
and ideologies which engender over time, a reaction from emergent coalitions.
The rotation of coalitions 9h school boards illustrates this procesé.

The point is that educational organizations must be seen as political

entities that shape and are shaped by their environmentél and

organizational context.
9. The dialectic presented above as a critical component of a
~political analysis of schools occurs over time and within a specific context.
This means that educational organizations are best undérstood in terms of
a historical perspective and in terms of the specificity and structure of

the institutional system of which they are a part (Bacharach, 1982).

B. Three Fundamental Questions. ) -

Taking account of the elements of a politicél perspective presented
above essentially involves a recognition that schools as organizations are
arenas whose output is greatly modified by the interests and cognitive
orientations of the component interest groups. If we are to understand the
operation of educational qrganizations as political entities, it is‘
necessary to answer three fundamental questions. These are: 1) who or
what are the component inferest groups in the school system?; 2) what are

the primary linkages between these interest groups?; and 3) what is the
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basic "logic‘of action” embedded in each interest group? We will consider
each of these questions in turn. !
1. Component Interest Groups: Schools as Multi-systems.

As already noted in connection with the work of Smith and others
(e.g., Bacharacﬂ and Mitchell, 1981b), a school district is a multi-
system; it is a system of systems. 'Each of these parts is a miniature
social system in itself' (Smith, 1931). Figure 1 provides examples of
these systems, and the potential sub-groups in the individual systems.
While the examples within the circles do not exhaust the possibilities
of the significant participaht groups, they provide a sense of the coalitions

and interest groups which may participate or attempt to participate in a

decision.

———TPwo—sigmificant—poinrs should be made here. First, each of the systems

is 1d. :tifiable by function, and is relatively autonomous. Each has rights

and_responsibilities, methods of decision-making, and constraint; ﬁéon
its actions. In short, each is an identifiable functional entity.

The community of citizens oversees a public institution; the school board
\makes policy in accordance with the demands of the citizens; the adminis-
tration manages in accordance with the policies; . and the teachers perform
the hands—on operations in accordance with managemépt's decisions.
Obviously, such identifications are extremely indeXinite because it

is difficult to find the boundaries, and because the linkages are so
complex that a change in one segment requires adjustments with others
(Oétfihgéf”é#dmnéka}”I974);“"Iﬁdefinite though the identifications

of the systems may be, they do indicate each system's legitimation for
participation in decision—making. It is worth noting that each system

participates on the basis of what is ordinarily a legal definition of

ERC | - 46
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its function. Moreover, in times of conflict, each group may argue
not only the jrightness" of its specific position, but will more
importantly define the issue in terms of its own identifiable function. Thus,
a decision to cut an administrator of an affirmative action program may be
viewed by the community as a serious threat to minority protections and
coded as a budgetary necessity by the ‘school board. In discussions of
‘ciass size, one finds administrators mentioning finance and child
population statistics whi]e teachers speak of pedigogical technique.

A second point that proceeds from the autonomous identities of the
participant systems concerns the decision to participate. All four of

the identifiable groups may not choose to participate in every decision.

For example, in a'choice between purchasing new school buses and multiplying
the trips of,cnrrent'buses by staggering students' arrival and leaving
times, citizens may be concerned with such things as the general traffic
patterns in the community, cost, students' being out of school until
mid-morning, and students' arriving home after dark. In addition to
reflecting the concerns of the community, the school board may be very
strongly.committed to the staggered schedule, having already determined
that the staggered schedule with its costs of increased driver time and
mechanical depreciation is significantly less expensive than would be the
purchase of new buses with its costs of increased driver positions and

new equipment. School administrators may be concerned with questions of
congestion around the buildings and the disruption of ciasses“as students
"arrive and depart. Teachers, as a group, may be entirely disinterested and
not attempt to participate. As a result of decisions to participate

or not to participate, only a specific set of actors is liabie to be

involved in any specific issue. Identifying those actors is an exercise

P
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in delineating the operative network in the district (Bacharach, Lawler,
and-Mitchell,’1983).
2. Primary Linkages Between Groups: Authority and Influencé.‘

Authority refers to the final decision-making power that resides in
various positio;Q in the organization. In school districts,:teachers have :
the authority to'assign learning activities to cﬁildren; ﬁrincipals have
the'authority to assign children to classes; superintendents have the
aﬁthority to assign teachers to schools; school boards ha?e the authority
tb select superintendents; and the community has the authority to elect

school board members. In short, each position in a district is vested

with authority over specific issues by virtue of its,place‘in the

organizational structure. In addition, as shown by the solid lines in
Figure 1, the systems in the district are arranged hierarchically iﬁ terms
of authority (Smith, 1981). This means that each sysfem, by virtue of

its authority, places constraints upon the authority of the lower systems.
Thus, the éuthority structure represents a fundamental linkage between
actors in the school system. It is within this structure that the goals
of the school system are pursued.

Figure 2 is a graphic reprgsentation of the relationship between the
four systems in a school district as ‘they are generally assumed to operate.
As reflected in the figure, it is assumed tha; the school board, as
elected representatives of the community, perpetuates the normative
framework underlying district policy. That is; it is the school board
and its composite members who set the tone for the dominant educational
ideology. Over the last ten years the shifts from progressive education
to an emphasis on basic skills have been most dramatically reflected by

the ideological composition of school boards. The politics of school

o0
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boards over the decade og/the 703/took on such overarching normative

[y

and ideologicgl labels as liberal, ;onservative, etc. Teachers, in J
that sense, wére often caught in the ideblogicalirévolving door created

by the changing\normative framework of the scﬂool boards, for unlike

the boards, teachers are primarily ‘concerned with the basic tasks of
education. Tﬂe role of pfgp;iating the normativ; expectations of school
boards into executable tasks for teachers and lower echelon administrators
falls generally to the superiﬂtendent and the principals. That is, it is
their function to serve not simply as. the supervisors for théi; subordinates,

but also as the translators of ideology into specific policy. Such a

situation is reflected in the Type I Normatively Integrated school district.

Tts assumptions are: a specified ideology on the part of the school board,
the ability of thke adminis%;ators to translate normative expectations into

: Ve :
executable, functional goals, and a teaching corp whose own professional
orientation is cdﬁé;uent with the normative goals of the board.

Three points need to be made regarding”the'notion of a normatively

integrated school district. First is that the authority structure on

s

which it rests reqpires.that each-actor recognize the legitimacyjdf the

]
f

decision—makiﬁgﬂ;aﬁer of other actors. Authority can only be exercised

if the in&ividual, superiors, and subordinates all acknowledge the power
of the individual to make tﬂe decision. The failure of ;qnsensus as to
who has authorify over an.issue'is one point of conflicf within school
districts. For examﬁle, as noted earlier, inp discussionsrof class size,
one finds administrators mentioning financial and child poFulation
statistics, whilé teachers speai of pedagogical technique. ggch group may

N oz,
argue not only. the "rightness" of its specific position, but will also

define the issue in terms of its own function. The conflict herg is not
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only abont the number «f ohildren in a room, it is also a challenge

of the authority of the superintendentbto make that decision. Teachers

challenge on ihe basis of their pedigogical expertise, and superintendgnts

defend on rhe basis of their aystemwide, financial responsibilities.

Such challenges\poae a direct threat to the apparent stability of a

normatively integrated school district. o
Challenges to authority are most 1i£el§ to arise when there is a

lack of consensus over goals. Where challenges to authority represent a

lack of consensua regarding organizational form, lack of consensus over

goals;relates to organizational content (Bacharach andeawler, i980).

<

As we will see, the two need not go together; therefove, the conceptual
/ . LI

oistinction is important to keep in mind. Disagreement over poals may occnr
at either the normative or the functional level. Disagreement at the

- normative level deals with the assumptionsvbehind the bagic diraction of
district policy, while disagreement at the functional level deals with how
an agreed upon policy is to be implemented.

Lack of consensus over normative goaks is much more disruptive to

school dfstricr operations than disagreemént over functional goals.
It is not surprising, then, that districts tend to alter potentiaily
normative disagreements‘into functional disagreements. ©One reason
for tnis is the fact that challenges to authority occnr within a very
limited range. There are certain rights which are sacrosanct.and which
aén be uaed ro reinforce the normative framework. Thus, community members
may agree that»the school board has;tne authority to make policy, but
turn the school board members out of office for taking a position contrary
to communit} desires. Tﬁe suparintendent has the authority to administer
the district, but will be fired if adminigtrative decisions'are not in

keeping with policy goals. Teachers have antnority to teach, but will be

Q ’ | ’ \\ ’ ’
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sanctioned if their methods are not in accordance with ddministrative
procedures. The stability of the basic authority structure is gsed to
{ .

present an image of consensus over normative goals. As Meyer antd Rowan

(1977) note, there is a logic of confidence operating which helps to avoid

<
~

thé disruntion of normative disagreement. It is because of_this that -

it is generally assumed that all districts are normatively integréted.

Further, when challenges to normative integration'do arise, they are.

couch;d within the fraﬁework of a normatively integrated school district.
We have érgued that ché}lenges to normative integration occur when an

actor or grdup either questiqns someone's authority or disagrdés with the

district's normative.or functional goals. Such challenges will usually

focus on specific issues and represent an effort on the part of an actor
to;have his or her self-interest reflected in decisions regarding that

issue. Given the relative resilency of the authority structure, the

'question arises how these interests come to be expressed. The answer

is through the exercise of influence.
Influence functions less formally than authority and is less obvious.
The sources of influence reside in. the individuals and in ;he'groups individvu

represent. . A single citizen may exert little influence, but if spéaking

v

for the busineqs community, that indiviﬂual is in a strong position to
influence a decision. All members of fhe school board are equal in
authority, but the financial expert is more influential in financial
decisions by virtue of the grasp of financial matters. - An effort by the
superinfendent.to control the agenda of a school board meeting and thus.to

control the flow of information is not an effort to coopt school board

L%

authority, but an effort to ensure that the administrative wqice is

the most influential. While the teacher system possesses less authority

o4
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. N
than the other systems and is at the lowest end of the hierarchy, teachers

~

do have the egepacity to influence decisions because they control the
) !
classroom technology, share the goals of other professional. educators,

and are represented by a formal group, i.e., the teachers' union.

~.

‘The point is that while rhe number of individuals who have authority over

an issue is severely 1imited, the number who can influence is almost
limitless. This is reflected in Figure 1, whexe the broken lines
indicate the influence network; they show every system influencing and

&

being influenced by every other system.

vIdentif?ing which lines of-influence are actually present in a district,
Sy N

i.e., the district's influence network, is an important task f::hresearcherp}
utilizing a political perspective. :Although the specific form of the
influence network will vary from district to district, the general
impact of the exercise of influence on the roles played‘by various actors
is limited. At one extreme is the Type III normatively inverse district
pictured in Figure 35B. In such a district, it is the teachers'
normative orientations that are most visible. In such a situation,

the admin!gtrators become mediators rather than translators of school

bcard policy. For the most part it is only in times of crisis that school

boards b-come concerned with functional issues and teachers with normative
positions. Generally, most school districts occupy a middle ground
between normative integration and'normative inversion. This position,

a Type I politically discrete district, is shown in Figure 3-A. 1In

such districts, school boards have both a normative and a functional
orientation. Likewise teachers have both normative and functional

orientations. Administrators, therefore, are faced both with translating

policy and mediating. Clearly the mix is neither proportionally even:

/ o5
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FIGURE - 3-B:. TYPE III - NORMATIVELY INVERSE SCHOOL DISTRICT
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nor cansistent over time. Thus the primary orientation of most school
boards is normative, while their secondary orientation is functional;
likewise, the daily demands of the job make the teachers' primary
origntation funqtional, and their secondary orientation normative.
Which functions are emphasized, and therefore what type the school
district will approximate, wiil be a function of the issues which arise
aﬁd the orientations the various actors take toward those issues.

3. "Logic‘of Action" Embedded in Each Interest Group: Strategies

and Tactics.

————————

Challenges to normative integration or the effort to exert influence
within the normative framework revolve around specific issue3. The issues
may be imposed upon the district by its environment, as in the case of
federally mandated programé or state budget rules, or they ﬁay arise from
within the district itself as part of its routine operations., While it is
important to recognize the sources which may generate issues, the source
itself is not as crucial as the various actor's perceptions of the issue
and their reaction to it. From a political perspective, it is the dynamics
of the decision process surrounding specific issues that energize the
system. Tracking actors perceptions and reactions — their decisions to
participate or not to participate, their efforts to have their interests
reflected in the decision outcome — are at the core of a political
analysis of schools as organizations.

A political analysis assumes, then, that individual actors will view
each issue that arises in terms of their o&n self-interests. .Eor exgmple,
in making up the school budget, principals of small sého;ls'in the outékirfs
of the district want their concerns to carry the same weight as those of

principals from larger, more centrally located schools. Farmers who develop
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financial security in land and equipment may vie with teachers, adminis-
trators, and other community members about the importance of a pension
plan. What then becomes important is how each actor attempts to ensure
that his/her interests are represented. What are the straﬁegies and
taetics used by fhe actors in the district?

The selection of strategies and tactics by an actor depends upon the
actor's perception of the district and the other actors positions in the

district. The notion of a "logic of action" presumes that the strategies

and tactics selected represent a rational outcome given the actors

perception of the situation. It follows that strategies and tactics————
will be determined, in part, by the hiétory and structure of the school

district. ‘ /

Two broad classes of strategies‘and tactics may be identified.
The first invoines the use by an individual actor ofﬁsome expertise,
authority, or work related behaviors. Generally these represent elements
available to the individual by virtue of nis/her position in the organization.
For example, a member of the community may  attempt to exert influence as
a taxpayer or as a parent. Members of the comunity may threaten to
mobilize, expressing public pidtest at school board meetings or in letters
to the editor of the local paper. School board members may threaten to
vote against an issue, or may use their position to obtain or disseminate
information on a specific issue. Administratons rely on their expertise
as a basis of influence, bui are not adverseipo skillful manipulation
of informaticn as a form o: influence “(Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981b).
Teachers alsc rely on their expertise as a basis of influence, falling
back to the threatened withdrawal of services (e.g., job action or

strike) only under crisis conditions. The point is that in choosing

-
.
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strategies and tactics, the actor's initial search is most likely to
focus on those which are immediately available, namely those which involve
individual ac%ion. If an actor believes that individual action will be
sufficient to influence the decision outcome, then the search for viable
strategy and tactics need go no further.

For many actors, however, individual influence is extreﬁely limited.
In that case, the individual may broaden his/her search for viable strategies
and tactics by considering the formation of a coalition with other actors
and/or interest groups. By forming a coalition, the actor can then bring

not only his/her own expertise and authority to bear, but the expertise aﬁd

authority of the coalition partnér as well. For example, by coalesciné
with either the community or the board, the teachers would bring both
classroom expertise :and either the threat of community mobilization or the
use of the board's vote to bear on an issue, effectively blocking adminig—
trative action. Were this to occur for an extended period and involve
Vissues rélated to normative goals, the district would approach our Type III
characterization of normative inversion. As with individual strategies
and tactics, actors rely on their expertise, authority, or work related
behaviors to influence a decision. I; a coalition, however, the range and
scope of activities that can be brought to bear is much greater.

A variety of coalitioms are possible in a district, In evaludting
potential coalition partners, an actor usually looks for someone who is
either neutral or undecided on an issue, or someone whose self-interest

»

favors a similar decisionxoutcome gs/that desired by the actor. If a

/
4//

potential partner is neutral o;/undecided, the actor may try to- persuade

them to the actor's position. ~Alternatively, the actor may try to

/

establish a trade-off, possiﬁly‘to assist the partner in the future for help

/

/
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in the present (Bacharach and Lawler, 1981). For example, teachers may
try to persuade members of the PTA to support their position, while school
board members may trade votes on issues. Where a coalition partnér's
self-interest lies in a gimilar decision outcome, an actor's efforts
are likely to focus on clarifying that fact to the potential .partner.
Although coalitions may form around specific issues, the; do not
always dissolve with the resolution of an issue. When a‘powerful coalition
remains in place over time, it may effectively control school district
policy. The district becomes what they say it is. For example, on one
school district we obsérved (Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981b), the super-
interdent and a majority faction of=thé school board constituted the
dominant coalition in the distridk.' Although ch;11enged by other groups
such as the teachers and the minofity faction of the school bcard, there
was no single group or coalition of groups with sufficient influence
to replace the dominant coalition in the district. This coalition had
enough power through the superintendent's control over his administration
and the majority faction's control over school board votes to insure the
district was run as they saw fit. Further, the strategies and tactics
employed (such as the superintendent's control over information and
the majority faction's ties to the community elite) were consistent with
their perception of their roles and re;ponsibilities as school district
officials in é particular school district. In a similar manner , those who
challenged the dominant coalition also followed a consistent set of :ules
or expectations. As abconsequence, there was an underlying logic to what
often appeared to be a éhoatic and conflictual state of affairs. The

ultimate aim of a political analysis is to uncover this logic.
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Identifying the logic underlying district activity can also help
clarify imporﬁant points of change.in a district: From a political
perspective, the most important chénge centers around alteration of the
dominant coalition and/or authority structure of thg district. For example, -
in-;ne district\Qe observed (Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981b), a taxpayer's ‘
group concerned over rising school costs was able to mobilize sufficient
community support to gain a majority of seats on the school board.
This coalition was able.to oust the superintendent from office, alter the
content and definition of other administrative roles, and to undertake a
review of the district curriculum with an eye toward adapting a more
fundamental or back~to-basics approach to education. Shocked by §oﬁe of
these actionsg, a rival coalition consisting of teachers, parent';roups,
and members of the community elite was formed, and after intensive
campaigning. was able to replace the taxpayer's group as the majority
faction of c¢he school board. This ne& éoalition then prdpeedéd to implement
a series of its own changes in school district policy. Aﬂpolitical
perspeciive provides a means of analyzing these changes, éhanges which
would go unnoiiced by a structural analys%s and would appe;r totally chaotic
to a descriptive analysis. |

To conclude, the elements of a political perspective combine with
the questions which are fundamental to a pclitical analysis brésent a realisti
image of school districts as organizationa. It is an image thch is
capable of capturing the logic underlying the cften apparent chaos of
school district activity, while also highlighting areas in which
significant changé is likely to occur. ~ As such, it is a perspégtive which

holds promise for both reaearchers and practitioners.
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III. The Genération of Practical Theory.h

The basif appeal being made in this paper is for the generation of
practical théory. By practical theory, wenmean theories of organization
which are general enough fo be of interest to organizational theorists,
yéé specific eﬂgugh to be of use to practitioners. To demongtrate the need
for and value of practical tﬁeory, we have focused on the study of school
districts as organiZationsﬁ/ We saw that the dominant perspectives in
organizational theory ¢re too general to capture the specific dynamics
of school districts, while the apprbaches'which have been used in educational
rese;rch are too‘specific to allowjfor useéul ggneralization. To overcome
these limitation;, we advocated the use of a political anal&sis for the
study of schools as organiiationB; Political approaches to the study of
organizations have received increasing attention in recent years
(Bacharach an& Lawler, 1980; Pfeffer, 1981), and the application of a

* political perspective to a specific type offorgan;zation promises to help

refine the theoretical framework of these approacﬁes. ;t also offers a
viable theory of schools as organizations fore+use by educational
researchers, something which ﬁas been lackiné'in the past (Cunningham,
Hark, and Nystrand, 1977; Immegart and Boyd, 1979; Boyan, 198;).

The results of a political analysis of schools as organizétions also
havé direct implicaéions for'educational"practitioneré. From a political

perspective, educational administrators play a critical role mediating

between the various systems in the district in an effort to integrate

.

diverse perspectives and achieve the consensus necessary to ensure district
operations. As we have seen, the structure of the organization has a direct
effect on the political dynamics of a district. If we consider organizational

design (i.e., the development of organizational structure) as a matter of
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stratégic clioice (Child, 1972), then a political analysis of schools as
organizations:should be able to suggest design alternmatives which would
asgist in the achievement of consensus. To illustrate this, we will
out;ine briefly\some possible structural arrangements that might be
emﬁloyed to deal with each of the major actors in a school district.

The structure of ﬁﬁe scﬁéol district affects the creation and
maintenance of consensus by specifying what authérity each actor has,
what Information each actor has access to, and what work related activities
eachr actor may engage in. Viewing org;nizational design as a strategic
choice, the aim would be to create a design which would provide actors
with only that authority, %nformation, and activity necessaré to achievé
conseﬁsus? Too little might cause unrest as actors seek out more
information or authority, while too much may create conflict between
-actors who feel their "'rights'" are being infringed upon by another;
Exactly what is tﬁe‘proper design will vary from district to district,
but several possibilities can be presented.

‘First, consider the community. As p;blic institutions, schools are
ultimately responsiblerto the community. Yet the community as a whole is
often apathetic; the real danger to the achieVemeﬁt of consensus arises
when community groups mobilize around aA 1ssue (Bacharach and Mitchell,
1981b)f Thus, the critical questioﬁ is what structures can be used to
forestall such mobilization? A district may consider establishing a public
relations position, whose responéibility would be to disseminase
informatgon to the public and to keep tabs on chmunity sentiment. One
might also consider establishing a file gsystem in this department to

keep track ¢f voting in the various segments of the district in order to

identify where mobilization is most likely to occur.’ Alternalively,
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‘administrators could be required to address community groﬁps to maintain
contact betwe;n the public and the school. Involving the community 15
district decision-making through the formation of community advisory
groups for specific issues is another possibility.. The attempt here would
be to defuse criticism By providing a forum for its expressign. The
feasibility of this strategy,hor of any strategy for dealing with the |
community, will depend to a great deal on the diversity of the community
(Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981b)L The more diverse the community, the
greater care that must be taken in handling community affairs. On

the other hand, a community exhibiting little or no diversity may require
relatively little attention.

The school boarq is the legitimate authority in terms of school
distriét policy. The primary challenges to consensus arise when the board
is split into factions and/or when the board tries to extend the scope of
its authority beyond district policy. ﬂTherefore,‘structures which can
. addreés these two areas should make achieving consensus less difficult.

In terms of a factionalized board, one of the primary design decisions
would revolve around whether to use a system of committees or to rely

on the board as a whole. A committee system may defuse critiqués by
allowing board members tc become involved in specific areas of expertise.
On the other hand,:this level of involvement may result in extended,
in-depth questions which would slow board activity. In that case, the
committee on the whole may be a better alternative. Often, the development
of f;ctions centers around access to 1nformatiqn. Board members may be
allowed to solicit information on their own from any school personnel,

they may receive information from all administrators, or all information
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may be channeled th:cugh the superintendent. These alternatives represenﬁ

v

different structures, the appropriateness of which will depend'upon the \
! .

district's particular circumstances. In general, the key element in
dealing with the board is to get the board to accept a role equivalent

to a board of direvtors (Bacharaci., Lawler, aad Mitchell, 1983). If

/
s
7

this can be achieveé, then questions regarding involvemenc in non-policy

7
/

issues and access to information become less important.
Befcre the school board can act like a board of directors, hoyever,
the administration itself must be in order. Threats to consensus may

arise in the administration due to insufficient breadth of expertise

or a lack of unity in the administration (Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981b).

In order for the administration to act as mediator and/or integrator,

i

it must possess sufficient expertise to relate to all of the other parties

/
{

in the district on their vwn level. More importantly, it must possess
sufficient expertise to answer any challenges posed to it by others.

Two forms of structure may be employed to handle this problem. In the

/
first, every administrator is a generalist who must possess knowledge of

a number of different areas. This is usually only feasible in smaller
school districts. In larger districts, the use of specialized administrators

is the more common alternative. In either case, the;administration must

possess sufficient degrees and breadth of expertiselAn order to operate

effectively. Of course the possession ofLexoertise;within the administration
) . . T

will do no good if the administration itself cannogvact as a unit. While

/
conflict within the administration may occur on a number of levels, the

i
relationship between the principals and the central office is particularly

troublesome (Bacharach, Lawler, and Mitchell, 1983) Principals expect

i
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to be granted a high degree of autonomy in running their buildings, an
expectation which often conflicts with the centralization imposed by

!
central office administrators. One possible solution to this is to

establish a principal's committee which would addvxess areas of conflict.
Alternatively, Bne could institute a rotation of principals through the
schools to establish loyalty to the district rather tiran a specific

school. Bo;h alternatives attempt to develop a sense of uaicy within the

’
/

adminéstration. //

'One area in which the potential cqnflict between the principals
and central office is readily apparénﬁ is labor:relagions. The ability of
principals to establish rapport with their staffs helps in the creation
and maintenance of consenéus,'at least on the school level. Incoasistency
in the handling of labor relations across schools, however, threatens
consensus at the distriét level where teachers are representea by a union.
To avoid tﬁis, at least two structurallérrangements could be'considered.
In one, a centralized office of labor relations could be established, with
all labor relations matters Heing channeled through that bffice. Again,-
this sortvof specialization is most feasible in larger districts. 1In
smaller districts, the superintendent may serve in this position. ’in
either case, educating the princiﬁals as to'what they can #Qd cannot do
under the contract should alsco Effyndertaken. A secopd structural.
arrangement would involve the establishmgnt of labor-management committeeé
on the school and/or district level. These committees would address
specific issues of concern to teachers not covered under the union
contract. By addressing teacher's concerns, the likeiihbod of threats

’
/

to consensus arising are diminished. , .2
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Obviousiy, these are not the only implications for prganizational
design that ﬁgn be! drawn frqm a political analysis of schools as
orgdnizationé. Nor is the practical utility of a.political analysis of
schools limited to recommeedations foruorgaﬁizational design. Our
inéention was ﬁ;rely to provide a demonstration of potential practical
application. The fact that this can be doue,‘cémbined with the
theoretical value of a political analysis for organizational theorists and
educationai researchers, supports our conviction that‘viewing schools

as -political organizations is a first step toward the generatjion of a

practical theory of schools as organizations.
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0f all the forces éhat buffet school districts, one of the mosﬁ
|

problematic is turnover?on the school board. The potential for board-
turnover to factionalize the school board or to alter the minority status
of an already existing faction can have amajor impact on the administration
of é district.2 Desbite its importance, there has been little research on
school board turnover.‘ Although the study of turnover in organizations has
generated a substantial volume of literature,3 many of the key variables in
this .research (e.g., péid positions, opportunity for promotions, alternative
job opportunities) make its applicability to the study of board turnover
questionable. Most importantly, the prior research on turnover does not
account for what we feel is the critical aspect of school boavd turnover,
namely the fact that it is part of a political process.4 In this paper, we
will use a political perspective to examine school board turnovér. We

will tfy to identify basic types of school board members and look at the

affect of these characterizations on boaid turnover.

The Study{of Turnover

Tfaditionally, ;bere have been two areas whicﬁ have dealt with the
study of turnover. One is the direct study of turnover, while the other
i{s the study of organizational commitment in which turnover is seen as é
primary consequence of low commitment.‘ Since these areas overlap both - -
conéeptually and empirically, for ou; purposes they ﬁay be treated as a
single entity.5 |

Drawing on the literature related to turnover and commitment, two
broad classes of antecedapté méy be identified. The first uses an e%change
framework to determine the perceived ut;lity of the position OCCupied.6
Under this framework, the employee is assumed to make a comparison betwéen

his/her present position and some alternative position. Variables which arz
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likely to playra particularly important‘role in this comparisen are pay and
promotional opportunities. If the alternative position is seen as offering
Qetter pay and/or better promctional opportunities, the employee is. more |
likely to leave their current position. Thus the key v%r;ﬁbles in an
exchénge approéch are pav, promﬁti;nal opportunities, Qnd the presence of
alternative jobt opportunities,_ Insofar as tenure in a position"generally
enhances the value of one's current job, tenure is also an important
v;riable in this approach.7

What is striking about these variables is the fact that thiey are
almost totally inapplicable to“the'study of school board turnover. School

board members are volunteers, therefore the question of pay does not arise

(although the lack of pay for whit is often a demanding position may be a

factor In board “w.ua =Y. While one may aspire to specific offices on &

the board, étrictly speaking all board members ar:- equal, éo there are nno
promotional oy orturitiss per se. Given the lack of pay and promotional
opportunities, 1t iz nei clear what benéfits accrue from tenure on a school
board, oBher t..n vxpe: lence. The lack or tangible material rewards also
makes the quest » of comparison élterusﬂfwes problematic. This is not to
say that some semblunce Jf an exchang. or aitility framewor% cannot be applied
to the problem of school board turnov«:. juz.. tnat tha virasvles which have
been used to study turnoverain ot~er positions are inappropriate for this
pu;posé. Rather than focus on ih: wrcerial benefits which are ‘assumed to

be the basis of self-interest in mc: .t exchange models, we believe it is
necessary to concgentrate og the political motivations of school board members,
for it is in those motivations (in terms of their gogl’or purpose for serving
on the board) that the basi: of fheir gelf-interest will be found.

Consideration of the pz.itical motivations of scheool board memnbe. 5

requires that one address the second cluc - of antecedants that can be
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.identified in the comaitment and turnover literature, namely those dealing
with an employee's expectations and work experience.8 Basically, this
approach assumes :hat employees enter an organization with ;ertain expec-—
tations about tli¢ positions they were hired to fill. Once on the job, the
degree to whicl: their actual work expe?iénce matches their expectations
will determire :heir propensity to leave the organizati9n.‘ Granted, it
would be possible to merge ihis approach with the exchange approach by
looking at the expectations an employee aevelops regarding material benefits
such as pay «nd promoti@nalbopportunities. In. general, however, those
stﬁdyihg the affent o7 sxpectations and work experience have been more
coﬁcerned with the psychological aspects of work s;ch as the development
of work no®sms and the employees sense of identity on the job. Variables

related to job characteristics have received a great deal of emphasis in

se agpects of work, the assimption being that certain

ey Tt T
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characteristics (e.g., autonomy, participation, lack of routinizatiorn) will

provide a positive work experience, enhancing the employee's sense
and
of competence and identity, /thereby decreasing the likelihood of tUTLover.g

Despite the relative success researchers have had in isolating job
e e -

characteristics as predictors of turnover, the relevance of this research

e+ ¥ 2o ——— —

to the study of -board turnover is debatable.10 1f, a§~argued above, people
run for the board with.a set of implicit or explicit goals for the s;hool
syétem, then it seems likely that their ability to achieve these goals in
practice would be a critical factor impacting:on board turnover. Although
job characteristics may ﬁ;ve an affect on gsal achievement and therefore
indirectly on turuover,ll the recognition of thg political aspects of the
position of a school beard member would'suggest that it is the political
ability of the board member that is the crucial factor determining the _

degree of goal achicvement.
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Thus while the literature on turnover identifies two approaches to
the study of turnover, the empirical focus of these approachescas used in
past reseafch is inappropriate to the study of school board turno&er. In
order for either the exchange/utility aﬁproach or the expectations/experience
approach to be relevant to the examination of board ﬁurnover, they must shed
their concerns with material bgnefits and personal growth, respectively,
and focus instead on the political context in which a schooiiﬁoard member's
utilities, expectations, and experiencesbare developed and maintained.

El

The School Board as a Political Entity

Consideration of the political context of school board activity
.requires that we conceptualize the school district ;s a political system.
This involves: 1) seeing both internal and external relations as part of
the political process; 2) conceiving of participants as politicél actors
jectives, and strategies to achieve these objectives;
3) recognizing that coalitions.of actors emerge in organizations, identify
collective objectives,.ghd identify strategies to achieve their objectives;
4) realizing that actions are constrained by organizational structures,
technologies and ideologies; and 5) viewing decision-making processes as
the primary arena for political activity.12 Utilizing this conceptualization
‘'of school districts as political systems, it is possible to reconsider the
role both the exchange/utility approach and the expectation/experience
approach may play in the study ofhschool board turnovef.

The primary resourée évai&able to the school board member is the power
of legitimation. By law, the school board has final authority over much
of school district policy. Although this power resides in the entire board,
the individual board member, by virtue of his/her vote, shares in that
- legitimacy. It is this ability to vote that is the basic resource a board

member has to exchange. The ability of -a board member to use this resource may
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vary. Those who consider the board as a rubber stamp for the administration

would probably argue there is little to be gained frnm an examination of

>

the political ability of a board memb;r. Others; who are more willing to
accept the authority ot the board, recognize that board members respona
to particular issues, and that in this responsiveness lies the roots of
politics.13 Board members will use their vote in an attempt to pass issues
which they support: Tney may also be willing to trade.their vote on

issues for which they have little feeling in exchange for.another board
member's vote on an issue they do consider important, or for information

or expertise from teachers or the administration which would supp;rt an
issue they consider important, or for the support of community groups which
would insure their survival on the board. The point is that the exchange
in which board mem mbers engage, and any utility which may result, is at its
heart a political process steeped in seli-interest and coalition formation
around specific issues. In line with the previous literature on turnover,
we hypothesize that the abiiity of a board member to engage in such
exchanges will affect his/her turnover on the toara.

Of course, not all issues will be susceptible to exchanges. Only those
which are perceived as related to a board member's self—interth are likely
to generate political manuvering. Identifying a board memberfs s;lf-interest
seems likely to be directly related to his/her expectations concerning
their membership on the board. Most board.members assume théir position
with some vision of what they would like the school district to be. "This
vision or orientation may be liberal or conservative, it may involve
curriculum or'finance.la Whatever its content, specific issues which arise
will be assessed in terms of their relation to this vision. In turn,

the board member's actual experience in trying to enact this vision

through specific decisions will determine the degree to which these
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expectations are met. As noted above, an individual™s success will be

dependent in part on theiprolipical ability to engage in e&change relation;

ships. Failure to achieve these expectations-is likely to result in turnover.
Thﬁé unlike much of the previous geseagch which has ﬁeen able to -

separate the exchange/utility approach from the expectations experience,

the political aspects of board membership leads to an'integrat@oﬁv;f thesé

perspectives. An inyestigation of board turnover requires the uselof

variable; capable of capturing the political process,.i.e., it must focus

on specific’issqgﬁy the formatioﬁ of coalitions, and the achievement of

expeétations. The research reported here is a preliminavy attémp; to examine

the impact of such variables on school board turnover.

-

METHOD
Sample .

This report is based on survey data collected in 83 school districts
in New York State. ' These districts are a random sample stratified
according to geographic location, size, wealth of the district, and district
expenditures. Four regions En New York State were utilized for geographic &
‘location. The sample included 30 districts from the Binghamton-Elmira
region; 14 districts in the Rochester region; 22 districts in the Syracuse
region; and 17 districts in the Elmsford region. Average daily atténdance
in K-12 for each district was used as an indication of sizg. The aVerage
size of our sample is 3,128. The size of the districts ranges from a low
of 277 to a high of 12,205. Assessed valuatioﬁ was employed as a measure
of district wealth. The average assessed valuatjon per pupil in our sample
is $19,517; the range is from a lowlef $4,265 to a high of $52,761.
Expenditures are.indeXed‘by the total genéral and federal aid expenditures
for a district. Tﬁe averaée per pupil expenditgfes goes from a low of $1,678

to a high of $4,101.
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For each district, the superintendent, central office administrative
assistants, school board members, teachers in the largest elementary
school and largest'high school, and the principals of those schools’
reqeived questionnaires. The data reported here are based on responses
obtained from 263 school board members (response rate = 48%).

Depenient Variable

Ideally, the -study of turnover would involve the use of objective
\indiccs of turpover. A person pfesent at one point in time and absent at
.another would be classified as one case of turnover. Unfortunately, this
ideal case has practiéal l1imitacions. It requires the use of either a
lgngitudinal design or of retroiﬁective accounts collected froﬁ people who

v

h;ve left the organization. The former is expensive, requires time, and o
riéks the possibility of encountering no cases of turﬁover, while the
latter faises serious questions regarding the validity of retrospective
accoﬁnts, particularly where one is concerned with identifying antecedant

.predigtors of turnover. The most common solution to these difficulties
involves the utilization of measures of intent to leave the organization.
Although this is not a perfect measure, research indicates that intent to
e leave ils highly correlated with actual turnover.15 Further it is sﬁbstan—
tially easier to colleqt data using this measure. Accordingly, we employed
a measure of intent to leave as our measure of turnover. Specifically,
board meﬁbers were asked, 'when your bresent term of office is up, do you
currently anticipate running for another term?" Responses were coded on a
scale of 1 = no, 2 = don't know, ana 3 = yes. The-mean for ou; sample.

.

was 1.89, with a high of 3 and a loﬁ of 1, and a standard deviation equal
. /

to .84.

.

Independent Variables and Analysis

Since this was considered an exporatory study with little or no research
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to guide the selection of variables, a somewhat untraditional approach was
taken - the creation and analysis of independent variables. A three stage

process was used. In the first stage, the basis concepts of politics in

!
;
/
A

These variables were then correlated with the dependent variable. Only /
/

organizations were used to generate a large set of independent variables.

/
/

those which emerged as significant were carried on to the second s@age.//
&n the second stage, the remaining variables were subjected to a princiﬁal
factoring with varimax rotation. True factor scales were then created

for each factor and these became the independent variables for the final
stage\of analysis. In the last stage, the faétor scales were regreééed
onto the dependent variable to identify the primary predictors.of

school board turnover.

STAGE 1: As noted earlier, the set of independent vériables must take
account ‘of coalitions, specific issues, and the fulfillment of expectatioms.
In rcgards to coalitions, four different interest groups may be identified
in school districtéf the school board, the administration, the teachers,
and the community.16 An individuai board member may form a coalition with
any of these groups. Further, the pressure to form a coalition with one of
these groups may begin before a board meﬁber decides to run for office and
continue once s/he is elected. The\éurvey used contained three gets of
items which allow us to as;es;“the degree of pressure felt by'mémbers
from various groups at different stages of their "careers" as board
members. The first set asked members, ‘ynen first making your decision

to run for election to the school board, how important were each of the

P

following in reaching a decision?" There fcllowed a list of items such
as encouragement from board members, encouragement from public citizens
groups, encouragement from professional ».iool personnel, encouragement from

friends and neighbors, and encouragement from government and political
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figures, which were to be rated on a scale of 1 (not at,all important)
to 5 (very important). The.second set asked fespondents, "When, you-
’ first served on the school bvard,™ how useful were the following people,
groups, or events in filling you in on how the school distrirt 'really

works?" This was followed by a list of positions in the district which . .
included roles from each of the four lnteresq}éroups identified;ébové.

- , . ) 4 ',
Each role was rated on a %cale of 1 (very useful) to 5 (had no contact).

The third set required béarq members to indicato "how often...the following .
groups or'people make oemands or you?? This was followeéhby é'list\of_‘

: positions similar to that in the second set of questlons,Jeach‘of thch was
rated on a scnle of 1 (seldom or\never) to 4 (almo%; olways); :lnsofar aé-

the potential for coalitions with the community williva;y'witﬁnfﬁé diversity,

. -

stability, and predictability of the locél envirunment, questions related

<

to these factors were included in our preliminary analysis.17 )

3

Coalition formation generally occurs around specific’ issues, with
‘the rhoice of a coalition partner guided by ideological agreement or by

. 1 . .
the other party's degree of power. 8 The questionnaire contained a series

of items on school district decision making which allow us to assess these
possibilities. Each set of items in the section on decision—making

contained a list of-23 spécific decisions which can be grouped into nine .

B #

general categories of issues: district, monetary, negotiations, daily

]

labor relations, personnel, control. classroom, testiné, and special programs/

i

community relations. Three sets of items were used in ‘the preliminary

analysis. The first provided respondents with a list of roles in tﬁg~di§fricf

and asked them to indicate who had authority over each issue. From this, it’™.
1s possible tq@ construct a measure of each interest group's perceived '

19

_authority over each category of issues. The second set of items required

103pondents to indicate how much influence each role had over each issue.
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as well as how much influence they felt each role shculd have. A measure
of decisional deprivation for each group in each issue area was constructed
by subtracting the amount of actual }nfluence from the amount of desired
infiuence.zo The third set ofritems\asked board members -to indicate which

person or groups they were likely to agree with on a given issue. These

responses were used to construct agreement- scors . ¢ each interest group
for each category of issues. In addition to the ¢ = .tions on decision
making, the survey contained a series of questions regarding the local i

teachers union. Of specific interast are a set of items which asked
reépondents to indicate whether the local union should become m&re or less
involved in a number of_different areas such as compensation, class size,
evaluation, non—teaching\duties, etc.21; A.single item requiriﬂg board
members to rate the unioA's power relative to the administration was also
included in the analysis.

. In regards to the fulfillment of expectations, threé sets of items
were used as a Fough indicator of this factor. The first reguired'
school board members to rate their perception of the value of their services
to the:school di;trict in their‘Zyes, in the eyes of the superintendent, and
in the eyes of the public. All three were recorded on a scale of
1 (not at all valuable) to 5 (very valuable). The same scale was used in
the second item which asked respondents how valuable the rewards received
from their position as board member are to them. The assumption being
made is.that the more valuable a member's services and rewards,. the gééater
the probability ﬁhat one's gxpectations have been met. The third set of
questions asked responsdents té indicaie how satisfied they were with
their position as board members. 22 Ins&fér as the fulfillment of

expectations is generally realted to experience, three measures of



experienc; (time in district, tenure on Bqard, and number of times elected)
vere also included in this stage of thé analysis.

Eaving createZ a rathervsubstaL:ial collection of independent
variables which capture the essence of the pbliﬁiéél context in which
board members operate, we pr.ceeded to cor“elat? each of the indépendent

variables with the dependent variable. Thirty-two variables emerged

as significant and were carried to the second Stage of the analysis.23

STAGE 2: In stage two of our analysis, the varial "es which emerged as
significant from the first stage were subjected to a princi; al factors
aﬂalysis with var‘max rotation. It.was anticipated that the factor

~ analysis would identify the most common patterns of political activity
school board members engage in. In a sense, such patterns could be taken
as characterizations of types of school board members. By using the

 factor rééults to create srales on which to score each respondent, we
would then have ratings of each~bo§id member's political activity.-

| Eleveﬁ factors emerged from the factor analysis. It~ns with factor
loadings of .10 or higher were théﬁ used to create. true factor scales
for each of the eleven factorsf.z4 These scales then became the-independent
Qariables for use in the final stage of our analysi;.

STAGE 3: In the final stage of our analysis, the eleven patterns of

political activity identified by the factor analysis were regressed

- -against—the-dependent—variable of school board turmover.  Seven of theeleven
factors emerged as significant predictors of school board turnover.

Results and Piscussion

If we accept the argument that the factor scales are indicative

of patterns of political activity, then the results of the regression

perforﬁed in stage 3 of the analysis can be seen as identifying those
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patterns which will lead a board member not to run again and those patterns
which are likely to result in a decision to run again. Qf tbe seven patterns
wvhich emerged as significant, three predict to not runniﬁg/éﬁe four predict
to decidi&é to run agaie. Table 1 summarizes each set oé f;ctors and the
variables which comprise each.

The fixrst factor, administrative degrivation, predicts to board
turnover (beta = —.1452. The three items which contribute to this factor -
administrative deprivation over monetary issues, administrative deprivation
over negotiations, and administrative depri;;tioﬁ over Speciai programs/
community relations - all deal with the administration not having the
influence that board members believe'they should have. This-suggests that
frustration with the administration's/ebility to éet things done is ;ne reason
for‘deciding to leave the school boerd.
| The second factor contains only one item - length of time on the board.
Not surprisingly, the/longer someone is on the board, the less likely s/he

is to run again (beta = =.22). What is interesting about this result is

the fact that it is opposite of almost all of the previocus research on
' 2

4

turnover which shows that tenure predicts negatively to turnover.
1 . .
This reinforces the argument made earlier regarding the unique position of the
v

e . . . ..
school board member and the necessity of taking this uniqueness into

account when investigating turnover.

Tﬁe—%iﬂa%—factor—preﬁ1spesing a board member not to run again

is agreement with the current board (factor 3, beta‘= =-.12). Particu.a:ly
important are agreement with the current board's handling of negotiations,
control issues, daily labor relations, and district issues. The general
attitude implied.is one of "the rest of the board has things in hand,

s0 I can leave."



Table 1: Predictors of School Board Turnover

Factor Name

Variables (Factor loading) Predicts To

Beta

1.

Administrative
Deprivation

Tenule on
Boarc¢

Agree with
Current Board

Union Involve-
ment

GConflict on
Authority Over
Control Issues

Self Value

a.
b.
c.

Admin. Deprived Monetary Issues (.33) Not running
Admin. Deprived Negotiations (.54)

Admin. Deprived Special Programs/

Community Relations (.17)

Length of Time on Board (.94) Not Running

Agree Board on Negotiations (.19) Not Running

Agree Board on Control (.18)

“Agree Board on Daily Labor

RéTﬁfipns (.40)
Agree Board on District Issues (.30)

More Union Involvement Running
Compensation (.11)
More Union Involvement Class Size (.12)

More Union Involvement Non-Teaching ™
Duties (.20)

. More Union Involvement Leaves (.20) .

More Union Involvement Tuition (.15)
More Union Involvement Evaluation (.24)
Hore Union Involvement Discipline (.16)
More Union Involvement Job Say (.13)

TeacherS'" Authority Over Control Running
Issues (.22)

Administration's Authority Over

Control Issues (-.60) -

_Length Time on Board (.15) Running
# Times Won Election (-.16)

Superintendent's View of Value (.22)
Value of Rewards (.21)

Socialized By Administrative
Assistants (-.38)

-, 14%%*%

—.22%k%

-,12%%

.19%%%

. 13%%

14

g.

f:23g§2235 By Businessmen (-712)

BoXxd Authority Over Classroom Issues (-.13) ‘

Value Rewards (.14) " Running
Agree Bd. on Control Issues (-.20)

Agree Board on Daily Llabor

Relations (.12) _

Union Involvement in Leaves (-.15)

Union Involvement in Discipline (.10)
Union Involvement in Keeping

Members Informed (.48)

Admin. Deprived Monetary Issues (.11)
Admin. Deprived Special Programs/Conmunity
Relations (-.16) '

-~ 86
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Turning to factors which predict to a toard member's deciding to
run again, the results indicate that being a pro—union candidate, i.e;,
desiring more ¢nion involvement in a variety of areas (compensation, class
size, non—teacning duties, leaves, tuition reimbursement, evaluation,
discipline, and job say), predicts to attempting to remain in office
(factor 4, beta = .19). This result highlights the role of interest groups
and coalitions in :chool district poiitics, while also sensitizing one to
the presence of single issue candidates on the school board.

In contrast.to the board menber who favors more union involvement and
therefore ¢ecides to run 23gain, there is the board nember.who feels that the
teachers'have usurped authority over control issues which should be in the
hanas of the administration. This conflict regarding authority overﬂcontrol

issues is sufficient to make some board members decide to run for another term

of office (factor 5, beta = .13).

~A pro—administration attitude is also apparent in factor 51x.A The P

items included in this factor reveal a pattern of activity which 1ncluaes
having some;degree of tenure on the board (yet with few_election victories),
socialization by members of the administration, few demands from the community,
a desire to increase the board's authority over classroom issues, a belief

”~

that the superintendent values your services to the district, and feeling

3 S
that the rewards of serving on the board are very important. Board members

who engage in this pattern of activity are likely to run again for office
(beta = .14).
The final factor‘predirting to a decision to run for office again

includes a number. of items which express both agreement and discontent

V-with different groups in the school district. To illustrate; the factor

suggests a pattern of activity which involves disagreement W1th the way the

current board hand]es control issues, but agreemcnt with the board's
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handling of daily labor xelations; a desire for the union to be less
involved in le-ves, but e involved in both discipline and keeping their

members informed; and a be f that the administration does not have sufficient

influence over monetary issuu:. bur too much influence over special programs/
community relations. Furthering m. : set of beliefs provides the board
member w1 . vory important reward:. ‘hile uncertain what to call this pattern

of activity, 1= presence does-yix Uici <u sorking another term on thé school
board (factor -, neta = .1l1). )

Despite th. relatively low lcadings »f saveral items in the seven
factors and th+ signiiicant but low betas, we firmly believe that the analysis
and results presented are of importance as an exploratory study of school
board turnover. The patterns of activity identified by the factors have.a

degree strong
high/of face validity, as well as/intuitive appeai. When the results have
Leen presented to practitioners, they have been greeted with nods of
recognition. Thus although the results need to be replicated and expanded
upon, they appe;r to be heading in a cdirection which hclus promise for
b9th theory aund practice. |

This direction centers ‘around a political analysis nf schools and

school distrints as organizations. The results suggest that it is the

specific iséﬁgg_bonfrqnting the school dfsffict and the al;gnhent of:igterest
groups around these issues that has a major ~ 'pact on the idhﬁtit& )
developed by .a scﬁodl board nrember and his/hg;'sulsequent ‘2cision whether
or not to seek another term in offi;e.‘ As noteq earlier, the study of
issues, interest-groups, and coaliéions L.es at t.e heart of ‘a bolitical
.analy;is; .

The identificéffén of dist*nr':pattgrns of political activityiamoqg'

board members élso highlights thw ﬁossiﬁle‘complexity of school district

v R B - o < -
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politics. Any giyen school board is likely to contain several different
types of board medbers, each with their own concern over specific issues
i and‘teudepcy to align with specific interest groups. It is the relative
degree of factionalization on the board and the abillity of members to
negotiate agreeoeﬁts (often with the aid of the superintendent) that constitutes
the process of school board politics.

Obviousiy, then, the make-up of the schoo’ board can have a significan€ ;
effect on the amcunt of turmoil or quiescence a school district exhibits.
‘Furthcr, the future state of the district dependo, in part, on the turnover
of current members of’the school board. Assuming that school administrators
generally prefer a quiet board to a turbulent board knowing which board
members are likely to stay or leave can help them prepare for pot»ntial

|

futures. tThe t tom line is that whicnh member decides to leave and which

member chooses to run again may have a2 substantially different affect on
the districv. Turncver may prove to Ue: functional or dysfunctionral for the
27 X , '
district. - The .2sults presented here may begin to sensitize us to the
R4 -

variousipossibilities. o ' )

:Conclusion

thool—boarduturqover—is—ainmst“an"aunuaifevenr“in‘mdgt’gcﬁoor“' -

districts,” an eyeﬁt waich may have_a sighificant affect on the administra-
tion of the schocl distr;ct. Yet ;orprisingjy littie research has been
done on the predictors of school board turnover. Althou;h the"vbluminous
literature on job turnover prevides two approaches to the study of turnover,
i.e., exchange/utility and expectaticn/cxperience models, the assumptions
which have guided prior research using these models make their direct
application tv the study of board turnover problematic. Specifically, their

focus on variables such as pay, promotion,”altcrnative job opportunities,’

and job charucteristics is inappropriate for the study of board turnover. -
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These models prove useful, however, when embedded in a perspective which
accounts for the political context in which schorl board turnover occurs.
This requires focusing on specific issues, the alignment of interest
groups around these issues, and the relative success of these alignments in
achieving board member's objectives. The results presented in'tE}s paper
suggest'that the patterns of political activity school board members adopt
predict to their decision on whether or not to seek another term in office.
Our concern here has beenrge.conduct an exploratory study of the
politics of school board ternover. We believe that the results support

the value of a political approach and deserve to be expanded upon in future?
research. While school board turnover may accent;ate the political aspects
of turnover, it seems likely that»politics plays an important .role in
other Eypes of turnover as well. Pay raises and promotional opportunities
are often seen as part of a political game in 6rganizations, and the smart
‘administrator knows how to ride a specific issue to the top, and what groups.”
to align with in the organization. Failure in organizational politics may
lead to turnover, regardless of what position or type of organization

= .
one is concerned with%8 Because of this, the preliminary step towards
aseessing*therpolittcai—tontext—of—school~turnover—preseﬂ%eé—here—may—preve—l———;——

valuable to the study of turnover in general.

2z

po-
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turnover, the respondents intent to leave the organization is taken as a

surrogate measure of turnover (see Bluedorn, op. cit); whereas in commitment,
the respondent's intent to stay is used. Nor surprisingly, low commitment

leads to turnover.

K

6. One of the fi rst researchers to make this explicit was R. Steers,

"Antecedants and Outcomes of Organizational Commitment', Admlnistrative

- Science Quarterly, 1977, 22, 46-56. Both J. Stevens, J. Beyer and H. Trice,
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Commitment" Academy of Management Journal, 1978, 21, 380-396 and J. Morris

and J. Sherman, "Generalizability of an Organizational Commitment Model",

Academy of Management Journal, 24, 512- 526, follow up on this line of

argument.

7. Studies examining the impact‘of pay include: T. Martin, "A Contextual

Model of Employee Turnover Intentions", Academy of Management Journal,

1979, 22, 313-324; W. Mobly et. al., op. cit.,; and J. Price and C. Mueller,
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. "A Causal Model of Turnover for Nurses", Academy of Management Journal,

1981, 24, 543-565. Both the Martin and Mobiy et. al. papers also look
at the affect of promotional opportunities. Discussions of the importance
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A. Bluedorn, op. cit. Both J. Price and C. Mueller, op. cit., and J.
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Administrative Science Quarterly, 1981, 26, 1-14.

9. The assumptions related to the role of job characteristics are adopted
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from the literature on job satisfactiom, job motivation, and job re-design.

" J. Hackman and G. Oldham, Work Redesign. Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley,
1980, is a good {1lustration of this line ef reasoning. In terms of the
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. previde evidence for the impact of job characteristics on turnover.
10. Indeed,'prellminary analy sisqconducted in the early Stages of the
research reported here failed to show any’ significant correlatione between
job characteristics and board turnover.

11. See S. Bacharach and S. Mitchell, "The Sources of Dissatisfaction in

Educatiodal Administration:. A Role Specific Analysis", Educational Adminis-

tration/Quarterly, 1983, 18, ‘ for a discussion of the relation of job
characJZristics to role performance. | |
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political activity in securing the board's legitimationm.
14.  The notion of a liberal versus conservaﬁive vision is adopted from

D. Mitchell, "Ideoiogy and Public Policy-Making', Urban Eduéation, 1974,

9 (1), 35-49; that of a éurriculum versus finance vision from S. Bacharach

and S. Mitchell, "Critical Variébles...," op. cit. |

15. See Mdbley et. al., op. cit., and A. Bluedorn, op. cit., for a disﬁussion
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Often it seems that the art of educational administration lies in the
ability to create a sense of certaihty out of the appafent chaos confronting
school administrators. In their efforts to deal with the uncertainty generated
by declining enr ‘lments, unpredictable state budgets, vocal taxpayer groups,
and a myriad of other factors, practitioners, as well as scholars in
educational administration, have recurrently turned to the broader field of
man.gement and administration in search of techniqﬁes or concepts applicable
jﬁo tl.o issues they face. Uﬁfortuﬁately, those in educational administration
have toc ~ften engaged in thé indiscriminate and uncritical borrowing of
techniques and concepts, adopting then without paying sufficient attention to
their specific needs or the unique properties of their organizations. Through
trial and error, miny ofﬂthese torrowed techniques and concepts may be
adjusted to the specificities of school organizations, but frequently

th2 end result has been an increase in the apparent confusion surrounding the
ad@inistration of school systems an& a certain cynicism among many ccncerming
thé applicability of outside techniques and concepts to the practice of school
districg management. Decpite the fact that the landscape of educational
administration is littered with the remnants of T-groups, management-by-
objective, and the like, the search for new techniques and concepts continues
unabated. One of the latest is the 'quality of work life'". While we believe
that attending to the quality of work life can offer a unique opportunity to
improve the management of schools and school districts, if not used properly,
it will simply be aﬁother passing faq or cure-all. In order to enable
administrators to Q;ke A knowledgeable decision regarding the applicability

of thé‘"quality of work life'" to their school systems, this paper will present

a brief review of what exactly it involves.
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A Brief History

It is important to recognize that "the quality of work life" is not a
specific technique, but a label haphazzardly appliad to a wiaé variety of
techniques. Included hcre are sdrveys and the qualitative analysis of
systems, quality circles, work redesign (including flextime and job sharing),
sociotechnical svstems and autonomous work groups, joint labor-management
comﬁittees, and upward communication projects such as employee feedback and
"open-door" pclicies. What cll of these programs share, and what may be
seen as the fundamental basis for the notion of the quality of work life,
is a concern with the conditions of life at work.

This concern, however, is not new. Indeed, it c%n be argued that a
concern for the conditions of life at work has occupie; social and
organizational theorists since the mid-19th century. It is with the writings
of social theorists such as Emile Durkheim, Max Weber, and Karl Marx that
we first see such concerns arising. These authors were responding to‘the rise
of industry, asking questions regarding the form thesé-nea organizations
were taking and fheir impact on the social life and community of their
time. Two common elements running through their observations are the
increasing rationalization of work and the loss of a sense of involvement and
community among workers. Appearing iﬁ various forms, these two elements
capture the primary aspects of concern with the conditions of life at
work tc the present day.

For the early industrialists, the element of rationality predominated.
Writers such as Fayol, and Gulick and Urwick emphasized the importance of
a rational organizational structure to the success of the organization.

It was these writers who elaborated principles related to the span of control,
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in the belief that the success vf the organization was benificial to the
society.

The element of rationality, with its focus on structure, continued to
dominate in the work of Frederick Taylor and other pfoponents of scientific
managehent. Where the classical madagemept theoriéts focused primarily on
+he structure of the organization, Taylor brought the power of rationality to
bear on the process of work itself, nsing time-and-motion studies to develop
the one;best-way of performing each task. This approach is so ratiomal that
one is hard-pressed to find any trace of the element of involvement and
community. In fact, insqfar as the use of scientific management involved
taking away from the worker the ability to decide how to do a task, scientific
management may be seen as making a conscious effort<to reduce the importance
of this second element.

The neglect of this second element was forcefully brought to the forefront
with the emergence of thgvhuman relations school. Beginning with the Hawthorne
studies of Mayo, Rothleisberger and Dickson, the affect of informal social
relations on work was brought to the attention of management theorists and

practitioners. The element of involvement and community -rould not be neglected

again.
Each of these approaches‘to management —- the classical, scientific
management, and human relations —— is composed of both concepts for the

analysis of organizations and techniques for managing organizations.

Together, these concepts and techniques constitute’avmanagement ideology.

As noted above, classical theorists were primarily»conﬁerned with concepts and
techniques related.to the structure of the organization, s<ientific

management theorists focused on the process of work, and those in the human
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relations school dealt with the socia’ Y of the workplace. Even
today, specific techniques tend to concs ‘n one of these three
perspectives.

The use and development of concepts and teciniques which employ multiple
perspectives are few and far between. Those which do appear generudlly spend
much of their effort trying to inteérate th- social element with the
rational element.  Two approaches to this probléh deserve mentioning.

The first merges the human and the rational by assuming that rationality is a
property of the individual. This approach, which is based on the economic
notion of a rational actor, investigates the effect of individual rationality
on organizational structure and processes. Included here are the
iﬁstitutional school‘(e.g., Selznick, Gouldner) who focus on the impact of
the environment and the role of self-interest in the running of organizationms,
and the information theorists (e.g., March and.Simop) who areﬂconcerned with
the impact of cognition, particularly iﬁ decision—making.. Both of these
theories tend to emphasize the political aspects of organizations. It is
their use of rationality, however, rather than their concern with politics,
that has been used to develop manageﬁent techniques. In general, these
techniques represent me;ns of’overcoming the iﬁdiVidual's limited rationaiity
(e.g., aidé in decision-making).

The second approach to integrating the human and the rational investigates
the details of the human element in order %o devise tech;iques for integrating
the individuél into the organization. Primarily the province of industrial
psychologists, this approach includes the study of such topics as selection,
training, and motivation. The majority of th%utechniques emanating from this

N —

approach see the individual as passive, with a sfable set of needs to

be filled. The'techniques focus on the conditions under which these needs
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can. be fiiled in hopes of insuring that tHe worker contributes his or her full
effort to the organization.

Viewed as a cumulative effort, there is a consistent dévelopment in
these various management theories. Focusing on the creatiorn of management
ideologies (i.e., concepts and techqiques) which would enable organizations
to function efficiently and effectively, we see in these theories a development
from ghe application of ratiqnality to structure and work process, thru a
greater recognition of the role of the social element of organizationms,
to attempts at iﬁtegrating the rational with the social. Insofar as the
techniques which are now being advocated under the label of‘quality of work
life can be traced to the concerns raised in these earlier managerial
theories, then they are indeed "old wine in new bottles." As such, they
share in the limitations of these earlier theories.

Q.W.L. and Labor Management Relations

One of the fundamental limitations of the various ﬁéhagement
ideologies outlined above is their general failure to adequatelxwaSSess
and deal with the responses of workers. Almost all of the techniques
developed as part of these various ideologies has met with resistance on
the part of labor. Although it is possible t.o see this{¥;sistance as
simply the incalcitrance of workers, to do so ignores several basic
problems inherent in the ideologies which give risc to antagonistic
responses by labor. These problems center around the three themes of
control, participation, and cooptation. |

All of the management ideologies considered above share a common
concern with providing management with control over the activitiesiof

the organization. Further, the purpose of this control is to increase

the productivity of the organization. Thus the classical focus on
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organizational structure was an attempt to develop principles which could
be used to design productive organizations; the scientific management's
concern with the besf way to do a task was also aimed at productivity;

and the human relatioﬁs and other approaches dealing.in the social element
attempted to harness these aspects of work to increase productivity.

. The foundation of these assorted idesclogies can be summarized in the

following figure:

STRUCTURE
; SOCIAL ey  PRODUCTIVITY

PROCESS ELEMENT

Figure 1: Foundation of Management Thought

Labor's resistance to management's efforts to gain control does
not rest entirely on opposition to management héving control. Rather,
the basis for their antagonism is two-fold: 1) as we have seen, many
of the management ideologies are dominated by the rational element to
t;e neglect of the human element. Wofkers, when considered ét all,
are seen as passive objects subject to management manipulatioﬂ.
Not surprisingly, workers react negatively to, this characterization and
the failure to recognize the importance of the social element in the
‘'workplace; 2) Even thase ideologies which recognizé the social element
generally fail to adapt a reasonable image of the workery They still
attempt to manipulate the worker as a passive object. It is this lack
of genuine concern which labor resents. The end result of these problems

in management ideologies has been the growth and development of labor unions

or other manifestations of labor resistance.
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Essentially, the bulk of labor's resistance, then, stems from tﬁg
image of workers”implicif in the various management ideologies. Labor
proposes an alternative image in which the worker is seen as an active,
knowledgeable person whose views should be solicited and sériausly
censidered in running the orgahization. It is from this image that the-
tﬂéme of participation emerges. If one holds this more poéitive image of
workers, it makes some sense that theylshould be aliowed to participate
in the decisions which determine the conditions of their working life.
This line of argument is especially strong when we are‘dealing with
professionals such as teachers who have a recognized area of expértise..
They feel that their knleedge should be used as a resoqrcé, and that simply
imposing structures or p:ocesé&s on them is an insult to their status.

Not surprisingly, managgment often views the call for participation
as an infringement on their ability to achieve control over activities
yithin the organization. On ocEasion, éhis may result: in the adaption
of techniques which produce the facade of participatioé without actually
surrendering any control by management. The use of vafious types of
teacher committees are often cited bj teacher unions as an illustration:
of this. It i§ from these cases that the theme of cooptation arises.
Potential resistanc; is eliminated thirough the appearance of participation.
In rzality, there is little difference between cooptation and the overt
exercise of control.

In terms of the variety of -techniques which fall under the rubric
of quality of work life, the possibility of cooptation is critical.

For the quality of work life to represent avtruly'new approach to- the many
problems of running an organization, the labor management relationship
must be based on cooperation and trust. This méans that the idea of

1

participation must be taken sariously. It does not mean that: management
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must surrender its desire for control, only that they beVQillinglgz

subject themselves to the same control they seek to exercise over others.
of coﬁrse, the rhree themes of'control, participatian,'and cooptation

are of particular significance in school districts, where in addition

to labor, the school board and public also desire to participate. The

potential diversity of groups seekiég participation in the administration

of the school sysfem is a primary source of the uncertainty confronting

school administrators. Tradit:ional quality of work life’pragrams,

which have their foundatiou in a dyadic relationship between labor and

management, may reduire some alteration before they can be applied to

the reduction of uncertainty in school districts.

A Holistic'Approach to Q.W.L.

The reéistance of labor to the image of the worker implicit in the

various management-ideologies is not their only limitation. The very

—f*eoneep&aaliza&ion-oﬁ—o;ganiza%%ons—whighﬂ£9¥ms—£he—£oundation»of~these
ideologies (see figure one) is flawed, due primarily fgwi;;miggéility
to adequately integrate the rational and social elements of organization.
Any approach to the quality of work 1life which fails to take account of
these flaws cannot realize its fuil éotential.

First, any approach to the quality of work life must be able to; 
integrate different levels of analysis, i.e., individual, group, and
organization. To illustrate, consider teachér's stress. Stress on the
job is an important aspect of the quality of work life. It is customary
to examine4§f;ess as an individual phenomenon; In this manner, stress is
seen as resulting from some aspect of the individual, and individual

treatment is recommended. Alfhough individuals may vary in their susceptibilit;

to stress, it is important to realize that it is the organizational context
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which acts as the stress s;imuli, and that all of the.teébhers-in a given
school are subject to the same stimuli. It follows that the maximum benefit
would come about from the elimination 6fAstressfu1 stimuli in the organization,
rather than from treatment of individual teachers. Such a proéram must
take account of the differences between elementary and secondary
schools. » For example, researchvhas.shown that high routinization is a*
predictor of stress for elementary tea%hers, but not for secondary

teachers. It seems likely that the more bureaucratized nature of

1}

H
secondary schools would‘reduce the ‘importance of routinization as a stress ' \
stimhlus for secondary teachers; The important point is that this approach
to stress successfully integrates the individual, group, and organizational
levels of analysis in a way not possible in the customary treatment of
stress. It is this type'of integration which is one essential aspect
of a holistic approach to thé quality of work life.

A second aspect of a holistic approach is the reduction of érganiza—
éional structure to action. In the traditional conceptualization of
" organizations used by the majority of managementlideologies (see figure
one), organizational ;tructure is seen as an independent, objective
phenomenon wﬁich can be manipulated to effect individual beﬁavior.
Althouéh there is some validity to this perspective, we feel it is cruciél
that one recognize that structure only comes into existence with the
action of individuals in the organization. In other words, it is the
action of individuals and relation between actors from which structure derives
that is important. The study of job satisfaction provides a good 111ﬁstrétion.
fraditionally, job satisfaction has been an important consideration in

studies on work life becéuse it was assumed that sétisfied workers will

produce more. Research, generally based in:some notion of needs, sought
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to identify the type of structures which would fostér need fulfillment.
Recent dévelopments have raisgd serious questions about this.conceptua%i—
zation. First, there is little evidence to support the idea that satis-
faction resulté in higher productivity. Indeed, research suggests that
highef:productivity results in higher satisfaction. Following this line

of argument, ir appears that it is éhe impact of structure on task
performance that is critiﬁal, i.e., it is structure as action on Epg“job
that is important. Structures which enhance task performance lead to
satisfaction,,structures‘which hinder task performance lead to dissatis-
faction. Further, the type of structures which enhance or hinder task
performance will be role specific. Thus we found that for superintendents,
structures which enhanced coordination aﬁd the flow qf information from the
environment increased job satisfaction, while for principals contact

with the environment decreased job satisfaction. The point is that it is
.the actions related to structure that are important, and not the organiza-

¥

tional structuie per se. Prograps’wnich focus sélely’on structure
without considering how the structures relate to action will cause more
problems than they solve. |

As we have already noted, the majcrity of management ideologies
view the worker as a passive-object. The two'aSpects of a holistic
approach we have considered thus far - the;integration of ‘individual,
group, and organizational levels of analysis, and the ;eduction of
structure to action - are directly related to a third ;Spect of a
hqli;tic'approachito the quality of work life: the linkage of cognitions
to behavior. In essence, this aspect recognizes the workér as an actor
whose perceptions of the organization piay an inteéral part in his or
her ﬁehavior. For example, supposé\wé'are concerned with tuinover
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among schéol board members. Research indicates that are specific types
of perceptions which predict cs whether or not a board meﬁber will choose
to run again. Agreement with the current board or the.percepcion
that the administration does not have the influence necessari to follow
through on programs will lead to a decision not to éun again, while the
perception that the teachers union éhould be more involved in district
affairs. or a perception of a dispute between the administration and the
board over who should make decisions over control issues are directly
related to the decision to seek another term. The important point 1is to
recognize the linkage between perceptions and behavior, and ‘to include an
assessment of perceptions in any quality of work life intervention.

In presenting the first three aspects of a HWolistic approach to the

quality of work life, we have used examples drawn from different roles °

in tpe school system to i1llustrate our points. In so doing, we hoped

to demonstrate that quality of work life programé apply to the entire
school district, not to a single role or group. Indeed, if the three
examples given were ptréued in more detail, it would become apparent that
school districts as organizations afe characterized by a high degree of
interdependence, with problems related to the work life of éne group
tied to the problems'of another group. For ekample, attitudgs toward
teachers unions will vary across school district hierarchies, depending
upon how the union influences a given role. Thus.teachers support the
union; principals are sympathetic, but find the unicns intrusion into
their school disturbing; superintendents welcome the certainty a uﬁion
brings, but resent the union's entrance into management affajrs; and the
school board is generally antagonistic to the unioﬁ's monetary demands,
while wanting more union involvement in Student discipline and student

rights. A recognition and consideration of this interdependence and Ehé
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differences in perception that accompany it aré crﬁeial to the construction
of the dialogue which lies at the heart of quality of work-life efforts.
It is through this diélogue that all of the parties concerned are integratéd
into the organization and the qﬁality of work life effort.

All of the aspects of a holistic approach to thé quality of work
Jife - the integration of levels of énalysis, the reduction of structure
to action, the linkage of perception to behavior, and the interdependence
and integration of actors in the organization — involve a reconceptualiza-
tion of the fundamental elemcnts of an organization. The argument we
are making is that this shift in theory is necessary if’quality of work
life programs are to succeed in practice. This.shift would appear to
be especially critical in schools, where their unique properties as
organizations has led some organizational theorists to characterize
them as "loosely coupled systems." ﬁe believe that while the limitations
inherent in previous management ideologies may lead to such a characteriza-
tion, if properly conceptualized school districts display an inherent
logic that is anythiag but loose.

The Process of Q.W.L.

The emphasis in this paperlis on the need for a broader conceptualization
of what constitutes the quality of work life. Without such a broad conception,
quality of work life programs are doomed to become another passing fad
in the took kit of management techniqﬁes; with such a conceptualization,
quality of work life programs may afford participants a unique opportunity
to'improve both the conditions of their life at work and the organization
for which they work. Should the parties involved be amenable to this

approach, then the actual process of implementing a quality of work life

program could begin.
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The Sasic process contains three steps: diagnosis, intervention,
and evaluation. What makes quélity of work life programs different
from other apProaches which employ this‘§ggg three step proéess is: the
emphasis on empirical data collection and what issues may be considered
as part of this process. We believe that quality of work life efforts
should be based in empirical knowledge of the particular organization.
Oqu if data from the organization is used in conducting the diagnosis
can the program be tailored to the specific needs of a given organization.

In keeping with the emphasis on a broad conceptualization, any or all of

the following issues relating to the structure of work may be examined:

communication, supervision, role conflict and ambiguity, role overload,
inter-group relations, physical work environment, participation, compensa-
tion, and promotion and career development. These 1ssue; should be considered
in terms of their relationship to the various consequences of work

itself: absenteeism and withdrawal behaviors, stress and burnout, forms
of voice such as militancy, family/work conflict, and job satisfaction.
Although any specific program may not consider all of these issues and
consequences, it is critical that the quality of work life be seen as

ya multi-dimensional construct which involves all of these issues and
consequences. Only a program based in such a multi—dimension;l
conceptualization is capable of béing adapted to the épecific needs of

a particular organization. The quality of work life is not a generic
program which can be haphazardly applied to any organization; it is a
process capable of being adapted to the unique concerns of a given
organization.

Because the quality of work life is a multi-dimensional construct

whose process can be adapted to the specific needs of an organization,
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it is not possible to say exactly what a program will involve. Programs
will vary in terms of their content (i.e., the issues and consequences
considered, and the §pecific type of intervention utilizéd) and structure
(i.e., the precise degree of union involvement, and Fhe scope and breadth
of the progfam in relation to the entire organization). It is this
flexibility that is one of the most.appealing features of the quality of

!

work life.
\

i

In the final analysis, the quality of work life as presented in this
paper almost represents a fundamental approach to management. As such,
it has aspirations of being a new management ideology, one which gives
equal consideration to the rational and social elements of organization.
In this regard, the end result of a successful quality of work life progréﬁ
should entail the institutionalization of the process of the quality of
work life.
Conclusion

Throughout its history, the practice of educational administration has
been subject to ever increasing amounts of complexity and uncertainty.
As professional administrators, those in educational administration have -
come to rely on a variety of management technfques in an effort to c;pe
with the complexity and reduce the level of uncertainty they face. In
this paper, we have presented a brief review of one "technique" which
is currently receiving a significant amount of publicity: the quality of
work life. We argued that provided one is willing to adopt a multi-
dimensional view of the quality of work life which requires a fundamental
reconceptualization of what constitutes an organization, then quality of

work life programs.offer a unique mechanism through’which to improve the
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conditions of work life in schools. If one is unable or unwilling to
accept the basic elements of this multi-dimensional perspective, fhen
quality of work life programs are simply "o0ld wine ‘in new bottles."

The choice is yours.

° 111



ED243179

’EA Oiﬁ 656

ww
s
)

r
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Organizational Analysis of Stress:

The Case of Elcmentary and Secondary Schools

.Samuel B. Bacharach
Department of Organizational Beha

New York State School of Industrial and Lo
- Cornell University

Box 1000
Ithaca, New York 14853

vior
hor Relations

This material is based on work supported by the National Institute

aumber NIE G 78 0080, Samuel B. Bacha

onclusions or recommend

of Education under Grant rach,
principal jnvestigator. Any opinions, findings, ¢ ations
expressed in this report are those of the author and do not necessarily

reflect the views of the Institute or the Department of Education.

ank Scott C. Bauer, Wendy Campbell, Lee Dver,

The author would like to th
Sandra Kirmeyer, Stephen Mitchell and Joseph Shedd for their assistance on

this and previous drafts of this papef.

| 112



Abstract
fhis paper is an organizational Analysis of stress in 42 elementary
schocl organizations and 45 sccondury school organizations. Organizational
stress is operationalized as the aggregate average response to ;urvey
questions on the teachers' psychological and phyéiological states on.the job. The
predictors of stress differ for elementary school organizations and sécondary

school organizations. Among the independent variables emerging as important

are role ambiguity, the rationality of promotion, and supervisory behavior.
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The issue of stress has recently received a great deal of attention
from practitioners and scholars alike (e.g., Cooper ard Payne, 1978 and 1979;»
Hamilton and WAerrton, 1979; Cooper and Marshall, 1980; Ivancevich and
Hatteson, 1980). Indeed, judging from the volume of literature and
treatment of the subject, it would appear that job stress has replaced
satisfaction as the primary measure of the qualitative natuyp of work.

The incidernce of stress among teachers has received a pé;ﬁigylarly
large amount of attention in the lasﬁ few years (Phillips and Lee;\i980;
Kyriacou and Sutcliffe, 1977, 1978, and 1979; Swick and Hanley, 1980).
The demands brought to bear on teachers in the conduct of their work are
varied; the teacher agts as administrator, lecturer, disciplinarian,
counselor, and more. He or she regularly deals with children or adolescents,
peers, superiors, parénts, and other members of the community at large.

The teacher is expected to keep order on the one hand and motivate

students to think creatively and use imagination on the other. At the

~.

same time, teachers must deal with hostile communities that have become
increasingly inclined to reduce school budgets, layoffs in the face of
declining enrollments, and increases in violence in the schools. For
these reasons and a host of others, 'the incidence of stress among teachers
"...has reached epidemic proportions in some school districts." (Sparks,
1979).

While there have been nuherous‘studiesvof teacher stress in the
last decade, these studies have been deficient in several respects.
Briefly, by failing to deal with stress as an organizational phenomenon,
researchers have failed to relate various organizational structures and
processes to stress. As such, means by which the organization might be

redesigned in order to lessen job-related stress have not been uncovered. Nor hav
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the differences between the expericnces in secondary and elementary
organizations been Systematically analyzed in this regard.

This paper addresses these limitations of carlier research.

Conceptualization of Stfcss
In order to fully understand the implication of stress at work, it
is critical to consider the notion of stress as.emerging from the
interaction of two factors: stress'stimuli and stress resistance.
Stress stimuli are the organizational characteristics or work characteristics
which initiate s stress reaction in a given setting: Stress resistance
refers to those characteristics of the indi;idual which determine the
point atbwhich stress stimuli will engender a negative response in that
individual. |
Stress may be‘operationalized as that point at which the magnitude
of the stress stimuli exceeds the individual's éépacity to resist. In
this context, stress resistance #s an individual attribute, a personality
trait, whereas stress stimuli aré characteristics of the organization and the
work process. Stress is a function, fhen, of the interplay between
personal and organizational characteristics. Clear examples of —this
conception of stress may be seen in the literature dealing with the
personality-environment fit (McGrath, 1976; Brief, et. al., 1981). ~
For an ofganizational Structure or work process to be a stress stimulus,
it must be Phenomenologically interpreted by the individual (Lazarus,
1966; Lazarus and Launier, 1978). That is, the individual's perception of
the organizational structure and work process, rather than the objective
existence of the structure or work pro;ess, is the stress stimulus. For
example, it»could be argued that the worker's perception of.the size of
the organization would be more predictive of that individual's stress

than the ol ‘cctive measure of organizational size. This point is, of
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course, at the heart of current debate in organizational theory, the

défate between those who cast the organization as a reified structure énd
those who view the organization as individua]ly constructed realities.

If we émphasize the latter perspective, then the personality characteristics
that determine the stress resistance points must be taken into account when
examining the stress stimuli.

Two important questions emerge in this regard. First, how do we study
stress as a response outcome without confusing it with stress resistance?
Second, how do weAstudy stress without confusing the examination of stress
stimuli with the personal characteristics of the individuals perceiviag
those stimuli?

We approach these dilemmas by conducting an analysis which emphasizes
both stress stimuli and stress as characteristics of the ofganization,
not simply as characteristics of the individual. In the analysis, we employ
measures of the average of the aggregate survey respon#es of the drganiza—
tional members. Thus, we report a measure that represents the average
perception of the organizational structures and work processes as stress
stimuli and the average level of stress reported by the individuals in
the organization. Although we cannot eliminate the explanatory role of
individual differences, by assuming that individual characteristics are
randomly distributed within and across the organization, this methodology
permits us to place primary emphasis on the aggregate reality.

This has critical implications in terms of organizational design.
S.ress and stress stimuli can be viewed not simply as an environment-
personality mismatch unique to the individual, but as a consequence of
the interface between the "average work reality" in the ofganizaﬁion and

the average worker. Indeed, to examine stress on the individual level
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is to fail to come to grips with its increasing commonality.

This is an important argument from the point of view of both management
and labor. For management, guiding redesign by the average reality of
organizational members means that the redesign is likely ﬁo have maximum
utility. The "average" audience will benefit from the effort rather than
particular individuals, a point that is particularly critical in larger
organizations. from the point ¢f view of labor, this approach has direct
relevance for conduct at the bargaining table. Any empirical argument
presented by labor during négotiations over working conditions that is
based upon individual chafacteristics is likely to be rebuffed by management
as an a;gcmpt to deal with the problems of a select few individuals
who have the "‘wrong type of personality" for a given job. ‘An investigation
directed at the average reality of org;nizational members is not subject
to such criticism for the reasons alluded to above.

A further debate in the operationalization and measurement of stress
cenéers around the use of self-report measures Versus the utilization of
more objective indices. The essence of this debate lies in the distinction
between the medical conception of stress as diagnosis of symptoms and
subsequent ;ure and the psychological conception of stress as a definition
of the situation as the critical factor in defining stress. Those opposed
to the use of sglf—rcport measures appear to assume that there can be a false
report of stress. It is the premise of this haperthat it is precisely theu
self-definition of stress that is important. Stress should be :icen as
the agtor's definition of his or her ;caction to a situati“;, not as the
results of an objoétivc analysis performed by a third party. There is an
implicit conservatism to the use of objective meﬁsuros insofar as a worker

would be considered under stress only when diagnosad as being under stress,
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not when the worker feels under stress.

Research Methodoleogy

§gmglgf—Tgis report is based dn survey data collected in 83 school
districts in New York State. These districts are a random sample stratified
. according to geographic locatidn, size, wealth of the district, and
district expenditures. Four regions in New York State were utilized for
geographic location. The sample included 30 districts from the Binghamton-
Elmira region; 14 districts in the Rochester region;:22 qistricts in the
Syracuse region; and 17 districts in the WestchéSter region. Average
daily attendance in K-12 fér each district was used as an indication of
size. The average size of our sample is 3,128. The size of the districts
ranges from a low of 277 to a high of 12,205. Assessed valuation was employed
as a measure of district wealth. The average dassessed vaiuation in our
sample is $65,951,748; the range is gfom a low of $1,904,589 to a high of
$379,246,706. Expenditures are indexed by the‘tdtal general and federal
aid expenditures for a district. The'average for our sample is $7,433,854.

The range of expenditures goes from a low of $630,968 to a high of

$28,308,727.

For each district,

teachers in the largest elementary

school and largest high ;chool,
received questionnaires. Out of 3,200 teacher questionnaires sent out,
2,247 usable surveys wére returned, for a response rate of 70%.
The data employed in this study are aggregated to the school level.
Only those districts witﬁ a response rate of 30% or higher are included
in the aggregate sample (N = 48). We decided to utilize a school level
aggregation in order.to. capture the oréanizational differences between

elementary nd secondary schools which would lead teachers in each type



of school to experience different levels of stress. The final sample
emploved contains 42 elementary school organizations and 45 secondary school

organizations.

Measurement of the Dependent Variable - In this study we measured
stress in terms of both psychological and physiological romponents. Items
in our self-report inventory consisted of a list of symptoms adopted from
Langer (1962) and Caplan et al., (1975). For each item, respondents
were asked to specify how often they eﬁperienced the de;cribed condition:
The scale consisted of four possible responses: 1l = seldom or never,

2 = occasionally, 3 = frequently, 4 = almost always. It should be noted
that by cdmbinipg the categories of seldom and never, we employ an
approach more conservative than that adopted by many previous survey
researchers, who count seldom as a separate and positive'response.

Psychological stress was measured using the following items:

Have you experienced any é{ the following during the past month

on the job?

1. Periods in which things don't seem to work out or in which you

wonder if anything is worthwhile.

2. You were bothered by confused thoughts or difficulty in

_ concentrating.

3. Periods of forgetfulness or loss of memory.

4. You were bothered by a sense of anxiety or nervousness.

In addition, have you experienced any of the fol¥owing in the past

month?

1. You felt unable to rely on or talk to anyone, even friends.
Cronbach's alpha was .80 for the scale of psychological streés.

Physiological stress was measured by the.following items: Have you
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expcrien;cd any of the following during_thc past moﬁth on the job?

1. You had spells of dizziness.

2. You Q;re bothered by having an upset stomach or stomach ache.

3. Yo; were troubled by hcadaches.

4. You were in ill health which affected your work.

In addition, have you experienced any of the'following in the past

month? |

1. You had trouble in getting to sleep or Saniﬁg asleep.

Cronbach's alpha was .71 for the scale of physiological stress.

The stress measures were tabglated for elementary and secondary
schools as the aggregate average of the responses to the survey items
doscribed above. We should emphasize that when we use the terms '"stress",
"organizational stress', etc. in the following sections, we are referring
to the‘aggregate average reality as reported by teachers iﬁ'either
elementary or secohdary schoois; In the context .of our earlier discussion,
our examipation is of the predictors of variance across orgaﬂizations rather
than within a single organization. Indeed, the variance witﬁin an
organization prediéped’by individual job characteristics and personality
characteristics is not accounted for in this analysis. By analyzing
stress using organizational scores wéﬁemphasize the shared variance in
stress within organizationsand as such examine the differential'predictors
of variation across organizations. Table 1 presents the appropriate means,

ranges and standard deviations of our stress scales.

Insert Table 1 about here
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Table 1 indicatcs‘some obvious characteristics about our population.
First, these are not%cxtrumcly high stress organizations. Secondjbon the
average, thgrc are nof dramatic d;fferences between psychologicai and
phvsiological stress on the elementary or sccondary level. Finally,

there do no%: appear to be large differences for the mean scores betwuen

elementary school and secondary school stress.

Hypotheses and Independent Variables

In addition to asking‘ééachers to assess their bhysical and psyéhological
states at the workplar~e,; the survey instrument included'questions_asking
teachers to rate the dimensions of their work. As was the case with the
Jependent variables, organizational séores,were crecated for each of the
independent variables. Table 2 presented at the end of this section shows
the means, ranges and standard deviatiorns of the independént variales.

The foliowing models present the hypothesized relationships between
the independent measures of organizational structure and process and the
dependent measure of stress. In the hynotheses there is no differentiation
between ﬁsychologiéal and physiological forms of stréss nor between
secondary and elementary school. These finer distincti&ns will be
détailed in the discussion of our findings.

Staffing and Enrollment

It is commonly assumed that the greater the number of students in the
élassgoom, the greater the reported level of stress among teachers.
For teachers, as for other occupations, an increased workload leads to
greater pressure which, in turn, manifests itself in stress.

Two dimensions of size must be taken into account in an examination

€

of schools: the total enrollment of students and the student/teacher
L ]

ratio. These are clearly two separate phenomenon. Enrollment is
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reflective of the general atmosphere within -a school, and the student/
teacher vatio is indicative of the direct demands made upon individual

teachers with respect to their own work. There may be schools with large

enrollments and high student/teacher ratios or those with large enrollments

and low student/teacher ratios.

Enrollﬁent-ﬁa§ measured as the number of full-time students enrolled
in each secondary and elementary school. The student-teacher ratio was
measured as the number of full-time students enrolled in each school
per full-time teacﬁer in thgt same school.

The demands brought upon teachers by high enrollment or high student/
teacher ratios may bezmitigated by increasing the staff support whicﬁ
teachers receive. Staff support may be of two forms: administrative ‘!
support, and teaching ;uﬁport. Administrative support primarily reflects
the ratio of middle-level supervisors to teachers. To the degree that
these supervisors facilitate organizational communication, and, as such,

more immediaté contact between classroom teachers and the school administra-
tion, we would expect that the higher the ratio 6f administrative support,
the lower the level of stress. On the other hand, if a high ratio of
administrative support is viewed by teachers as increasing pressure due to
more direct supervision, it may have an opposite effect and increase
reported stress.

The ratio of teachipg aides to teachers taps the éegree to which
full-time teachers ha&c assistance in their evéryday classroom activities.
As with the case of administrative.support, on the one hand it can be

19

assumed that the more assistance teachers have, the fewer the direct

demands brought to bear on them, and thus the lower thgir level of reported

" stress. On the other hand, if the presence of teaching aides 6ran§1atcs

s
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into greater supervisory duties for the classroom teacher, we might

//

expect that the réportud level of stress would increase as the ratio
of teaching sgpport increased. g :

The ratio of tcaching support was measured as the ratio of full-time
equivalent teaching assistants to the number of full-time teachers in each
school. The ratio of administrative support was .computed as the total number
of principals and assistant principals per full-time teachers in each
school. For the purpose of empirical verification, two hypotheses mayv be

tested:

Hypothesis 1: In organizations with larger enrollment and higher

student /teacher ratio, the level of reported stress will be higher.

Hypothesis 2: In organizations with higher ratios of administrative

and teaching Supports, the level of reported stress will be lower.
Supervision

An obvious source of reported stress may be the type of interaction
the teacher has with his or her immediate supervisor. In,the case of
professionals such as teachers, who may view their supervisors as peers
rather than as superiors, supervision may be an espegially critical stress
stimulus. In examining the interaction between teachers and their supervisors,
we must draw a distinction between positive supervisory behavior and
negative supervisory behavior. These two modes of behavior must not be
censtrued as dichotomous ends of the same variable, but rather as
phenomenologically distinct. Positive supervisory behavior implies
a supervisor who exhibits appreciatien of the teachers' actiQitics and
tries to solicit direct input from teachers. Negative supervisory behavior
implies a q c;itical orientation in which the supqrvisnr's basic

mode of communication is criticism, and on a whole the supervisor is
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unaware of the subordinate's work activities. The simplest hypotheses
resulting from this conceptualization would be:

Hypothesis 3: 1In organizations in which the reported levels of

positive supervisory behavior are higher, the level of reported
stress will be lower.

Hypothesis 4: 1In organizations in which the reported levels of

negative supervisory behavior are higher, fhe level of reported

stress will be higher.

Positive supcrvisory behavior and negative supervisory behavior were
constructed from questions in which respondents were asked to indicage
how often their 5upervisor "talks to you in the following ways," (1 =
seldom or never, 2 = occasionally, 3 = frequently, and 4 = almost always).
Positive supervisory behavior was tabulated as the average of the responses
given to the following items:

1. Shows appreciation for your work, shows confidence in you;

2. Explains things or gives information or suggestioﬁs.

3. Asks for your suggestions or obinions.

4. Asks for information, clarification, or explanation.

Negative supervisory behavior was computed as an average of the
responses for the following items:

1. Criticizes vou, refuses to help or is unnecessarily formal.

2. Gives excess, unnecessary information or comments.

Work Process -

The mode by which work is conducted has been cast as a primary predictof
of stress in prganizations (Kahn, et. al., 1964; French and Caplan,
1972). 1t appears that the underlyiné aséumptions regarding the relationship
between work process and stress ark:based on the cffect of'uﬁ}ertninty on

the worker. The most widely accepted assumption 1is that uncertainty in
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the work process will increase the reported level of worker's stress.

As Kahn et al, point out, this is because uncertainty blurs expectations
and minimizes ﬁre&ictability, thereby placing the worker in a turbulent
work environment. Uncertainty in the work process may be viewed as
multidimensional, but for the purpose of this paper the work process

is measured in terms of work routinization and role ambiguity.

Hvpothesis 5: 1In organizations in which the reported 1e§els of

work uncertainty are higher, (with lower reported routinizatién

and higher reported role ambiguity), the level of reported stress

will be higher.

The reverse argument could also be made. It méy be the cése that
a report of high routinization and low ambiguity in terms of role'expectation
is indicative of a mundane work process which, pecause of its alienative
nature, will increase stress.

Role ambiguity was computed as an average of the answers to the
following survey items: (Adopted from Rizzo and House, 1970)

Please indicate how true the following statements are of your work

experience (1 = very true, 7 = very false):

1. 1 feel certain about how much authority I have.

2. I know that I have divided my time properly.

3, I know what my responsibilities are.

4., I know exactly wh;t is expected of me.

Routinization included the responses to the following items: {Adopted from
Bacharach and Alken, 1976) . ' .

1. There is something different to do here every day.

2. 1n my position, 1 need to learn to do'mbre than one job.
3. For almost every job a teacher does there 1is something new

happening almost every day. [Items 1-3 coded ]} = definitely truc,

4 = dc “initely false]
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4, Would you say your work here is: 1 = very nonroutine,
4 = very routine.

Participation in Decision-Making

As organizations become larger and more complex, workers become
more removed from the dgcision—making apparatu;, which creates a scnse
of powerlessness in the workplace. Powerlessness may increase stress
by alienating workers from both their work and their organization.

The workers may feel that they make no contribution to decisions on policy
issues that have an effect on their worklife and may feel that the
administration cares very little about their suggestions. Powerlgssness
may thus result in a combination of feelings of alienation and neglect,
leading workers to question their involvement in the organization

(Brief, et al., 1981; French and Caplan, 1972; Kahn et al., 1964).

This may lead to a high level of reported stréss.

Power is multidimensional. Authority connotes whether an actor has the
final say in the decision-making process. One must distinguish between how
much formal authority workers have in the decision-making process, and their
reported level of decisional deprivation, the difference between the amounﬁ
of influence employees believe they should have and the amount they report
having.

Influence is broader in scope than authority because it connotes informal
power (Bacharach and Law;er, 1980). Decisional deprivation, measuredvin
terms of influence in decision-making, has broader scope than the authority
measure. Lower echelon workers may be deniisd formal authority by virtue
of their position in the organizational hierarchy; nonetheless they may
still have the sense that thy.should have influence over certain kinds of

decisions in the organization.
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Hvpothesis 6: In organizations in which the reported level of

total authority is lower, the reported level of stress will be
higher. -

Hvpothesis 7: In organizations in which the reported level of

decisional deprivation is higher, the levei of reported stress

will be higher.

In regards to the hypotheses on power, the feverse arguments
could also be made. It may be the case that certain workers view
participation as a burden and therefore wﬁqt we conceive as power
becomes stress-inducing rather than stress-reducing.

To measure authority and decisional deprivation, we asked resﬁondents
to indicate which of the following areas they have authority and influéncel
over. Also, they were asked to specify over which areas they felt they
should have influence over.

1. Tfansportation

2. Student scheduling

3. Faciiities planning

4. Integration/segregation

5. Budget development

6. Expenditure priorities

7. Cash flow/borrowing

8. Negotiations with professional staff

9. Negotiations with non-instructional staff

10. Contract implementation
11. gmployge strikes/grievances
12. Staff hiring

13. Personnel evaluation

xd 1
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14. Student discipline

15. Standardized testing

16. -Grading

17. Student rights

18. Program analysis/evaluation
19. What to teach

20. How to teach

21, VWhat books to usel

22. Special programs

23. Community relations

‘The measure of teachers' authority was computed as the sum of the

responses (1 = feels that he/she has authority, 0 = does not feel that
he/she has authority).

The second measure employed in this model, decisional deprivation, was
computed as the difference between the total influence teachers felt
they should have over the twenty-three issue areas ;nd the total
influence they believed they actually had over the same issues.

Communication

The communications network within an organizatiqn may play a critical
role in the reduction of stress. This 6peréfes on two levels. First,
communicaticn may provide the worker with needed information, reducing /
levels of uncertainty. Second, by establishing contacts within the
organization, the worker becomes a part of a network of social support N -
(Cobb, 1976).

Inbdealing with stress, it is critical to differentiatezgetwecn
communication with superiors and communication with peers (Brief et. al.,

1981). Cemmunication with superiors may provide subordinates with critical
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information and instruciions, while at the same time personalizing the
supervisor-subordinate rciationship, thereby reducing stress. aOn the other
hand, it is plausible that communication with superiors will be vierd by
subordinates as a mode of control, making the subordinates more‘gunrdud,
thereby increasing the level of reported stress; Basing an hypothesis

on the former assumption, we would predict that:

Hypothesis 8: In organizations in which the level of communication

with superiors 1s higher, the level of reported stress will be lower.
Building this eighth hypothesis on the firit assumption 1is especially
appropriate in schools, where the immediate superiors are most often
colleagues; they have come from fhe ranks of the'teachers, and may
indged be viewed as peers. ‘ .

. Communication with immediate peers may be an informal source of information

for workers, while at the same :ime being an eiplicit source of social
support. Thus:

Hypothesis 9: 1In organizations in which the level of reported

communication with peers 1s higher, the level of reporﬁed

stress will be lower. I

The patterns of communication were measured by asking respondents to
indicate how oftén they interact directly or indirectly with various
people or groups of people in a typical month. Thé first variable
represents the response with respect to direct and indirect contacts
with teachers, while the second variable, cont;cts with supervisors, was
constructed by adding the total contacts with principals and the total
contacts with department heads. It should be noted that on the elementary

-

level of analysis, grade supervisors or grade chairpcrsons were deemed

equivalent to the Qecondary school department heads.

o
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Carcer Development

The perception of the career path may be viewed as a source
of stress on 'the job (Brief, ¢t al., 1981). To the extent that carcer
.development factors are indicative of the future status within the organi
zation, or expected rewards, this could indeed have a profound ceffect
upon the level of stress. Of special importance is the certainfy with which
workers view their Career pattern in the organization.v We' assume that in
organizations in which empléyees'are certain about their career opportunities,
the average level of reported stress will he lchr. '

We view career develnpment in tesms of promotion. Specifically, two
measures are employed: The perceived certainty of promotional opportunity,
and the perceived rationality of the promotion process itself.

Hypothesis 10: - In organizations in which resﬁondents were more

certain about the opportunity for promotion, and in organizations
in yhich respondents view the promotion process as more rational,
the level of reported stress will be lower.
In measuring the two‘variablcs employed in this model, we asked
respondents the following questions:
1. How certain are you.of the opportunities for promotion
and advancement which will exist in the next four yeérs?
(1 = very uncertain; 4 = very certain)
2. To what degrce do you think that promotion in this school
is basically a rational process? (1 = not at all, 5 = a great deal)

Classroom Environment

The immediate work environment is critical in understanding the degree
to which stress is encountered. With respect to teachers, three variables
seem especially important: the degree to which the teacher sees the class

' size as too large, the degrec to which the teacher perceives the stadents
)
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as capable and willing to learn, and the teacher’'s pérception of student
beliavior.,
The perception of the class size as too large implies that the teacher
. feels that the work environment is not conducive to the proper performance
of his or her primary wofk activities. That is, the administratiye and
supervisory,dutiés involved in conducting large classes may be such that i;

will increase the level of teachers' perceived stress.

Hypothesis 11: 1In-organizations iq which the perception of the

c1a§s size as being too large is higher, the.avergge level of

reported stress will be higher.

Student achievement is reflective of teacher goals and teacher
ability. Students who succeed in thei} schoolwork become symbols of teacher
goal achievement and teaching quality. If teachers beliévé that their
students aré unwilling or incapable of learning they may be in a stressfﬁl
position,

Hypothesis 12: .In organizations in which teachers perceive students'

learning as poorer, the average level of reported stress will be
higher.
Student behavior is the most noted predictor of teacher stress.

It has generally been assumed that unruly students produce an environment

that is stressful to teachers.

vaothesis 13: In organizations in which.the teacher's perception of

neéativestudcptbehavior is higher the level of reported stress

will be higher.

The first variable included in the model was the response to tﬁo following
question:

Based on your experience as a teacher in this school, please indicate
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how truec the following statement is:

My classes are too large.

Vfl = defiﬁitely true, 4 = definitely false]

The variable, perception of student learning, had six component questions:

My students are highly motivated.

My students are quite intelligent.

Parents see that students do their homework.

The above are coded 1 = definitely false, 4 = defi;itelyitrue.
My students do not have sufficient background knowledge for = .
my classes.

There are always one or two students who hold back the rest

of the class.

No matter what I do, there are always some who seem to learn

nothing.

The above are coded 1 = definitely true, 4 = definitely false.

The last variable, perception of student behavior, was coded on the same

scale and included the responses to the following survey items.

1.

My students are often abnormally unruly.
I have to wor;y about being physically confronted by my students.
My classroom and the school are objects of vandalism.

Students use drugs and alcohol while in school.

Insert Table 2 about here
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Table 3 presents the results of the correlation and regression analysis
for cach of the models to be discussed below. Insofar as we are concerned
with isolating the strongest predictor(s) of stress in these models, we

will emphasize the regression analysis in our discussion.

Insert Table 3 about here

Model 1: Staffing and Enrollment

The first hypothesis, concerning enrollment, is only partially sustained
for elementary schools, while it is wholly unsupported for secondary schools.
For neither elementary nor secondary schools does enrollment hkave a statistically
significant cffect on’our measures of reported stress.

The student/teacher ratio éppears to be an important predictor of
stress in elementary schools, yet it fails to emerge as a significant
predictor in thevsecondary schools. Mndel I in Table 3 sbows the relation-
ship between the studept/teacher rati6 and the various stress scales.
The relationships are significant in both the regression and correlation
analyses for elemenfary schools (beta % .47 for psychological stress,
beta = .32 for physiological stress).

These findings imply that size, by itself, is not a predictof of.
stress. When size 1s measured in ;erms of the ﬁtudent/teacher ratio however
it does emerge as a significant prédictor on thé elementary but not the
secondary level. There may be good reason to take note of the distinction
between the stress stimulus cffect on the elementary level versus the

_ secondary level. As alluded to in the introductory portions of this paper,
the differences in the organizational realities in the secondary and
. elementary'schools may be important in the consideration of stress,

especially vith respect to job redesign and the development of coping mechanisms.

Q ' .
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Consider the finding of the effect of student/tecacher ratio on stress

in the context of the different demands in the two. types of organizations.

Ty

In secondary schools, the teacher's primary responsibility is to teach

a particular subject matter to several groups ‘of students over scveral
-

{imited intervals of time. In elementary schools, the teacher is called

upon to teéch numerous subjects over longer intervals generally involving
extended periods of contact with the same group of students. The nature of
secondary education allow; the teaéher to present materialJin a ~elatively
programmed fashion, espec? -1ly in the contexi of the New Vork State Regents
curriculum. The primary'concern of the secondary'school teacher is with the
material. The‘pfimary concern of the elementary school teacher %s with the
student. For elementary school teachers, each.additional student makes

it more difficult to achieve their basic goal: to teach a broad rangé of
subjects, to impart social values, to keep disc}pline over relatively. long
periods of time, étc. Forzsecoﬁdary school tea;hers, whether one lectures
to fifteen or twenty students may make little difference in the level of

stress. It should be noted that in this discussibp, we have treated student

behavior as a constant. We shall return to tnis variable later to see

<

how it modifies this argument.

Again, the difference between the organizational realities of
elementary and secondary schools is significant when considering
the effect of teachi . ~upport on stress. For elementary schools, our

hypothesis that t.e higher the ratio of teaching support the lower the

reported stress is votally unsupported. On both stress scales, the regression

- and correiction cocfficients are significant and positive, indicating that

\

-

the alternative hypothesis is supported (beta = .28 for psychological, and

beta = .30 for phjsiological stress). This would imply that, on the
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clementary level, the burden of supcrvising teaching aséistnncsoutweighs
the beneficial effect of their support.

On the otﬁér hand, in secondary schools the relationships are negative
with regards to the ratio of teaching support and stress. Although the only
significant relationship emerges with self-reported psychologiéal srress
(beta = -.30), this finding is worth noting. Appgrently‘the burden
of supervisicn does not enter into the secondary school relationship
in the same way as it did in the elementary school analysis: the higher
the ratio of teaching support, the lower the reported level of stress.

Model II:> Supervision - . T
In elementary ;chools, both positive and ncgative'supervisory

behavior show a significant relationship to physiological érress (beta =

-.39 and beta‘= .26 resbectively).» It should be noted thar neither of the’

supervision measures appears to be a significant predictor of psychoclogical

stress as reported by elementary school teachers.

Examining the model for secondary schools, for psychblogical stress, positive

[3

supervision appears to be the more siggificant predictor (beta = —;46 for
positive supervision, beta = .22 for negative supervision). - For physiological
stress, both positive supervision (beta = -.34) and negative supervision

(bé}a = .28) remain significant in the regression equation. Apparently

both appreciation and critical orient;tion are important in accounting

for the level of reported stress by teachers. Although_it may appear that
secondary school teachers are more sensitive to suporvisory behavior patterns

than elementary school tLBLhQIS, it may be the case that the unde lving

structural differences between supervisory process;s in elementary and
secondary s hools account for some of the variance. Therg is a much more
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defined supervisory structure in secondary schools, making the source of
criticism or support more specific. The specificity of criticism or support -
may increase the influence on teacher stress on supervisory behavior, thus

accounting for the overarching importance of all forms of supervisory bchavior

on the secondary level.

™

Model III: Work Process

Model III in Tab;e III presents the data regarding our fifth hypothesis.
For both thg elementary and secondary school levels, role ambiguity.is a
significant correlate and predictor of both dimgnsions of stress. The

implication is that the more uncertainty teachers must deal with regarding

0 .
-

their ‘role, the more likely they are to report specific stress symptoms.

The role ambiguity argument ‘is  based upon the notion of uncertain expectatiors
in regards to wurk activities. Uncertain expectations are seen as undesireable
and aretherefore stress inducing.

In discussing hypothesis five, recall that we offered a reverse logic:
too much certainty may be alienating due to the mund;neness of thé work
activity and thereby result in stress. Somz weak evidence in this régard
is found when examining routinization. Routinization is a significant
correlate of both forms of stress, for both elementary and secondary
school levels, with the exception of the relationship between psychological
'stress and routinization on the elementary school level. When routinization
is entered into the same regression model as, role ambiguity, o

: ~ .
its significance on the secondary level IS restricted to physiological stress

(betz = .26). On the elementary level, routinization remains significant
again with respect to physiological stress (beta = .23).

Routinization appears to manifest ‘itself in physiological reports

O
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?f stress. That is, a high level of routinization appears to lead to a
nmore physically taxing work experience. However, because of the slight
impact on the ssychological dimension of stress; it is difficult to draw
a’conclusion regarding the alienating effect of routinization.
Model IV: Participation in Decision-Making
Model IV in Table 111 presents the results of the model concerning stress and the
participation in decision—m;king. Our sixth hypothesis stated that the
lower the level of total authori&x, the greater the level of reporged stress.
Implied here is that powerlessness is cé;ducive to increased reports of

stress symptoms. However, recalling that authority was presented as the

formal dimension of power in the decision making process, it is not surprising

that no sigpificant relationships emerged. Teachers, asilower echelon
employees, probabiy do not gxpect to have the final say ov decisions in
the workplace, and therefore the absence of that power does n;t emerge as
stress-inducing.

As we argued in the hypothesis section, lower echelon personnel may
be denied formal authority by virtue of their position in the formal
hierarchy, but they may stili have the sense that they deserve influence
over particular areas. Hence, decisional deprivation, measured in
terms of influence over decision-making, may havg a greater effect on
reported stress. We do, in fact, find that decisional deprivation has
a strong effect on measures of stress on the elementary school level, but
less of an effect on stress on the secondary school level. On the
elementary school level, decisional deprivation is a strong co;relate of
both measures of stress. When entered into a model with authority, it

remains significant (beta = .51 for psychological stress, beta = .58 for

physiological stress. On the secondary level, the only strong
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relationship omergés in regards to reported symptoms of psychological
stress (beta = .30).
The differences in results between elementary and secondary schools
are consistent with our conception of the differences between the two school
organizations, - In elementary schouls, teachers pfobably feel that they
should have more influence over their work environment since they are
responsible for a single group of students and a ﬁarticular classroom
setting. In secondary schools, teachers are also less likely to be deprived
o .
of a forum for voicing influences; there are.regular faculty mcetings on
departmental levels, and an apparatus eXxists for subject teachers to have a
direct influence over the conduct of work in their particular departments.
""This 18 noﬁ necessarily so in the elementary grades. To summarize: in
elementary schools, teachers may feel that they deserve a greater influence
over their work. They also may not ﬂéve available to them immediate forums
in which to voice their influence. Both of these factors exacerbate the
problem of decisional deprivagion and hence may be stress inducing.
Model V: Patterns of Interaction

Our eighth hypothesis maintained that the greater the number of

reported contacts between supervisors and teachers, the lower the level of
reported stress. Most of the relationships in Model V are negative, and the
only significant relationships emerge on the elementary school level,
where contacts with supervisors are significantly related to both
measures of stress. For secondary schools, a strong pattern
‘does not emerge.

Our ninth hypothesis maintained that in organizations in which teachers
reported higher levels of contact with other teachers the level of reported

stress would be lower. On the elementary school level, wé find no significant
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correlations, and on the sccondary school level we find only one wecak
corrclation, that between contacts with peers and psychological stress.
when both independent variables, i.e., contact with supgrv?sors and
contact with fellow teachers, are entered into the same model, only the
measure of contact with supervisors in elementar; schools is a consistent
predictor of stress,'thus confirming the eighth hypothesis cn this levei
(beta = -.26 for‘psychological stress and beta = ;,40 for physiological
stress).
Model VI: Career Development , .

The tenth hypothésis states that the greater the cErtainty about the
opportunity for promotion and the more rational the view of the promotion
process, the lower the reported stress. The zero—order correlations for
elementary and secondary schools support the hypothesis. What s
interesting is what occurs when the perception of the certainty of
opportunity for promotion and the rationality of promotion are entered
into the same regression model. For elementary schools, ‘rationaiity of
promotion is the predominant predictor for modes of stress
(beta = -.65 for psychological stress, beta = -.62 for physiological stress)

For the secondary school level it is also the rationality of promotion rather than

the certainty of opportunity for promotion that is the primary predictor

(beta = -.59 for psychological stress, beta = -.50 for physiological stress).

Apparently teachers' primary concern in both clementary and secondary
organizations is the rationality of the promotion process itself rather

than the perceived opportunity of promotion.
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Model VII: Classroom Environment

The gencral'pattern of correlations presented for the perception of
class size and stress seem to support our hypothesi; for both elementary and
secondary schools. That is, for both levels, when teachers perccive the
class size as being too large, they tend to report a high number of stress
symptoms. ”Similgr support is found in regards to student behavior.
The zero-order correlations indicate that the more teachers perceive students
as poorl& behaved, the more stressnéymptOms teachers report. Again, parallcel
findings emerge with the zero-order correlagions bngaen student learning aﬁd
stress symptoms. In elementary and secondary schools alike, all of-the
stress measures are negéiively correlated with the teachers' positive view of
student 1eérning.

It is interesting to observe what occurs wl.=n all three variables
are entered into the same regression model. In the elementary schools,
the perception of class size emerges as the most consistent predictor
(beta = -.40 for psychological stress, beta = -.34 for physiological stress).
$tudent behavior remains significant only for symptoms of physiological
stress (beta = —-.26), as does student learning (beta = -.37). It is clear
that although all th;ee dimensions of classroom environment seem to affect
the degree of physiologic;l stress, the strongest predictor across categoric;
for elementary schools is teachers' perception of class size.

In contrast, on the secondary level, the only significant betas emerpe in
regards to the relationship between the stress measurcs and student bohnvi&r

(beta = -.27 for psvcholegical stress,
’Pcta = -.32 for physiological stress). Although the correlations for

. o jiéll.‘



perception of classroom size and student learning were signfficant, neither
emerge as predictors when entered intofrcgression models with the variable
perception of student behavior.

The important point of contrast between elementary and secondary
levels, then, is the emergence'of the perceptioﬁ of classroom size as the
primary predictor of stress symptoms on the elementary level, while thne
perception of student behavior emerges as the sole predictor on the secondary
"level. This finding directly reinforces our finding regarding stﬁdent/
teacher ratio, that for elementary schools-thg ratio emerged as an important
predictor of stress symptoms, yet it failed to emerge in secondary schools.
To explain the effect of the student/teacher ratio, we argued that eiementary
school teachers have a more encompassing educationai responsibility for a
single group of students over longer intervals o° time than do secondary
school teachers, and hence they are more sensitive to changes'in class size.
Secondary te;chers; who have relatively limited contact with a varied
number of students over shorter intervals of time would be less concerned
with the size of the claséfd Instgad, they are more concerned with the quaiity
of student behavior, which they may view as én obstacle to tﬁeir more focused
goal, getting the subject material across to the class. For secondary sch001'
teachers, student behavior is either an asset or impediment to attaining their
specific goal, whereas for elementary school teachers, student behavior is

a goal that may be impeded by classroom size. -

Integrative Models

Table 4 presents four integrated models predicting to each type of
stress in each type of school. Each of the models represents the results pf
a stepwise procedure in which each of the previously significant (p<.05)

variables was entered. Analysis was limited to the five independent variables

O
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which toszether explained the greatest amount of variance in the stress
measure in question (i.e., maximum Rz). This is not to imply that other
variables are oot important; it is simply to ploce primary eophasis, at this
stage of our analysis, on parsimony.

Table 4 includes findings regarding the dimensions of elementary
school organlzations which induce psychological stress.‘ Ratiopality of the

LY

promotion process and the student/teacher ratio emerge as the strongest
predletors of psvchological stress (beta = -.40 and beta = .31). In
elementary school organizations in which teachers reported that the promotion
process was rational, teachers are less likely to experience stress.
Likewise, in elementary school organizations with a low student/teacher

ratio, the reported level of psychological stress 1is also likely to be low.

————— .20 o ——

Insert lable 4 about here

-

in elementary schools
In Table & we discover tha ‘the rationality of the promotion process

-.32), whereas the

is a strong predictor of nhysiolugical stress (beta

importance of the student/teacF(L ratlo(drops (beta = .16). Role ambiguity

(beta = .31), percepticn 7 5. ‘ent iearning (beta -.28), and
negative superv1sorv behavior (beta = .20) all remain significant
predictors of physiological stress.

Psychelogical stress in secoadary school organizations as presented
in Table 4, is best predicted by role ambiguity (beta = .30), positive
supervisory behavior (beta =-.39), and the teaching support ratio (beta
= -,23). Physiologieal strcss is best predicted by the perception of the

rationality of the promotion process (beta =-.26) and perception of student

behavior (beta = -.22).
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These integrated models must be interpreted with caution. The statistical
procrdure used to generate them puts a premium on identifying variables
which accguntlfor different portions of the variation in the dependent stress
measurcs. : .

If two variables account for roughly the

same part of the variation in étress, the procedure will overlook one of
them and select another variable that accounts fo? a different paft of the
variation, even if that other variable accounts for less variation'than the
one rejected. (For example, perception of class size does not appeaf
in either of our elementary models, presumably because student/teac?er
ratio accounts for roughly the same variation.) In any study which examines
various dimensions of organizational structure and work processes, tﬁere
will be relationships (perhaps even direct causal relationships) among the
dimensions examined. Without a set of a priori hypothesés about what those
relationships might be,ﬂ;e cannot conclude that the results of our
stepwise procedures have identified the "most" important variables
prédicting to each type of stress in each type of school.

Nevertheless, these integrated models reaffirm two points which we
have already made and allow us to make two further observations: First,
thove are distinct differences between our elementary and sccondar? school
models, reaffirming our argument that stress is a function of different
¢loments in the two organizational environments.. Second, there are also
distinct differences between models which focus on psvchological stress and
those which focus on physiolog{cal stress. Our original hyvpotheses did not
posit what those differences might be, and for the most part we have resisted
the témptation to offer post hoc explanations for them, but clearly,

future research on the organizational determinants of stress will miss
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inportant phenomena if attention is confined to onc or the'other measure.
Third, each of our four integrated models includes statistically significant
variables from at least two of the seven separate models prescnted earlier.
The only separate mo;els which are not "represen;ed" by a variable with
statistical significance in at least one integrated model are those for
participation in decision-making and communication; ‘only the latter 1is not
"represented" at all. Thus, no one dimension of organizational structure
or work processes provides a sufficiént explanation for the stressful
effects an organization can have on its employees. Fourth, ahd‘most
importantly, the fouf_integrated models presented here account for half to
two-thirds of the measured variation in stress across the schools covered
by our study. Having controlled fo; individual teacher differences by
aggregating both our independent and dependent measures to.the level of

the organization, there could hardly be more straight-forward evidence that
organizational structures and work processes are, in fact, important

determinants of stress.

Conclusion

In this paper we have presented only a preliminary analysis of
organizational predictors of stress in elementary and secondary school
organizations. Several important implications may be drawn from this work.

Stress may be conceptualized as arising from organizations, not simply
from the idiosyncracies of individuals. Organizational work processes
and structures have different effects on various measures of self—reportéd
physiological and psychological stress. Furthermore, we have shown that
the effect of organizational work processes and structures will have
different cffects on teacher stress depending upon whether ye consider

\

|
elementary school organizations or secondary school organizations.
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The importance of this twpe of analysis lies in the imblicntions for

orgnni:atinnn} and work design. By viewing sgress as a produéff

of the brganization, we have placed the ability to alleyiate siress\ns

much with manegement as with the individual worker. Stress is an imEQrtant
: \

measure of the quality of working life, and to the degree that manageﬁégt

is responsible. for the enhancemgpt éf the quality of the working life of.\\

\
the employee, management should assume responsibility for aitering
organizational structures and work processes in ways‘that are likely

to limit the incidence of worker stress.

O
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TABLE 1

Means, Rangcs, and Standard Deviations of Stress Scales

A
Elementary School, n %742
Variable \\Moan High Low Standard Deviation
\

Psychological

Stress 1.476 1.920 1.160 .204
Physiological ' .

Stress 1.445 1.943 1,125 . .179
Secondary School, n = 45
Variable Mean High Low Standard Deviation
Psychological

Stress 1.495 2.025 1.200 .173
Physiological .

Stress 1.387 1.875 1.175 -139 o
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TABLE 2

Cronbach's alpha

Variable Orpanizational Level X §.D. high low (where applicable)
*total elementary 505.333 166,89 84100 166,00
enrollment secondary 94?.600 693,566  3784.00 199.00
¥student /teacher elementary 20,10 2422 28,167 15967
ratio secondary | 18,330 2.400 22,703 12,438
kteaching support clementary " 137 .335 1.818 0,000
ratio . secondary 024 072 J13 0,000
*3dministrative elementaty 045 031 182 0:00
support ratio  secondary 404 015 074 - ,00
positive super- ,
visory ¢lementary ‘ - 135 315 2,933 1,200 789
. behavior secondary 2,141 295 2,744 1,500 |
pegative super- ‘
visory elementary , 1,137 . 269 2,214 1.000 630
behavior - secondary 1.438 297 B . 1,020 '
role elementary 200 353 3250 LS00 129
ambiguity secondary 2,599 381 3.472 1,924 '
routinization  elementary 1.836 211 2,286 1,250 SR V)]
secondary _ 2.028 151 2.350 . 1,650
teacher - eicmentary - 3,818 1,127 6,500 1,875
authority secondary 3,195 1,033 5.500 .818
“ decisional clementary 5.244 - 1,863 8.333 1,750
.deprivation  Tsecondary 4,891 1,601 9,867 1,318
contacts with  elementary 23.766 15,310 B4.667 6,125
teachers secondary 20,579 8,246 43.050 1,375
contacts with  elementary 14,1460 © 8,130 48,430 4,495 | \
supervisors secndary 16,516 6.41% 30,800 4,833 | co
o _
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Crorbach's alpha

(where applicable) -

Variable Orpanizational Level X S}D. 'high low

certainty of  elenentary 2,301 310 4,000 1,400

promot fonal

opportunity seeondary 2,443 /336 311 1.625

rationality of  elementary 2,723 430 3,600 1,833

promo;ion secondary 2,593 423 3,412 1,429

perception of |

class size as  clementary 2,636 410 3,500 1,714

too large secondary 2.859 308 3,667 2,130

perception of

studunt elementary 2,486 .21 3.056 2.0l 062
learning secondary 2,248 189 2.821 1.818

perception of  elementary 3,508 201 3.875 3,100 364
student | :

behavior secondary 2,917 220 3,517 23500

¥ These variables were supplied by the State Department of Eﬁucation

N = 42 elementary schools
N = 45 secondary schools

ws
e

151

sC



TABLE 3

Depenent Variables

6t

Elementary Schools SecondarZ Schools
(N = 42) (N = 45)
Psychological Physiological Psychological Physiological
stress stress stress stress
Independent |
Variables r beta r peta r beta t heta
 lodel It

student /teacher

rﬂtio 049*** l&?*** l3l** u32*** "'008 "-11 -IOA "nl].
ratio of teach-

ing support 3Lk 2Bk JJTkEk 30k - 2Bk - 30K S -2
ratio of

administrative :

support .09 -.05 A7 A3 -0 -.02 -1 -09
enrollment - 23 - 11 -, 04 13 =11 -.04 02 07
Model II:
positive

supervisory .

behavior - 19 =12 - GGrkE =, 30Kk -, GGtk LhKKE -.49*** - 4k
negative

suporvisory

behavior 24 .20 JgeRk . DGkk Ny LY . YL B
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Elementary Schools

Secondary Schools

Psychelopical Physiological Psychological " Physiolopical
§Lress stress SLress stress

Independent \
Variables r beta r beta r beta T beta
Model III:
role umbiguity S§kik | 5Bk YL N L NICLENRILLL LN LI
Model IV:
teacher

authority 06 18 01 A9 - =13 17 -1
decisional '

deprivation NI I Ll S5k SBRK J35kER 30k 0t .17
Model Vi
contacts with

teachers 03 10 - 12 -.0] -, Jokk .21 -1 -l
contacts with :

Supervisors -.23 -, 2% S BN AL -, 28%k -, 16 -.05 .04
Model VI:
certainty of

promot ional

opportunity - 36%%k .02 - Jrrk -, 04 2% 06 S 3k 207
rationality ,

or promotion - (ke - poRAk A LN YA -, Spkkia GOk -, Ghkid = 0% a%
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Elementary Schools

Psychological Physiological
stregs stress

Independent
Variables r heta T beta

Secondary Schouls

Psychological Physiological
stress sLress

T heta r beta

Model VII:

perception of
class size as
being too large = 43kkk  ~ 40K%x -, 39kkk -, Jhkik

perception of
student
behavior -3k -20 = 42kkk o 20%%

perception of
student

learning - 2% =20 - LThkk = JTkkk

-|26** -llg ‘ '.24* -015 ‘

- 40kkk=, 27K - Gtk - J2kkk

=, J4kxk-, 03 - 35tk < 20

4,10
4,05
***pf 01

o
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TABLE 4

Variables Entering Into Regression Models

Dependent Variable Independent Variables

Psychologleil Stress rationality of promotion process (beta = -,4Q%%k):
. (elementary schools) student/teacher ratlo (beta = ,314%%); |
decisional deprivation (beta = ,17);

- role ambiguity (beta = .15);
teaching support ratio (beta = .07).
R = 61
Physiological Stress z role ambiguity (beta = ,3]*#%);
(clementary schools) rationality of promotion process (beta = -, 32kik);

perception of student learning (beta = -.28%*#);
negative supervisory behavier (beta = ,20+#%);

student/teacher ratio (beta = ,16%). )

K= 66 o

Psychological Stress role ambipuity (beta = ,3(0%*%);

(secondary schools) positive supervisory behavior (beta = -,39%%4);
ratio of teaching support (beta = - 234k},
decisional deprivation (beta = ,16);
perception of student behavior (beta = -.11),

S ' "

Physiological Stress role ambiguity (beta = ,19);

(secondary schools) rationality of promotion process (beta ==, 16*%);
“perception of student hehavior (beta = -,20%):"
routinization (beta = ,14):

v | positive supervisory hehavior (beta = -.13),
N = 42 elementary schools )
N = 45 secondary schools - R™ = .47 |
.
p<,10
£ p<,05 159
wx < 01
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~f one were to ask educational practitioners what forces have had
a significant impact on public education in the last decade, the growth
of teachers unions would be likely to emerge near the top of the list.
Since the adventlof_teacher unionization in New York City in the late
sixties, teachers unions have spread to encompass urban, suburban, and
rural districts in a majority oflstates. Early research écught to identify
those factors which predisposed teachers to militancy, isolating such
items as age, sex, and type of school taught in.2 Once uninns became
establislied, research efforts shifted tc concentrate on the gains accruing
to teachers from unions. These studies showed small economic benefits,3
some improvement in working conditions,4 and more recently,.the attainment
of influence over professional issues.5 There can be no doubt that these
gains;affect not only teachers, but all school perscanel. Yet surprisingly
jittle attention has been paid to how teachers and other school personnel
perceive this impact and their attitudes toward teachers unions.

The attitudes of school personnel toward teachers unions will be
determined, in part, by the affect that teachersfunions have on the
~ performance of a person's job. To the degree that the teachers union
makes a person's job easier, we would expect that person to have positive
attitudes regarding the unien. We would also expect a person to resist
union involvement in those areas wnich would adversely affect their job
. performance. Two things .ollow from this line of argument. First, one's
position in the school district hierarchy and the differing demands which
result should determine, in part, one 's attitudes toward the teachers
union. In other words, teachers, principals, superintendents, and school
boards should have different attitudes toward teachers unions. These

differences in attitudes are likely to be a major source of conflict over
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union related matters. ;econ&, these differences in attitude should
:eflect the iwpact of teachers unions on the different roles. Thus by
examining the attitudes of assorted school district personnel, we will bé
able to gain a preliminary understanding of.the affect of teachers unions
on the entire school system. At a time when both public education and :
public emplque‘unions are the subjecE of so much media scrutiny, it seems
imperative that we begin to examine the»aftitudes of school district
personnel toward teachers unions. In this article, we would iike to report

briefly on the results of such an investigation.

The F.esearch

As pa:ct of a project investigating power and consensus in school
districts, a survey was distributed to a random sample of 83 school
districes in-ﬁéw York Stete, stratified according to geographic locationm,
size, wealth, and expenditureé. In each district, the superintendent,

central ofﬁice administrators, school board members, teachers in the largest

) elementary‘school and largest high school, and the ﬁrincipals of those

schools received ques:ionnaires. Included in the survey were a series of
items dealiﬁg with the teachers union in the district. These questions
focused on ;hat areas the union should be involved in, the degreé of
satisfaction with the local, and the state of labor nanagement reiatious
in the distriéf. The data feported here are based -1 responses to thrse
items’obtained~from teachers,'principals, supérintendents, and school
board members. | | t
Teachers

For teachers,:the union brovides a cbllective voice which Serves

as a source of power far beyond that available to individual teachers.

Unions have flourished precisely because of the inability of inuividual
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tcachers to influence their salaries or working coaditions, Unions have
provided teachers with that influence and as such we would expect them to be
satisfied with their local unibn. The data bear this out —ljust under 90% of
the teachers rgsponding are either very satisfied or satisfied with their local
union. Presumably teachers feel the union is ﬁelping them to do a better job.

If the union provides teachers with a source of influence, and the
outcomes of this influence serve as the primary basis of satisfaction, the question
arises as to where téachers would like this influence applied iq the future.
Respondents were presented with a list of 15 areas and 6 asked whether they would
1ike their union to become less involved (scored 1), maintain the current leQel of
involvement (scored 3), or become more irvolved (scored 5) in each area. A number
~of the results are worth noting. First, there are no areas in which the teachers
want their union to become less involved. A majority of members would like the
union to maintain their current level of involvement in many areas - prep time,
leaves, tuition reimbursements, grievance handling, commhqicating to members,
and giving members a say in the union. Yet on the average, teachers want more
involvemen: in all areas. Areas which are of particular importance to teachers
are: insurance, where over 60% of teachers desire m;re hnion involvement; obtainir
a say in the administration, just under 60%; extra-duty compensation, 58.7%;
class size, 56.1%; student discipline and student rights, 54.4%; and salary,
53.8%. 1In addition, more teachers desire increased involvement in evaluation
than want the union to maintain their current level of involvement (48.2% versus
47.47%). 1f thellocal unions are responsive to the demands of their constituencies
it appears that they will continue to press for both economic benefits and a say
over the determination of working conditions.

The strength oflthe union and its ability to meet the desires of its member
depends upon the support of individual teachers. In many districts, this support
is most apparent in times of crisis, with a small group of officérsvleft to carry

out the day-to-day administration of the union at other times. This is reflected
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in our results, where over 91% of our sample were members of the union and
maintained some level of in?olvement in the local (with over 88% voting in union
elgctions and 84% attending some union meetings), while just under 64% of our.
respondents felt that the administration of the local was handled by a.small
group of teachers with the majority of teachers just going along. Most teachefs
are satisfied with this ar-angement, since only 35.5% desire more say in the
union. In some instances, hr atrain of holding down what is essentially two
jobs, combined with the generally low level of.member invdlvement, hinders the
development of adequate communication between the local and its'bémbers. gany
teacﬁers (46.5%) rely on their fellow teachers as their primary source of
information on union matters, and 44% want the union to improve its communication
to its members.

Despite some apparent apathy, teachers do want the union to press for-their
demands against the administration. In this confrontation,'there is no question
of who has the most power. When asked who has more power, the administration
(scored 1) or the union (scored 7), the average response was é.49, indicafing a
balance of.power in favor of the administration. Perhaps this difference in power
explains why over\szz of the teachers feel the administration has a favorable"
attitude toward the union, while only 4?% of the teachers feel the union has a
favorable attitude toward the administration, The union is in the unenviable
positioﬁ of having to gain concgssions from an administration which has more power
than the union, and in that position, it's hard to adopt a.favorabie attitude.
Despite this, just under 68% of our respondents are satisfied with the labor
management relations in their district. Te-chers unions have been successful
and their members recognize this. They just want the succgsé to continue.
Principals |

Principals are often‘depicted as the person caught in the middle. They

are usually given free rein over their buildings and expected to handle
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any.problems their staff may have. Further, many are receﬁtly out of the

ranks of feachers themselves (indeed, over 62% of our respondents were

members of teachers unioms), and these two eiements combine to create some

sense of sympathy for teachers needs. Still, brincipals are administrators

and ultimately must answer fo tﬁe central administration. Thus the

image of the principal as caught in the middle. The'data from our principal

questionnaires support and reflect the dilemma confronting ;he principal.
The principals responses té the series of questions on union involvement,

while reflecting an administrative position, are on the dverage closer

to the teachers scores than either the superintendent or the séhoolj

board scores; 0f the fifteen areas included in our questions, the majority

of principals would like to maintain the current level cf union involvement

in all fifteen areas. The average scores, however, show six areas in

which principals would agree to more uniop involvement: salary, insurancé,

extra-duty compensation, student discipline and student righfs, giving |

members a say in the union, and improving communication to members.

These averages indicate & sympathy for the eqonomic plight of teachers,

a concern with the c;mmon goal of educating students, and a desire for

the union to be more representativs (66%. of the principals consider

the union as dominated by a small group. Ironically, however, - the

average scores show that principéls view the union as more representative

than teachers do). The principals sympathy for teachers also apéeﬁrs in

responses to the question on administrative attitudes toward the union,

where 75% of our respondents view fhe administration attitude toward the

union as favorable, the highest percentage of any group. Average scorés

for the remaining are;s feflect a desire for less union involvement.

In comparison to teacher responses, the principals show the most

pronounced differences in regards to class size, pfep time, non-teaching
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duties, and gaining a say in the administration of the district. These are
all areas in which teachers desire more involvement, while primncipals want '

less union involvement. Not surprisingly, these aze all areas which directly

impact on the principal'sAability to run his schcol, If the unlon were to

increase its involvement in these areas, the principal would be placed -n.der
additional constraints in the performance of his or ﬁe? job. o
The idea that the union places constraints on_thé principal, cohstraints
which the priﬁcipal would just as soon not have go deal with,feceives
suéport from responses to ofher questions. For exaﬁple, on the average,
although the administration maintgins an edge, principals see the union
as having more power than any of_tﬁe other groups Qho responded t6 our - A
surveys. This suggests that\unions do indeed constrain principals bzhav’or.
Yet tﬁe unioﬁ as an entity ie sumething principals try . »:¢7°4 déaling
with. They prefer to distribute information on union affaire Jirectly to
their staff rather than through the union, while thel: primavy uou;cés of
information are either their teachers (41.8%) or. the asministva:ion (46.9%).
These figures reflect the dilemma confronting principeis. The- want to
work with their staff and are therefore sympathetic to :i@onvilers demands,
but they also are adminisﬁrators wﬁo feelunduly;constraiaed by the presence
of the union. One gets the feeling that princijals wish rhe union would
either go away or deal with the central administration. As a result,
priacipals are less satisfied with the local than are teachers, but

more satisfied with labur management relations.

Luperintendents

As administrator for the district and by law the person who conrracts
with the union, superipiendents often find themselves in a peculiar

fove-hate relations’:ip with their local teachers union. On the oune :and,
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the demands by unions are a major constraint on administrative behavior
and a significant factor in terms of the school budget. ¢~ the other
hand; as is recognized in collective bargaining, the presence of a union
prqvides the administration with a single parﬁy with which to work out
agreements. Once an agreement is reached, the administ.ration obtains
a certain degré; of predictability for the ddratién ¢t +he contract.
'This.ambivalence is reflected in our survey resultu.‘ VWhen asked
about the desired level of union involvement in difterwné arcas, the
majority of superintendents indicated ghat 1h eleven of the fiftecn areaé,
the union should maintain their current level of involvtmént, Iwo éreaé'.
in which the majofity of superintendents want less unicn irvevement
are class size (50%) aud gaining a éay in the administratica Qf the
district {47.8%). 1Irn addition, when one looks at thzs average scores,
supefintendents also want less ﬁnion involvement in uxtra-duty combensation,
prep time, non-teaching duties, leaves; tuitiom Ieimbufsemgnt, evaluétion,
gaining a say in how teachevs do their jobs, and grievancé handling.
Generally, there are areas in which union involvement reduces
administrative discretion and ultimately incveases school district costs.
The fact that the avefage scores for union ‘uvolvement in salary and
insurence show & small desire/ig;e involvement suggests that it is the
constraints on administrative behavior which suterintendents want to |
eliminate, even if they have to buy the union out. Cohpéréd to the
principals, nowaver, the superintendents show a stronger desire to reduce
constraints on their behavior and less of a willingness to pay for it.
As chief administcators, superintendents apparently feel more thén principals
both the ccmstraints and the costs imposed by the union.

The twe areas in which the majority of superintendents want more

union involvement are providing members a say in the union (58.7%) and
.
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improving communication to members (47.9%), If the union were.to become
more involved in these areas, superintendents could be sure that in dealing
with the union, thef are dealing with their entire.staff. Although the
majority of superintendents (632) feel the union is run by a few active
people, on the average the superintendents consider the union as more
representative of the teachers than any of the other groups responding

to our survey. As noted earlier, insofar as the union is representative, :
it eases the superintendents job by providing him a single body with

which to work out agreements. IndeeH; over 60% of the superintendents
receive information on union matters primarily from the nnion (although
they distribute'information throngh tne union, the administration, and
directly to personnel). The fact that over 80% of the superintendents

are satisfied with the local, while over 91% are satisfied withlthe4labor
management relations in their disirict (with both of these on the average
showlng more satisfaction than any other group responding) reinforces

this interpretation. The superintendents see their relationship with

the union.as generally cooperative (71.7% consider the administration's
attitude as favorable and 73.97% consider the‘union‘slattitude as favorable),
and one in which the administratisn'has more power than the union. The
question is whether superintendents can use this'power to reduce the
constraints on their‘behavisr and still maintain a cooperative relationship.

School Boards

School boards are the policy making bodies in school districts. They
are the community's representatives, charged with insuring that the schools
provide the best possible education, usually at the lowest cost possible.
We can expect the board to consider the union as an adversarydwhich'
infringes both on their ability to make policy and economize school

district operations. The board's lack of sympathy with the union is accentuated
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by it's lack of contact with the uniﬁn .- over 80% of the board memﬁers
report that the administration serves as it; priméry source of information
on union matters. Since the ?dministration wiil have occasion to report
to the boafd primarily on union demands, it follows~;hat tbi§ would add

to the natqral antagonism between the bo;rd and- the local teachers union.

The r%sults of our survey reflect this antagdniéﬁ. Although a

maiority of the board.respondents are satisfied with the local unjion
(66;42), on the average, among odr respondents the boar& is the group

ie;st satisfied with the local. They are also second only td the teachers
in terms of their average dissatisfaction with the labor management
relations in their district and in their perception of the unfavorableness
of both the uﬁions attitude toward the administration and the admiﬁistrafion's
attitude toward the union. .Board members aiéo consider the union as having
~more power than any other group of respoﬁdents except the principals.u
Thus despite the fact that a majoritygof board members are satisfied

with the local and laﬁorqmanaggment relations, there is_an-underiying
current of antagonism which refleéts the generally aﬁ%ersarial nature

of the relationship between the school board and the‘teachers union;

The nature of this opposition can be seen by considering the

boards responses to our questions on desired level of union involvement

in different areas. The majority of board membess would like the union

to maintain its desired level of involvement in sig of gﬁe fifteen areas
listed in our survey. Of the remaining nine areas, the majority of board
members would 1ike the union to decreasé its‘involvemént in class size,
non—tgaching'duties, and gaining a say in how the administration ruﬁs

the district. Board members are split on union involvement in both

leaves, where 48.4% wanting less involvement and 48.8% say to maintain
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the current level of inQolvemenf, and evaluation, whefe 36.7% want less
involvément, 34.3% say to maintain the current level, and 29.2% want
more involvement. On the average, bogrd members want iess hnion
iﬁ§olvement_in twelve of the fifteen areas. Only student discipline and
student rights, giving members a say in the running of the union, and ;
improving communication to union members emerge as aéeas in which the
majority of séhool board members would like to see more union involvemen;.
In genefal, these results reflect the board's desire to maint;in ifs
poiicy making authority ana to reduce school costs. They also reflect
the close. ties between the board and the administratioﬁ. inf the board's
desire to see more involvement ia student discibline and student rights
comes as a surprise, since this position runs counter to the superinéendenb's
desires. It is conéruent,.however, with the beard's concem with the
quality of the educational program and its role as representativeé of
tha community. |

The State of Labor Relations in School Districts

The emergence of teachers unions and the economic and work rg}ated
benefits they have been able.to thain‘fbr teachers have‘ﬁad a brofound
affect on public education. Understandly, the conseﬁuences of this
effect and the attitudes of school personnel toward teachers unions vary
across school district hierarchies. Unions have provided teachets with
a séurce of collective.1nf1uencéﬂunavailab1e to fhe individual .teacher.
Teachers have improved their economic well being, while also.imp;oving
the conditions in which they workf They desire more of the same, and
consider thg union, with its adversarial stance, the sole vehicle by
which. to achiéve further‘gaihs. Not surprisingly, they are generaily

satisfied with their local. Principals, however, are a different story.
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Stuck in the middle between teachers and the central administration, they
are sympathetic to many of the teachers' economic demands, yet feel
unduly consﬁrained by many of the work related benefits teachers have
obtained. 'They gee the union as a power disrupting their ability to rum
their schools, an annoyance which .they wish the central office would
take care of. And the superintennents would like to be able to take care
of the union. Superintendents are even more strongly opposen to the nnions i
involvement in work related areas than principals are, and aré not as
sympathetic to teachers economic demands. They do welcome the union's
presence, however, since it provides them a vehicle through which they
can deal with their entire teaching staff at once. It also providee
a certain degree of predictability to what is often an unpredictable‘
job. Because of this, superintendent's are very satisfied with the union
and labor management relatioms. The sense of antagonism'and opposition
apparent in the teachers is mirrored in the school board, only
as would be expected, board members want the uniq? to decrease its level
of 1nvc1vement in nost .all areas. The board's dissatisfaction with labor
management relations is close to the teachers. The board considexs the
union as a constraint on their ability to both develop policy and run
the school in an economical manner. Thus there is a gradual shift in
attitudes towards the union as one moves up the school distr;ct
hierarchy, with the att:tudes held reflecting the degree to which the
unioni;has helped or hindared one's ability to perform on tie job.

These differences " attitudes have direct consequences on the conduct
of labor management relation,. ' The more extreme the differences regarding
union involvement in a apacitic area, the graucer the likelihood of

conflict over that issue, Similarly, the leas the difference, the greater
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the probability of being able to engage in cocperative relations in that
area. Based on our results, we anticipate that «rzachers unions are likely
to continue to press for further economic benefirs, while also seeking
mors influence over. both their work conditions and the adminisffation of
the disirict. They will meet resistance in all three of these areas,
farticularly over the issues of class size, extra-duty compensation, and
gaining a say in the administration of the district. Indeed, given the
strong fgelings of the administrafion and school board on these matters,
we would not be surprised to ses management attempt to cut back on thev
inroads. teachers unions have already made in these areas in an
effort to regain control of what they consider management prerogatives.
Thus we expect these issues o a source of conflict in school districts
in the rear future.

Several things may help to alleviate this conflict. First,.it
may be that management may decide to buy back some of these rights, and
teachers may agree to accept. Alchough tightened budgets make this
unlikely, if the adminictration feels that the discretiem they regain
will alloG\them.more leeway in monetary matters, this scenario. could
oceapr, The possibilliy of bargaining and tradeoffs seems most likely
overy those issues in which there is moderate disagreement such as
evaluation, tuition reimbursements, or leaves. Bargaining over any
issues woulé be enhanced if agreement was first reached on some items.

" One area where this 5ppears possible is student discipline and student .
rights. Here, the teachers may find themsélves alligﬁed/with the board.
against the superintendent and‘principals. ?Pis combingtion would
probably produdé an agreement which would enable bargaiﬁing to proceed

to other areas with a cooperative attitude. The unions ability to
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. , /
negotiate would also be enhanced if it were to make some visible efforts
to provide ﬁambgrs more say in the running of the union and to improvegL
cpmmunication to its members. These are both areas in which the
administration wanted to see more union involvemgnt, and/if the union

: /
were to take some steps in that direction, the administration may adopt

a more positive attitudé toward négptiations. }/

There are recognizable differences.in attituded/towards teachers
unions across school district hierarchies. These diffeiences’fﬁel
tﬁe dynamics of labor relations in school systems. Identifying and

dealing with them therefore becomes a critical component of successful

labor relations. Hopefully our results provide a step in‘ that direction.
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Abstract

Relying on a distinction between interpersonal versus intergroup
behavior, this paper inveséigates the impact of interpersonal and intergroup
characteristics on an indi;idual's decision eo rely on collective action.
Four dimensions of interpersonal versus intergroup behavior are presented
(i.e., social mobility versus socialychange, personal versus group deprivation,
self identity versus group identity, and variety versus unifo;mity), and
along with perceived legitimacy, are used c¢o predict to eleﬁentary and
secondary school teachers desire to have the union become involved in
compensation issues and issues of professional perogative. Results show the
importance of both interpersonal and intergroup factors in deciding to rely
on group action, particularly deprivation ana id-ntity. Differences between
elementary and secondary.school teachers, as well as differences between
compensatioa issues and issues of professional perogative reinforce the
importance of these distinctions.. Suggestions are made for the continued
development of the social psychology of interpersoﬁal versus intergroup

behavior,
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It is generally assumed that workers turn to unions to redress
dissatisfactions which they are unable to relieve through their individual
efforts (e.g., Brett, 1980; Schutt, 1982). Two sources of dissatisfaction
may be considered: economic dissatisfaction‘and work related dissatisfaction
or incongruity {Schutt, 1982). Faced with these sources of dissatisfaction,
unorganized workers may seek to organize, while already unionized workers may
press their union to redress these issues or engage in militant action.

——1In both cases, individuéis dgcide to turn to a collectivity a; a means of
resolving their grievances. Although a number of studies have focused on
the individual and positional attributes that may lead an individual to
view collective action as a solution (e.g., Leggett,1968; Alutto and Belasco,
1976; Coles, 1969; Schutt, 1982), very little o this résea;ch has at;;nded
to the dramatic differences between individual action and collective action
on which these decisions are based. The act of turning to a union to redress
individual dissatisfaction represents a reframing of ;he problem firom one of
interpersonal behavior to one of intergroup behavior. From a social psycho-
logical viewpoint, this is a drastic altefation which occurs on several
different dimensions (Tajfel, 1981). Thisﬂpaper examines these dimensioné-
of interpersonal versus intergroup behavior in an effort to determine their

relative impact on an individual's disposition to rely on union action.

The Dimensions of Interpersonal versus Intergroup Behavior

" This paper is based on the assumption that the characteristic§ of
1 . interpersonal behavior are different than the characteristics of intergroup
behavior. Further, we believe that is an error to extrapolate from data ’

on interpersonal behavior to predictions of intergroup behavior without

J taking the specific characteristics of:intergroup behavior into account.
Insofar as an individual's decision to rely on union action represents a

dismissal of individual or interpersonal behavior in favor of intergroup
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behavior, any thorough investigation of this type of decision should include
both the characteristics of the interpersonal context and the characteristics
of the intergroup context in which the decision is made as part of its
analysis. To date, the majority of research on an individual's disposition

to either join a union or turn to the union to resolve an issue has beeh
primarily concerned with the interpersonal factors wﬁich lead a person to
dismiss interpersonal behavior as a course of action. %.zss attention has been
paid to the intergroup characteristics which may play an impoftant part in
this decisioﬁ. The impact of both sets of characteristics on desired union
involvement is the focus of the'fesecrch reported here.

The need to consider interpersonal ana intergroup c¢haracteristies
involves a recognition of the importance o: the social context in individual
decision making (Tajfel, 1981; Argyle, Graham, Furnham, 1981). The
characteristics of the éocial concext lead an individual to categorize a
problem as iﬁterpersonal or inter zroup. a-categorization which“is intimately
linked with the individual's s nse of identity and the type of social
comparisons he or.she makes (Tajfel, 1981). Thus an individual who categorizes
an issne as intergroup is likely to derive a sense of identity from the group
and to compare his group to other groups, while an individual who categorizes
an issue as interpersonal will rely on a private sense of identity and compare
himself relative to other iﬁdividuals. It is these social péychological
processes of categorization, identity, and comparison that underlie the“
analysis presented here.

Tajfel and his colleagues (Tajfel, 1981) argue that interpersomnal and
intergroup behavior are opposite ends of a continuum. This continuum is
related to a number of other continuua which are in essence ﬁimensions of the
general interpersonal versus intergroup continuum. The opposife erids of each
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of these dimensions depict the characteristics of rhe interpersonal and
intergroup contexts which play a crucial role in the ; rocesses «* r~ategorization,
identity, and comparison.

The first dimension is that of social mobility versus social clizu:ie.

All of fhe studies of union organizing or union militancy aséume the ex. t. e
of some dissatisfaction (a condition which will * c;vered in more detai?
shortly). The reduction of this dissatisfaction is the individual's g2,
with collective action being only one possible alterui.i-ve toaachieve the -
goal. It is also possibie for_the individual toAleaVﬁ .2 position he currently
occupies, thereby eliminating the séﬁrce of dissatisfz-civu. Iﬁ that case, |
individual social mobility - a form of interpersonal belhavicr - becomes an
alternative means for dealing with dissatisfaction. The findings of Corwin
(1965) and Schutt (1982) which show that lack of promoticnal opportunitias
is a significant predictor of union militancy suggest that it is the lack of
individual social mobility which leads to the decision tc rely on group action.
In terms of the firét dimension of interpersomnai versus intefgroup behaQior,
group action represents social uwauge,_i,e., an effort to alter thke ~urrent
relationships between social gr~ups. It seems likely that a given group's
past success will determine, tc a great degree, the perceived viability of
this option (Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981).

The dissatisfaction which leads to a desire for social mobility vir social
change is the focus of the second dimension of interpersonal versus intergroup
behavior. Dissatisfaction is seen as resulting from a sense of dep-ivation

which occurs when one's current status is compared to the status of anotuer.

.The choice of a comparison other will depend upon whether one is concerued

with interpersonal or intergroup behavior. This second dimension effecti- ~ly

runs from personal deprivation to group -deprivation. Personal deprivaticn
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involves a comparison either with some other individual or with the expecta-

" tions one had for oneself upon taking the jcb. Group deprivation, on the
other hand, involves a comparison of one's so.ial group with some other
social group. To date, most of the empirical researgh on union action has
been concerned with personal deprivation (e.g.,‘Scnutt, 1982). Although there
has been a conceptual recognition of group deprivati;n ‘(Brett, 1980), there

is no empirical evidence demonstrating its impact ou union activity.

>

Implicit in the notion of group deprivation is the existence of 2 sense
of group identity. The process of social identity is critical to the study of
interpersonal versus intergroup behavior, and the distinction between

self-identity versus group identity which serves as “he tlird dimension

of iqterpersonal versus intergroup behavior seeks to capture this process.

In utilizing this dimension, we are trying'to delineatr the s.vce of a person’s
identity in the workplace. On the one hand, é person wzay derive their

identity on the job from their individual att;chmenﬂ to tue job and the
personal relatjonships they establish. In that case, we are d..aling with
interpersonal behavior.and gself identity. On the other hand, a person may

gain a sense of identity from the social group in which the¢ are involved.

- In that case, we are concerned with group identity. In terms of collective.
action, one of the most important thipgs to realize is that a2 person usu;lly
has a number of potential social groups from which to derive a sense of
identity. For example, work groups, interest groups, and ceali:ions may all

i ) serve as a source of group identity (Bacharach and Lawler, 1980). This mc~ns
that alternative sources of group identity should be considered in any
study of union activity. - . -

The literature on union organizing and union militancy recognizes

the importance of a cohesiveness in grour action (Brett, 1980). The establishment

of a group identity depends upon a sense of commonality among the members
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of the group. The final dimension of intefgroup versus intergroup behavior

deals with the variety versus uniformity of perceptions and opinions within

the grcup. Of particular importance is the attitudes and behavior of group
members in relation to the outgroup (Tajfel, 1981). At the interpersonal

end of this dimension, a varietf of attitudes and behavior among grioup

members toward the oﬁtgroup will be in evidence. :Algernatively, a uniformity
of attitudes and behavior by group members toward the outgroup will be éeen

at the intergroup end of this dimension. This consistency isalikely to

inélude a high degree of stereotyping of the outgroup by ingroup members,
stereoéypes which are often used in emotional appeals to arouse group sentiments
(Brett, 1980; Tajfel, 1981).

As noted above, the four dimensions of iﬁterpersonal versus intergroup
behavior - social mobility versus social change, personal depri@ation versus’
group deprivation, self identity versus group identity, and variety versus
uniformity - are iptegral parts of the social psychological processes of
categorization, identi;y, and comparison which underlie an individual's
decision whether or not to rely on union action to resolve'a problem.

The general hypothesis guiding this paper may be stated as follows:

An individual's decision to rely on union action will be a

function of an unfavorable interpersohal social context and.

a favorable intergroup social context.

’
\ .

The relative states of the interpersonal and intergroup social contexts>“
. are determined by tﬂe four diﬁens;ons previously outlined. “
One final aspect of the social psychology of interpersonal versus
intergroup behavior needs‘ﬁo be presented: The discussion thus far
presumes‘dissatisfaction is a diotivating force. More importantly, it assumes

that the presence of dissatisfaction is somehow illegitimate. In some cases,

-~
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however, the presence_ of dissatisfaction may be seen as ~-rfectly legitimate,
"i,e.. the differences between individuals or groups upom.wh;ch the sense of
dissatiéfaction is based may be considered as an integral part gf the social
system (Tajfel, 1981). The decision to invoke group action, insofar as it
relates to social change (see the discussion of the first dimension), rests
on a belief in the illegitimacy of the current system. fhus the perceived
legitimacy of the current social system must be considered in any analysis

of interpersonal versus intergroup behavior.

Figure 1 summarizes the discussion to this by presenting the critical
variables in a social psychological analysis of an individual's desire for

union action, a prime example of interpersonal versus intergroup behavior.

Figure 1: Variables in the Social Psychological Analysis of Interpersonal

versus Intergroup Behavior

Interpersonal Intergroup

Dimensions: Social Mobility ' Social Change

. Personal Deprivation i Group Deprivition
Self Identity — Group :dentity
Variety Uniformity

Legitimacy of System

Desire for Union '‘Action
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Sample

Tﬁis report is based on survey data collected in 83 school districts
in New York State. These distficts are a raﬁdom sample stratified
according to geographic locaéion, size, wealth of th?<district, and district
expenditures. Four regions in New York State were utilized for geograrhic
locution. The sample included 30 districts from the Binghamton-Elmira region;
14 districts in the Rochoster region; 22 districts in the Syraﬁuse region;
and 17 districts in the Elmsford region. Average daily atteﬁ;ance in Kf12

for each district was used as an indication of size. The average size of

our sample is 3,128. The size of the districts ranges from a low of 277

to a high of 12,205. Assessed valuation was employed as a measure of
district wealth. The average assessed valuation in our sample is $65,951,748;

the range is from a low of $1,904,589 to a high of $379,246,706. Expenditures

are indexed by the total general and federal aid expenditures for a district.

The average for our sample is $7,433,854. The range of expenditures goes
from a low of $630,968 to a high .of $28,308,727.

_ For each district, the superinténdent, central office administrative
assistants, school board members, teachers in the largest elementary
school and largest.high school, gnd the principals of those schools received
questionnaires. Th;s report is based on data obtained from teachers. Out
of 3,200 teacherAquestionnaires sent out, 2,247 usable surveys were returned,
for an averagé response rate of 70%. Only those teachers from the 48 districts
with a response rate of 30% 6r h%gher are‘included in this analysis.
The analysis, however, is performed at the individual level. In keeping

o

with the literature on teacher militancy (e.g., Coles,,1969$, the analysis

- is performed separately on elementary and secondary school teachers.
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Dependent Variable

An individual teacher's decision to turn to the union may take at least
three different forms: 1) joining & union; 2) attempting to have the union
address specific issues;‘or 3) engaging in militant behavior. Since all of
the districts in our sample were already unionized, with most of them h;viné
at least 90% membership, joining the union was not cénsidered a viable'ﬁeasure

of the individual's desire for union action. Of the two other alternatives,

attempting to have the union address specific issues was considered the most

direct and more conservative measure. Accordingly, we employed desire for

union involvement in specific issues as our dependent variable.

Teachers were asked to respond to the foilowing query: '"Do you think
your local teachers' union should be more or less involved in the following
areas:" There followed a list of fifteen areas, each of which was‘to be
rated on a scale from 1 (less ipvolﬁed) to 5 (more involved), with 3 being
"all right as is.'! The midpoint of this scale reflects a satisfaction.
with the status quo, which will vary from individual to individual. The

lower numbers may be seen as moving away from the classification of an

"issue as an intergrouﬁ issue, while higher numbers represent an increase in

the probability of an intergroup classification.

It seems liiely that the classification of a given issue as belongiﬁg
to the interpersonal or intefgroup domain will depend upon the content of
the issue. 1In order to account for the affect of content, following
Bachara;ﬁ and Mitchell (1982, the items were di§ided into two categories:
compensation issues and issues of ﬁrpfessional perogative.’ Thelissué
areas are presented in Table 1, along with the means, standard deviations,

. s
and ranges for the elementary and secondary gchool teachers in our sample.

Insert Table 1 About Here
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TABLE 1+ DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Elementary School Teachers ‘Secondary School Teachers
(N=518) | (N=934)
Standard ; Standard
Variable Items Included® Mean Low/High  Deviation | . Mean  Low/High  Deviation
Compensation 1. Getting Better
Salaries 3,72 L00/5.00 .72 3,88 L00/5.00 .72
2, Health and Dental ~ '
Insurance
3. Compensation for
- Additional Duties
[) :
4, Leaves
Professional ~ 1. Class Size Tmpact 3,66 1.00/5.00 .65 3,71 1.00/5.00 .68

2, Preparation Time

3. Required Non-
teaching Duties

4, Evaluation
Procedures

5, Student discipline,
student rights

6, Getting Teachers

~ a Say 1n how they do
Their Jobs |

7, Getting teachers a say

in how the adninistration

runs the district

% These items follow the question "Do you think your local teacher's union should be more or less
involved in the following aress?" Items are rated on a scale of 1 (less involved) to 5 (more involved),
with 3 being "all right as is," |

w N
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Independent Variables

In this section, we will explain the operationalizations of the four -
dimensions of interpersonal versus intergroup behavior and of perceived legitimacx/

employed in our analysis. For each model, hypotheses concerning the relation- /
/

- ship between the dependent variable and the set of independent variables - . /‘

’ /
will be presented. ‘ ‘ ' /
‘ : )

A. Social Mobility - Social Change. 1In considerihg social mobility, /
one must acco;nt for the possibility of an individual moving both within’/’
and outside of the organization. Of ‘the four variables used to index social
mobility, two relate to internal mobility and two deal with external mosility.

The f;i:t item asked respondents "How certain are you of what your f;ture
career picture looks kke?" This item was answered on a scale of 1 (very’
uncertain) t; 4 (very certain). The second question was answere&/on the same
scale, but asked respondents "How certain are you of the opportggities for -
promotion and advancement which will exist in the next few yeaf;?" These

two measures both relate to internal mobility. The third meaéure is based-
on responses to the question "How likely is iv that you will leave this
school in the next three years?" Responses were scored on a scale of 1 (very
likely) to 4 (very unlikely). The final item required subjects to respond

to the question "In your opinion, how easy‘or difficul%/would.it be for you
to find a better jobg" Respondents answered.on a 1 (very easy) to 5 (very
difficult) scale. ‘These last two items deal with external mdbility.

Sociai mobility provides a route by which the individual may leave hi§
present position. The lack of s?cial mobility me7ns that tﬁe indivihual_must
find other means of ‘dealing with fhe problems he/confronté in his current
situation. The first hypbthesis then becomes:'/

’

Hypothesis 1: The less social mobility available to a
’ /

" teacher (e.g., the more uncertain theiﬁ/future career
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j
picture and promotion opportunities, and the less the likelihood
of leaving the district or finding anothér job), the greater the
desire for union invelvement is both compensation isgpes and issues
of professional perogative.
Regard;qg the social change or intergroup crl of th}é dimension, our
‘dependent vapiabie.in essencé'captures that end of tﬁé.continuum. The desire

! i
L .for unioa involvement in an issue represents a desire for social change.

As Jach, our analysis is based on a desire for social change, E e., we are

S,

tryving to determine the social psychological cond*tions which lead an

individual to turn to the union to alter the status quo.

[

Pt -
Lt
B

B. Personail Deprivation-Group Deprivation. A sense of deprivation-

results from a process of comparison. " Personal deprivation occurs wiien an

individual compares his current'stéte to either his expectations for himself

or o another individual. The first/measure of personal deprivation is job
satisfaction. Respondents were asked, 'on a scale of 1 (very satisfied) to
4 (very dissatisfied), how satisfied they were with various aspects of their

job. The measure of job satisfaction is an average "of the responses to

five items: 1) your oresent job when you compare it to jobs in other schools;

22) tr~ p-ogress you ave making toward th~ goals you set for yourself in your

presen: position; 3) the charnce your job givee you to do what you are best '

-

at; 4) your present job when you consider the expectations you had when you
o

took the job; and 5) your present job in light of your career expectations.

The second measire of personai deprivation is based on the single item. '"your

sdlary” and measures satisfaction with pay. Relleving a sense of personal
. ' ‘
deprivation is the presumed motivating force behind individual or collective

action. Thus our second hypothesis is:
. "

Hypothesis 2: The' greater the éegree‘of‘personal deprivétion,
oo R 1 M . P
the greater the'?esire for union involvement., Specifically,
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the less the job satisfaction, the greater the desire for uniomn

involvement in professional issues; and the less the satisfaction

with pay, the greater the desire for union involvement in

compensation issues.

Group deprivation'is based on a comnarisoﬁ of one's social group either
with some other social group orfwith a set of expectétions one has for his
own social group. Our first measure’gf group depri.ation is a ratio of the
average teachers salary in a school to the average saiary of other professionals
in that school (usually the administrators). Tﬁis indes :f economic dépéivation
seems appropriate insofar as the other pfofessionals in ones schools are a
likely comparison group fow teachers. The second and third items of group
deprivation me#sures decisional deprivation and decisional saturation
(Alutto and Belasco, 1972). For each of 23 different issues in which decision-
making may occur, respondents were asked to indicate which of the 23 issues Hmmm—
téachers had influence over, as well as which of the 23 issues they felt
teachers should have influence over. The number of issues respondents felt
teachers have influence over is subtracted from the number of issues
they indicated teachers should have influence over. Decisional déﬁrivation'
measures the degree to which teachers do not have the iafluence tﬂey feel
they should have and is based ;n results of the subtraction which are greater
than or equal to zero (with all negative results being scored as zero on
deprivation), Decisional saturation measures the degree to which teachers
feel they are overburdened by too much respornsibility and is based on
results which are less than or equal to zero (with all positive results
being scored as zero cn.saturation). .

A collective sense of deprivation presumably works in the same manner

as an individual sense of deprivation, serviﬁg as a stimulus for group

action (although the interesting possibility arises of whether a sense of

192



15

group deprivation could be seen by an individual as a sign of group weakness,
thereby reducing the chance of viewing group action as a positive elternative).
Based on this essumption, the third hypothesis becomes: |
Hypothesis 3: The greapeg.;he sense of group deprivation? the greater
the desire for union involvement. Specifically! the greater the
senge of economic deprivation the greater the desire for union
involﬁement in compensation issues; and the greater the decisional
deprivation and decisional saturation, the greater the desire
for union involvement in issues of professional perogative.

C. Self Identify - Group Identity. The source of a person's identity

has a major impact on their actions. By self identity, we are referring
to those sources of identity which are based on personal sources, as opposed
to group identity, whiéh"13”baeea“én"identifiCation”with the union as a7
social group. Three measures of self identity are employed. The first is
_rate of agreement. Respondents were presented with the same list of
23 decision areasvas used in the measure of decisional deprivation and asked
‘to indicate which of 10 different groups or persons they would be most
likely to agree with over each issuz. The variable was constructed by:
1) adding together the number of issues the respondent said they would
agree with the superintendent and principal over; 2) dividing this by two;
and 3) dividing this in turn by the number of issues responsdents said
they would agfee with teachers over. Thus the variable is a ratio of
agreement with administration to agreement with teachers. We assume
-that agreement with the ‘administration reflects a tendency to uselpersonal
sources of self identity.

The second measure of self identity is job involvement (Lodahl and

Kejner, 1965). This measures the degree to which a pefson's job serves
o7
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as a source of identity. It is based on the average of respénses to five
items: (scores on a scale of 1 = very true to 7 = very false): 1) the
major satisfaction in my life comes from my job; 2) the most important
things that happen to me involve my work; 3) I'm really a perfectionist about
my work)JA) I live, eat;, and breathe my job; and 5) Quite often I feel like
staying home from work instead of coming in (reversed).
The final item dealing with self identity is a measure of professional
activity. Strictly speaking, this is not a measure of self iéentity but
a measure of an altermative group identity (the possibility that professional
identity is an alternative to union idéntity has been overlooked in past
research which has tended to equate the two e.g., Schutt, 1932,yet for many
teachers, this is a very real dichotomy). The measure 1is based on the
.avetége of responées to threeAyés (2) /no (1) questions: 1) Are you a
member of any professional associations; 2) Have you or do you now hold any
offices in professional associations; and 3) Do you subsc;ibe to any
professional magazines.
Personal sources of identity represent an ‘alternative to group sources
of identity. Therefore, our fourtn hypothesis is:
Hypothesis /: The more an individual relies on personal sources of
self identity (1. €.y the more they agree with administrators,'the
greater their job involvement, and the greater their professional
activity), the less desire they will have for the union to become .
involved in compensation and professional issues.
Three mearsres of identity with the union are'employed. The first two
are based on the fact that in adopting a group as a sturce of identity,
one is led to make comparisons between sociai groups (see the section on

group deprivation). This means that one's sense of group identity should
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be reflected, in part, by the attitudes one has toward ones group and
its relation'to other groups. Following this line of reasoning, our first
measure of group identity is based on responses to the question "all in all,
. how satisfied -are you with your local teachers-union?" Answers were on da
scale of 1 (very satisfied) to 4 (very dissatisfied): The second item;
scored on the same scale, is based on the question "In general, how do you
personally feel about your school's rela:ions with the locai teacher's
union?". The final item measuring group identity is an_index.of union activity.
It ié based on tﬁe aberage of responses to three yes (2) / no (1) questions:
1) In the last two years, have you voted in a local teachers' union election;
2) In the last.two years, have you been elected to, nominated, or chosen for
an office in a locallteachers' union; and 3) In the last two years, have you
goné to‘a loc;i‘teachers' tnion méétiﬁé? - | “
Establishing a group identity is a critical element in group actiqn.
Therefore our fifth hypothesis is:
Hypothesis 5: The more the union serves as a source of identity
(i.e., the greater the satisfaction with the urion and its relations,
the more the union activity), the greater the desire for union

involvement in both compensation and profesdional issues.

D. Variety-Uniformity. Unlike the other dimensions of interpersonal

versus intergroup behavior, it is very difficult to develop measures of

both variety and uniformity since one implies the absence of the other.
Accordingly, three measures are used to measure the degree of variety aﬁd
uniformity present. The first two measures make use of the fact that uniformity
is generally accompanied by the presenc; of stereotypes (Tajfel, 1981). .

S

The first measures the stereotype heldvof the administration and is based on
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responses to the question "What is the administration'é attitude toward the
local teachers' union?" Answers were on a scale of 1 (strongly favorable) to
4 (strongly unfavorable). Using the same scale, the second item measures

the stereotype-of the union and is based on the ‘query "Whot is thé'lbcaI';‘”"
teacners' union attitude toward the administration?" The final item measures
the degree of support for the union. Respondents weée askeam"does the local
teachers union have the support of the teachers?'" Answers were on a scale

of 1 (most of the teachers are strongly behind it), 2 (only anéw really
active people but most teachers go alcng), 3 (not too much feeling either’
way), or 4 (a lot of teacheré aré hostile).

The literature assumes that uniformity and cohesion are essential to
effective group'action (e.g., Brett, 1980). Following this argument, our ’
sixth hypothesis is:

Hypothesis 6: The greater the uniformity among teachers (i.e., the

'more the administration is seen as unfavorable and the union as

favorable, and the greater the aup;ort among teachers), the greater

the desire for union involvement in all issues.

E. Legitimacy. Any desire for social change implies an illegitimacy
in the status quo. Three variables are used to measure the degree of perceived
legitimacy in the system. All of the measures take heed of Tajfel's comment -
that the "prime c&ndition for maintenance of the status quo is power"

(1981: 318). Respondenté were asked "In your opinion, who has more power

in your school district, the local teachers' union or the administration?"
Answers were scored on a scale of 1 (administration has all the power)

through 4 (eqaal power) to 7 (local union has all the po&er): This is . <:

our first measure of legitimacy. The second and third measures try to

account for the perceived legitimasy—of the manner in which administrative

jemd
0
L=p,

G
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power is employed. In responding to the items on decisional deprivation
(see section on group deprivation), teachers-were also asked to indicate
which iégues superintendents and principals had influence over and which
issues they should have influence over. As with the earlier measure,

the total number of issues supefintendents and R;}nciﬁals have influence over
was subtracted from the total number of issues teachérs feel they should
nave influence over. This subtraction doés nét account for the fac;,
howevér, that the administration may be seen as having eithefﬁtoo much or
too little influence (e;g.,.Bachérach and Lawler, 1980), both of which

would be seen as illegitimate. To deal with this, measures of decisional
saturation and decisional deprivation were constructed. Saturation is based
on results of the subtraction which are less than or equal to zero (with all

positive results being scored zero-on saturation), while deprivation is based

~
[

on results which are greater to or equal to zero (with all'ﬁégative results
being scored zero on deprivation) (Bacharach and Mitchell, 1982).

Our final hypothesis is 2 recognition of the role qf 1egitimaéy in

group action:

Hypothesis 7: The greater the perceived legitimacy of the status

quo (i.e., the less the decisional saturation and deprivation, and

the greater the administrations power), the less the desire for .

union involvement in all issues. .

In closing this section, it should be noted that we have nof framed
the hypotheses in terms of either elementary or secondary school teachers.
These differences will be expounded upon in the findings section of the paper.

Table 2 presents the means, ranges, and standard deviati;ns for the

independent variables used in this analysis.

O 3
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Insert Table 2 About Here

Results and Discussion

The seven hypotheses regarding the impact of interpersonal aud intergroup
factors on an individual's decision to rely on union action were tested by
regressing each se{ of independent variables (i.g., éocial mobility, pefsonal
deprivation,'group depriﬁation; self identity, group identity, variet;—

uniformity, and legitimacy) on each of the two dependent variables (i.e.,

desired union involvement in compensation issues and desired union involvement

in issues of professional perogative) separately for elementary and secondary

school teachers. The results of these regression analyses are presented in °

Table 3. Q.

Insert Table 3 About Here(\

Model 1: "Social Mobility

The first hypothesis stated that the greater’the social mobility, the ’
less desire for union involvement‘in all issues. The regression fesglts
testing this hypothesis are presented in Model 1 of Table 3. The results
offer mixed support for the hypothesis. The greater the certainty of
promotional opportunities, the less des};e there is for union involvément
in p:oféssional issues among elementar; teachers (beta = -.09). On the
secondary level, high certainty of promotional opportunities predicts to
less 'desire for union involvement in both compensation and professional
issues (beta = -.06 and -.06 respectively). Tpﬁs the findings for this
variable support the hypothesis. The results for the difficulty of finding

an alternate job, however, are contrary to the hypothesis. There, we find

\ ’
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TARUE 2: INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ' . !

Elementary School Teachers Secbndary School Teachers
Standard - Standard
Variable Ttems Mean Low/High - Deviation Mean  Low/High Deviation
A. Social 1. Certainty of future 2.84 1.00/4.00 93 2,72 1.00/4.00 94 1

&?bility 2. Certainty of ’
promotion 2,28 1.00/4.00 1.13 243 1.00/4.00 .17

3. Likelihood leave
district within

3 years 2,85 1.00/4.00 1.18 2.80  1.00/4.00 1.18
¥ 4, Ease finding
' | alterrate job 3,97 1.00/5.00 1.13 3,51 1.00/5.00 1.28
B, Personal 1. Job satisfaction 1.91 1.00/4.00 .06 2,04  1.00/4.00 67
Deprivation 7, Satisfaction with "\
pay 2,35 1.00/4.00 80 2,53 1.00/4.00 .83
¢, Group 1. Economic Deprivation .74 A45/1042 A7 .18 .54/l97 08
>
Deprivation 2. Decisional ,
Deprivation 5,53 0.0/19.0 4,41 5.24 0.0/21.0 b4
3. Decisional ’
Saturation -.53 -18.0/0.0 2,30 -.46 =20,0/0.0 2,00
D. Self Iden- 1. Rate of Agreement .67 .02/11,0 1.13 b .02/22.00 1.39
tity with administration .
2. Job Involvement 4,01 1.,00/6.80  1.18 4,07 1.00/7.00 1.26

3 Prbfessional N
activity 1,25 - .33/2.00 J1 .37 .33/2.00 .36

1. Satisfaction with -
union 1.94 1.00/4.00 .82 2,10 1,00/4.00 .8l
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TABLE 2 Continued:

Variable Itenms
v
2, Satisfaction with

union relations

*3. Unlon activity

F, Variety- 1, Adninistration
Uniformity  Stereotype

2, Union Stereotype
-3, Union Support

G, Legitimacy 1. Union-administra-
' ' tion power

2, Decisional‘
Saturation

3, Decisional Depri-
vation

{

Elementary School Teachers ~  Secondary School Teachers

« * Standard | Standard
Mean - Low/High Deviation Mean  Low/High Deviation
201 1.00/6.00 .85 2.3 1.00/4.00 41
1.67 1.00/2.00 .28 1,66 1.00/2,00 28

PN

2,58 '1,00/4,00 81 2,63 1,00/4,00 77
2,65 1,00/4.00 .74 2,70 1,00/4,00 76
1,90 1,00/6.00 .64 1,61 1.00/6,00 .67
b 1.00/7.00 1,03 250 1.00/6.00 1,06
"'6.03 '39.0/0.0 7.38 -5058 -46l0/000‘ 7019 ‘ ~
1,26 0,0/30.0 3.5 CL28 000320 3,68
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TABLE 3; RECRESSION RESULTS

Dependent Variables: Desired Union Involvement

Elementary School Teachers

Secondary Schoul Teachers

Compensation Professional Compensation  Professional
- (N=518) Perogative (¥=954) Perogative

Indeperdent Variables r Beta t Beta r Beta I Beta
Model 1: Sor.al Mobility
a. high certainty of future -0 =03 =00 -.03 -0 -03 ~-03 ~-01
b high certainty of promotion

oppottunity =03 =04 =10 -.00%k =07 =06k =07 -.06%%
¢. low likelihood leave .

district 3 years -05 =01 =07 =02 -.01 02 -0 -01
d. difficulty in finding
~ alternate Job ) - 18 = 10%kk <09 - (0K*H =07 -.07kkk -04  -.04
Model 2: Personal Deprivation
a. low job satisfaction W14 .03 .30 D5k 20 LO7HRk 26 19A%E
b, low satisfaction with pay A4 33k 93 1 5kkk A k7] J20kkk
Model 3: Group Deprivation
a. low economic deprivation 209 -,00%% - 11 - 11k -0 ~-.01 .03 02
b. high decisional deprivation .09  .10WK 21 IO 1 LIekE 26 24kkk
c. low decisional saturation  -.01 -.04 .01 -0 05 .02 7 .08 .0l
Model 4: Self Identity
a, high rate of agreement with h

administration 03 .03 -.07 -.06 S09 -0k =12 - 11k
b, low job involvement 01 01 12 VALY .19 JBkk% 14 VAL
c. high professional activity -.06 -.05 006 .0l | 205 -0l =04 =02

0503
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TABLE 3 Continued:

Elementary School Teachers

Secondary School Teachers

Compensation Professional Compensation Professional
(N-518) Perogative (N=954) Perogative

Tndependent Variables r Beta T Beta r Beta T Beta
Model 5: Group Identity
a. low satisfaction with union 03 .03 02 .02 .16 3k 01 -.02
b, low satisfaction with union

relations . .02 07 .10 L 10%% .20 A3k 14 AL
c. high union activity Al JL2kkk 18 BPLLL 15 J7ekk 20 JJ9hkk
Model 6 Variety-Uniformity
a. unfavorable administration '
~ attitude toward union 10 Jlekkk 14 Lhwk 19 23k 20 L Dhkw
b. unfavorable unionméggifﬁdé B

tovard administration 03 =10 09 =01 A0 ~.07 15 -.004
¢, low union support 0 .05 .03 .0l 07 .05 =04 =09k
Model 7: Legitimacy
a. high union pover S 14 - 13Kk 210 - 8RR 217 - l6%kk =18 - 17Kk
b. low administrative

decisional saturation ~06 =07 =05 -05 =05 =04 -13 -, 11%k%
¢. high administrative )

decisional deprivation .03 07% .02 .03 -0 -0 -.06 -0

*p2.10
kk p £.,05
ik p <01
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that the easier it is for elementary teachers to find another job, the
greater the desire for union involvement in both types of issues (beta = -.19
compensation, -.09 professional’. Among secondary teachers, ease of finding
an alternate job predicts to desired union involvement in compensation issues
(beta = -307); B

It is interesting to note that the item; which support the hypothesis
relate to internal mobility. while the items that run counter to the
hypothesis relate to external mobility (this trend holds fon\;he other items
in three out of four cases as well, even though they fail to reach significance).
It could be that the possibility of external mobility is used either to
develop comparisons with one's current employer or as a last resort should
changing the organization one is now in prove impossible. In both caées,

the result is that the possibility of external mobility leads to increased

efforts to alter the organization one is now in.

Model 2: Personal Deprivation

The regressibﬁwfégﬁifémEEEEIEE*EEEME§EEEHE§15 that personal deprivation

will leéd to greater desire for union involvement are presented in Model

2 of Table 3. The results provide strong sqpport for the hypothesis.

For elementary teachers, low satisfaction with pay is a stroné predictor of
desire for union involvement in compensation issues (beta = .33), while both
low job satisfaction and low satisfaction with pay p:edict to desire for
union invoivement in issues of professional perogative (ﬁeta = ,25 and

.15 respectively). Among secondary schéol teachers,~both sources of
satisfaction predict to both types of issues (beta = .07 low job
/satisfaction, .42 low satisfaction with pay for compensation issues; and
beta = .19 job satisfaction and .20 satisfaction with pay for professional
issues). Only the emergence of low satiéfaction with pay as a slightly

étronger predictor of desire for union involvement in professional issues

is counter to the specific hypothesis that job satisfaction would predict
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more strongly to profeséional issues than satisfaction with pay.

Model 3: Group Deprivation

The hypothesized impact of group deprivation on desired union involvement
is tested in the regression results of Model 3 in Table 3. The results which
emerge as siénificant are in the direction predicted by the hypothesis.

Among elementary teachers, economic deprivation.and éecisional deprivation
predict to desire for unioﬁ involvement in both compensation issues (beta =
—.Q9 and .10 respectively) and iscues of professional pgrogat;ve (beta =
-.11 and .22 respectively). For sgcondary school teaqhers, decisional
deprivation emerges as the sole predictor of desired Qnion involvemegt

for both compensation issues (beta = .11) and professional issues (beta = .24).

Model 4: Self Identity , -

The fourth hypothesis stated the more an individual relied on personal
sources to achieve a sense of identity, the less desire there would

be for union involvement in any type of issue. Model 4 in Table 3 coutains

the regression results testing this hypotliesis. ~All of the ftems-whi
emerge as significant predictors of desired union involvement support the
hypothesis. Among elementary teachers, low job involvement predicts to
desired union involvement in issues of professional perogative (beta = .12).
For secondary school teachers, a high rate of ;greement with administrétors
and low job involvement predict to desire for union involvement in both
compensation and professional issues (beta = -.07 and .18 for compensation,
and -.11 and .12 for professional perogative).

Model 5: Group Identity

Hypothesis five predicted -that a sense of group identity, as measured
by satisfaction with the union and its relations and union activity, would

lead to a desire for greater union involvement in all issues. The regression

Q | ' ' 23()23
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results testing this hypothesis are given in Model 5 of Table 3. The
results offer mixed support for the hypothesis. For elementary school
teachers; union activity predicts to desire for union involvement in both
compensation and professional issues (beta = .12 and_.19 respectively),
in line with the hypothesis. This same pattern also emerges among secondary
school teachers (beta = .17 compengation and .19 proéessional). The results -
for the union satisfaction variables, however, run counter.to the hypothesis
among both elementary and secondary séhool teachers. .Among elementary
teachers, low satisfaction with the union relations is a positive predictor
of desired union involvement in professional issues (beta = ,10). For
secondary school teachers, both low satisfaction with the union andvlow
satisfaction with union relations prgd;ct to desire for union involvement
in compensation issues (beta = .13 and .13 respectively)i while low satisfaction
with union relations also emerges as a predictor of desire for union
involvement }n professional issues (beta = .14).

_ Contrary to our expectations, it appears that the failure of the
union to fulfill its members expectations enhances a sense of group
identity. This could be due in large part to the fact that teachers are

in a sense a captive audience. There are few alterhétives'to working through

the union for achieving many concessions from the district. If one has éﬁ

be a part of a group, then one is likely to 30 whatever one cén to make

sure its a good group - at least that's wha; the data suggest. In retrospect,
these results should not be that surprising, since previous research has

sho&n that satisfaction with.the union generally leads to a low level of
involvément in the union (Anderson,1977 ; Tannenbaum, 1969) .

Model 6: Variety - Uniformity

The regression results testing the hypothesis that uniformity predicts
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to the desire for greater union in;olvement in ail issues are presented

in Model 6 of Table 3. The items which emerge as significant predictors
lend support to this hypothesis. For bofh elementary and secondary school
teachers, the perceived presence in the administration of an unfavorable

attitude toward the union is a strong predicfor of the desire for greater

union involvement in both sets of issues (beta .16 compensation and

1]

.23 compensation and .24

professional for secondary teachers). Low union support also emerges’ as

.14 professional for elementary teachers; beta

a significant predictor of desiréd“ﬁnién”lnvblvement in professional issues

among secondary school tedchers (beta = -.09), in line w;th the hypothesis.
The perception of the administration's attitude twoard the union was

used as a variable on the premise that it would serve as an indicator of

the presence of a stereotype among union members. As the primary outgroup

in conflict with the uqion, we.would expect a negative stereotype to

exist among those ﬁeachers who possess a strong sense of group identity.

In the same manner, the perception of the union attitude toward the

administration was included as an index of the stereotype of the union.

We would expect a favorable stereotype of the ingroup. Although this item

failed to emerge as significant, the fact that the betas are in the opposite

direction from the administration stereotype lend strong suﬁport to this

line of reasoning and deserves mention.

Model 7: Legitimacy

The final hypothesis stated that a desire for increased union involvement
in all issués would be related to thé perceived illegitimacy of the ;tatus quo.
Model 7 in Table 3 presents the regression results testing this ﬁypqthesis.
The results offer mixéd support for the hypothesis. The emergence of

administrative deéisional saturation and decisional deprivation as weak
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predictoys of desired union involvement in compensation issueé among
elementary teachers (beta = -.07 ahd .07 respeptively), as well as the
emergence of administrative decisionallsaturation as a predictor of desired
union involvement in professional issues among secondary school teachers
(beta = -.11), are all in line with the hypothesis. The emergence of

high union power as a strong negative predictor of désired union involvement
in both types of issues for both elementary and secondary school teachers,

however, runs counter to the hypothesis (beta = -.13 compensaiion and -.18

professionai for elementary; beta = -.16 compensation and -.17 professional

for secondary).

We expected high administrative power to be a negative predictor of
desired union involvement based on the argument that the administration's
power would insure the maintenance of the status qﬁo. The fact that high
union power is a négative predictor suggests that although the administration
may be able to use its power to maintain the status quo, the existenceJof
this power does not mean it will be perceived as legitimate. Indeed, the~
data suggests that for teachers, the greater the administrations power,
the more it will be seen as illegitimate and subject to social change through
union acticn. |

Integrative Models

Equations one through four (Table 4) present regression models which

attempt to determine which of the previously significant variables &p £.05),

‘when entered with other previously significant variables, remain as the

strongest predictor: of the desire for greater union involvement in
compensation issues and issues of professional perogative for elementary

and secondary school teachers.

Insert Table 4 About Here
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TABLE 4: INTEGRATIVE MODELS

Dependent Variables

Independent Variables

(1) desire for union involvement = -.13 *** (alternate job)
in compensation issues +.26 **% (satisfaction with salary)
(elementary school teachers) -.09 *** (economic deprivation)
' +.01 (decisional deprivation)
+,12 *** (union activity)
-.01 (administration attitude
to union)
-.06 (union power)
(% = .14)
(2) desire for union involvement = +.01 (promotional opportunity)
in issues of professional -.04 (alternate job)
perogative +.19%*%* (job satisfaction)
(elementary school teachers) +.12%** (satisfaction with salary)
' -.12%*%* (economic deprivation)
+.08*%%* (decisional deprivation)
+.01 (job involvement)
-.01 (satisfaction with union
.relations)
+.19%%* (union activity)
+.01 (administration attitude
to union)
-.08%** (union power)
R? = .18)
(3) desire for union involvement = -.03 (promotion opportunity)
in compensation 1issues +.01 (alternate job)
(secondary school teachers) +.02 (job satisfaction)
+.33%** (satisfaction with salary)
+.06*%** (decisional deprivation)
-.02 (rate of agreement with
administration)
+.07*%** (job involvement)
+.12%%*% (satisfaction with union)
+.03 (satisfaction with union
trelations) )
+.13*** (union activity)
+.05 (administration attitude
to union)
+.01 (union power)

2

R = .24
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TABLE 4 Continued:

Dependent Variables

Independent Variables

(4) desire for union involvement = -.02 (promotion opportunity)
in issues of professional +.14%*%* (job satisfaction)
perogative +.13%%%x (satisfaction with salary)
+.14%%% (decisional deprivation)
~.05%%*% (rate of agreement with'
administration)
+.02 (job involvement)
- =.01 (satisfaction with union
relations)
+,14%%* (union activity)
+.10%%* (administration attitude
to union)
-.10*%** (union support)
-.07%** (union power)
-.12%*%x (administrative decisional
saturation)
. R2 = ,21 -~
* p£.10
**% p<.,05

kkk p_‘__.O].
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A cursory examination of the four equations reveals the following:

(a) For both elementary and secondary school teachers, a greater number
of predictors emerge for the desire for union involvement in issues of *
professional perogative than for the desire for uﬁion involvement intissues,
of compensation,

(b) Comparing the same dependent variables acr;;s:elementary and
secondary school teachers, we can explain a greater-degree of variance
on the secondary level (R2 = .24 for compensation issues and £2,= .21 for
professional perogative issues) than we are able to explain on the
elementary level (R2 = .14 for compensation issues and R2 = ,18 for issues
of professional perogative).

(c) While consistent predictors emerge across issues and teaching
levels, each issue aﬁd level also contains unique predictors.

Examining equation“(l), we find that four of the previously sigdificant
variables remain as predictors of the desire for union involvement in
compensation issues among’elementary teachers. -The easier it is for an
elementary teacher to find an alternate job (beta = -,13), the greater the
sense of individual and group economic deprivation (beta = ,26 and -.09
respectively), and the gfeater the sense of group identity as measured by
union activity (beta = .12), the more elementary teachers want their union

to become involved in compensation issues.

Equation'(3) reveals that for secondary school ;gachers, variables related

to dep;ivation and identity also remain as significant predictors of the
desire for union involvegent in compensation issues, but in a different
manner. Among secondary teachers, while the sense of individual economic
deprivation is the single strongest predictor (bet; = ,33), the sense of

group decisioral deprivation also emerges as a significant predictor (beta -
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Further, while group ideﬁtity is an important factor, as eGngnced‘by the

emeréence of both satisfaction with the union and union activity as significant

predictors (beta = .12 and .13 respectively), individual identity also

remains a significant factorsiﬁ determining the secondary teacher's desife

for union involvement in compensation issues (beta = .07 for job involvement).
When we consider the desire for union involvémeﬁt in issues of professional

perogative? we find that for elementary sqﬁool teachers, as indicated in

Equation (3), variables related to individual and group depriv;tion’rem;in

as significant predictors. Thus job satisfaction and satisfaction with

_salary emerge as significant (beta = .19 and .12 respectively), as does

economic deprivation (beta = £.12) and decisional deprivation (beta = .08).
Further, union activity, a measure of group identity, also remains a
significant predictor (beta = .19).  The major addition is the emergence
of a measure of legitimacy as a predictor, that of union power (beta = -.08).
Equation (4) sho&s that deprivation, identity and legitimacy measures
also emerge as significant predictors among secondary school teachers of
the desire for union involvement in issues of professional perégative,_with
the addition of variébles related to variety-uniformity. Both measures of
individual deprivation, job satisfaction and satisfaction with salary, O
remain significant (beta = .14 and .13 respectively), ‘as does the group
level variable of decisional deprivaﬁion (beta = .14). Although group
identity (union activity, beta ; .14) emerges as a stronger predictor than
individual identity (rate of agreement with administration, beta = -.05),
both are significant. Two measures of variety and uniformity remain
significant, administration attitude toward the union or administration
stereotype (beta = .10) and union support (beta = -.10). -Finally,
two measures of legitimacy emerge as significant predictors, union power

(beta = -.07) and administrative decisional saturation (beta = -;12).
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At leasf.three things are worth noEing about the integrative mbdelé.

/°  First is the emergence of several consistent predicgor§\of the desire for
union involvement, i.e., Ehdse related to dgprivation and identity.
More importantly, both interpersonal and iﬁtergroup measures of cdeprivation
and identity emerge as significant. Second is the emergence of m;asurés of
legitimac as significant’ only ig relation to issues of professional
perogative. This highlights the conflict between teachers and administrators
over teacher versus management rights and correctly reminds u; that this
conflict revolves around questions of the legitimate roleés the two parties
should play in school district affairs. Finally, the diffeéences between
elementary and secondary school teachers are of interest. For example; the
emergence of economic depfixation as a predictor amorig elementary teachers
buﬁ not for secondaééfteacﬂérs suggests a greater sensitivity to group
level economic comparisons. This could result from the fact that mosﬁ pay
scales are fied to experience and educatioﬁ. Since secondary teachers
generally are more specialized and have mdrebeducation, they generally end
up being paid more. Thus elementary teachers greater sensitivity to their
économic condition vis a vis the administration. This specialization aé
the secondary level may also help explain the emergence of both individual
identity variables and variety-uniformity measures at the secondary level
but not at the elementary levél. It appears that specialization’and the
differentiatién it represents raises the possibility of an indi#idual
utilizing personal sources of identity and makes the issue of variety
or uniformity among teachers particularly éalient at the secondary level.
Conclu;ion

Drawing a distinction between interpersonal versus intergroup behavior,
s -

this paper examined the impact of interpersonal and intergroup characteristics

\
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on the decision to rely on group actiom. Specifically, we examined how
four dimensions of interpersonal versus intergroup beﬁaviér - social mobili.y
versus social chang2, personal deprivation versus group deprivation, self
identity versus group identity, and variety versus uniformity - and the
perceived legitimacy of tﬁe curgenﬁ situation, affected elementéfy and
secondary school teachers desire to have their union become involved
in compensation issues and issues of professional perogative. The results
subétaptiate the distinction between-interpersonal and interg;oup
characteristics and accentuate the importance of including both sets of
characteristics_in any examination of an individual's decision to rely on
. collective action. The data also show the value of differentiating between
groups in which collective action may occur (e.g.; elementary and’secondar&
teachers) and between issues over which collective action may
be taken (e.g., compensation and professional perogative).
A thorough understanding ‘of the social psychology of collective
action requires that the investigatioh of interpérsonal and intergroup
characteristics be.exp;qdea in at least gyreg ways. Obviously, interpersonal
ang\intergroup characteristics are not the only factors which affect the
'ndividual'é decision to engage in collective action. Previous research
\Bacharach and Mitchell 1982) and the differences in the results between
elementary and secondary school teachers highlight the importance of .
organ;zagionai factors on the desire for group action. The precise linkage
~betwéen organizational variables and the social psychological variables
included here, i.e., their relative degrBe of independence or interaction{
deserves examination.
The shift from interpersonal to intergroup beh;vior among a collection

of individuals may be aided by the presence of a leader (Tajfel, 1981).
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In terms of teachers, this makes the study of internal union processes and
union leadership a focal area for research (Bacharach and Mitchell, 1981).
It seems apparent that factors related to the'union's structure and
process, such as communication, will play a key role in how an individual choses
to categorize an issue (i.e., as interpersonal versus intergroup). Of
particular interest is how the union and its officer; handle what are
essentially interpersonal issues in an intergroup manner. For example, to
Qﬁ;: degree does the union as an intefgroup structure take o; the resolution
of the problems confronting an individual teacher? It seems likely that how
the union deals with such matters will have a dramatic affect on members
willingness to rely on collective action. Also of interest is how the union
as a coalition deals with the differences which exist between elementary
and secondary school teachers. Teachers are not a homogeneous group, as
individuals or in sub-groups, and how the union deals with tiis variety
to form a sense of unity deserves closer scrutiny.

Finally, in examining the desire for union involvement in different
issues we have tapped énly ohe possible form of collective action. The
impact of interpersonal versus intergroup factors on other forms of collective
behavior should also be inv;s:igated. At least two other forms are readily
apparent: the decision to organize made by eﬁployees who.aie not part of
a union and the decision to engage in militant action made by employees
who are already in a union. Undoubtedly, each fcrm of collective behavior
will be the result of a unique social psychological situation. Ourbunderstanding
of the social psychology of interpersonal versus intergroup behavior can
only be enhanced fh:ough an investigation of there other possible forms

of collective behavior.
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Abstract
Past reSfarch on militancy suffers from thfee limitations: it fails to
take account'of militancy as a conscious action; it has not focused on the
organizational setting in which militancy occurs; and it has not been
explicitly conc;rned with the collective aspects of militancy. To overcome
these limitations, it is neéeésary.to conceptualize militancy as a strategic
choice of group behavior made within a specific organizational context.

The research reported here applies this perspective to an examination of

teachers militancy. The results of the study lend strong support to this

_approach, with differences. between-militancy-over--compensation--issues and ™
militancy over issues of professional perogative émphasizing strategic choice,

the emergence of various organizational factors as predictors of militancy
(e.g., work demaads, bureaucratization, rewards, promotional structure,
union and professional activity, and individual and positional attributes
of the staff) showing the importance of organizational context, and
differences between elementary and secondary schools lending support to the

notion of militancy as collective action.
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During the past twenty-five years, the rapid unionization anc¢ increased
strike activifies of public sector employees have absorbed the interests of
numerous researchers. While their studies have succeeded in creating
profiles of militant employees and have presented an array of potential
explanations fé; increased militancy, they have tended to disregard three
significant factors. First, militancy, whether measured in £erms of
attitudes or activities, is a matter of strategic choice. Researchers who

have concentrated on the demographic/environmental determinants of militancy

have de-emphasized the element of conscious choice in behavior. Second,

T —————— et e i

“tonscivus choices “are never-made-in-a-vacuumj—they-are-always._made ahout
issues and within the context of identifiable organizatioﬁal settings.
Third, union militancy is, by definition, collective behavior. The over-
emphaéis on characteristics of individuals has tended to neglect the |
inherent collective nature of militancy. This study investigates'the
militancy of public school teachers from a perspective which takes account

of these three factors. The orientation here emphasizes that militancy

is a strategic choice made within an organizational context'by individuals .,‘
acting in concert.

Militancy as Strategic Choice

. As Russel Schutt has recently ﬁbtedl, research td explain the emergence
of militanéy among public employees has tended to employ one of four sets
of variables, which Schutt characterizes as distinct models of militancy.
Two of these, the social background model and the political model, -tend to
emphasize the milieu in which militancy flourisﬁes. The social background
model is conceptually supported by the notion that demographic and social
variations create predispositions toward militancy. The rationale of

researchers in this model is that aspects of life will affect perceptions
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of aspects of work. Thus, Coles2 finds that Jews and Catholics are more
militant thaﬁ Protestants, and those from lower class families are more
'

likely to be ﬁilitant than those coming from upper class families. 1In
addition, young teachers are more militant thanrolder teachers, and male
teéchers are md}e militant than female teachers. Like Coles, Fox and
Wince3 aud Alutto and Belascoa note that younger teachers ha;e a greater
propensity toward militant behavior. Ziegler5 supports the notion tﬁat
gendgr affécts militancy, as do Fox and Wince.6 Tomkiewicz7 finds some

support for the notion that less experienced teachers tend to be more

militant than those with greater experience; however, he does ngg_gigd,M,ﬂ——-*”

that gender is significant. In addition to giving attention to these
characteristics of individuals, others in the_ social background model have
examined the effects of the larger society. Thus, Alutto and Belasco8
find that rural teachers are more militant than their urban counterparts,
and Watkins9 relates such variables as community population size and unem-
ployment level to strike incidence.

Like those of the social background model, writérs in the political
model relate environmental variables to militancy. In discussing the
wider political context, Watkinslo finds no signifiéant relationship betweer
the type of government or the political party in power and strike incidence.
On the other hand, Weintraub énd Thornton11 find that increased strike
activity can be expected with the enactment of permissive labor legislation.
Coles_12 shows that there is some tendency for more Democraps than Republicans
to support labor activities; and Zackl3 an gxperienced practitioner, incluées
the success of the- civil rights- and anti-war movements on his list of
reasons for increaéed‘militancy. Moreover, other researchgrs who use this
model have related the immediate political environment of the union to the

mili;ancy of Fts wembers.
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There is a sense in which the work of the social background and
political modgls provide a knowledge of the medium in which militancy will
grow. Unfoffﬁnately, those who have taken this perspective have ignored
the aspect of choice in ﬁilitancy. Because they de-emphasize militancy as
a strategy for ;ttaining goals, they create a picture of a passive militant.
From a perspective which emphasizes the strategic choice aspects of militancy,

the individual is seen as an active militant. This does not mean that the

findings of the research utilizing the social background and political model

are unimportant. In terms of the social background model, an emphasis on

strategic choice leads oﬁe to focus on the affect of such variables

on the individuals perceptions, and their subsequent impact on decisirnms
related to militancy: In this regard, we would expect ‘our findings
dealing with the affect of such irdividual and positional attributes as
age, sex, and tenure on teachers militancy to be consistent with prior
research. Thus our first hypothesis would be:

Hypothesis 1: lIn schools where the teaching sfaff‘are yoﬁnger,

predominantely m#le, and lacking in experience, there will be high

levels of militancy.14
While the social background model may influence pérceptions, the political
model, from our perspective, is better seen as an aspect of the context
in which strategic choices are made. We will consider fhis in more detail
in thé next section.

The two other ﬁodels Schuttis'identifies support the concept that goals
are an essential element of militancy. Those who have applied the economie
model have beenr concerned with the peculiar budgetary, elastic, and
monoposonistic characteristics of public sector employment, but they

recognize that economic improvement is central to union militancy. In

a private sector study, Kircher16 found that”ensuring better pay and improved
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fringe benefits rank as the first two reasons why persons said they voted

for the union: and as Kleingartner17‘states, sala:ied professionals in the
public secto; share with all employees a fundamental concern with satisfactory
wages.

The fourtﬁ\model of militancy, the professional model (Schutt's inéon-
gruity model), tends to be the most choice oriented. Lieberx;nann18 argues
that professionalism requires autonomy cver decision-making. He says
that because of their éxpert knowledge and skills, teachers require
participation in the decision-making processes of their school. Corwin19
maiptains that the conflict between their desire for professional autonomy

and their pcsitions as bureaucratic employees is the source of ;eachers'
militancy: Such a conception of the militant professional is supported by
a nuﬁber of studies. JesSupzo finds that more militant teachers have é
greater'concern for educational issues than salary issues. Alutto and
Belasco21 relate participation in decision-making to teacher satisfaction
and find fhat less satisfied teachers are those who feel deprived of the

ability to participate in decision-making. In addition, Alutto and Belasco

note that the greater the career dissatisfaction among teachers, the less

'militant they appear, and their organizational commitment is also negatively

related to militancy.

Both the economic ard professional models attempt to explain militancy
in terms of goals. Writers from these two groups view unions as instrumental
organizations, and militancy, in .its Qarying manifestations, is a strategy
for attaining goals. From this perspective, militants are active, ‘
choice-makers, whose militancy can be explained in terms of their desired
éoals. In essence, bofh of these models argue that dissatisfaction with
the rewards offered by the brganization, either ﬁonetary or professional,

:

I
i
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will lead to militancy in an effort to increase the level of rewards.
Drawing on th}s line of reasoning, our second hypothesis becomes:
Hypothesis 2: The greater the dissatisfaction with the level

of rewards in an organization, the greater the: level of militancy.

-~

 Although both the economic and the professional models attempt to explain

militancy in terms of goals or redérds, it is important to realize that they

are concerned with two differént types of goals or rewards. From a

perspectiQe which views militancy as a matter of strategic choice, it is

more accurate to consider these two models as delineating different issue areas
in which distinct tactical decisions regarding militancy may be made.

-The notion of militancy”as involving a tactical decision implies thaf there are
different alternative behaviors or forms of militancy to-chose from. Although
Schut:t:22 differentiates between strikes and job.actions, these distinctions
do not do.justice to the concept of militancy as strategic choice. 1In the
often heaﬁed political conte;t of bargaining in which such decisions are
méde, even giving in may be seen as-a ;actical concession and thus a form of
militancy23. The point is that in terms of étrategic options in the political
context of bargaining, militancy may involve not only strikes and job actioms,
but less severe behavior such as informal negotiations or concessions as well;
Thus in examining militancx\as\a strategic choice, we are concerned with the
type of behavior that is seeh*as appropriate iﬁ dealing with a specific type
of issue. While we are interested in those factors which may lead to a specific
choice (as in the déterminispic mo&els), our emphasis is on the active decision
making process which underlies our view of militancy.

Choices Within A Context B

Having maintained that militancy ig strategic, it 1is necessary to consider
the specific constraints which impinge on the selection of strategies.

The classification noted above between economic and professional issues
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provides a general dichotimization of issue éreas_in which goals may be
pursued. Pag: research has tended to focus on the economic, social, and
historical conditions under which these general issues will arise (e.g.,
thg political model). This does not, however, provide a sense of the specific
cénstraints in.which strategic choices are made. In this regard, we beiieve
it is crucial to examine thé impact of the organizational context on militancy.
It is the structure and processes of the organization which create the
specific context in which particular objeét}ves will arise and in which
militant strategic choices will be made. Thus it is the additional duty that
is given to employees that may lead to militancy over compensation, or the
lack of say over how they do their work that may lead to militancy over work
related issues.

While the impact of organiz;£iona1 factors on militancy is an important
consideration for all employees, it is particularly.interesting with regard
to professionals such as teachers. This is because of the inherent contradiction
pointedout by varioué authors24 between the professional ethos and bureaucratic
structure. As one expects, professionals believe that they should have a high
level of work autonomy, should serve as their own judges, and should have a
high level of involvement in decision-making. On the other hand, management
m;intains that issues of work performance, the distribution of rewards, and
decision making should be atlmanagement's discretion and not at the discretion
of professionals who are employees of the organization.

While some research in organizational behavior has shown that profess;onal
norms and bureaucratic organization are not neceésarily in conflictzs, in
the broadest sense there appears to exist a conflict between the professional

ethos and the bureaucratic structure of organizational' processes as reflectec

in the ethos of management26. As more and more professionals are employed
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in large formal organizations, this conflict in ethos has become a stimuli
for the growth of professional unions. ‘Within the context ofnlarge organizations,
unions becomé the main mechanisms through which professionals can have an
impact on what they view to be constraining organizational structures and
processes. While this conflict in ethos may partially explain the emergence
of professional unions, it may also relate to-the level of militancy observed
in professional unions over different issues. |
While the precise form of this conflict will depend upon the specific
organizational context in which professiooals are located, at'least three
aspects of the organizational context deserve special consideration.’ The
first is.the degree of bureaucratization of the workplace. In a bureaucracy,
effortsware directed toward the creation of certainty through such mechanisms
as the formalization'and rootinization of work. For teachers, the creation of
ceitainty through bureaucratization represents an infringement on the autonomy
which they expeCt as professionals. Thus-we can hypothesize.
Hypothesis 3: The greater the level of bu‘eaucratization in a school,
the highef the level of militancy, particularly over issues of
ptofessiﬂnai:perogative. \
The second aspect of organizational context whichfdeserves attention is
the different sources of pressure brought to bear on teachers regarding
their work responsibility. The greater the pressure brought to bear, the
higher the level of work demands. To the degree that the nature’of work demands
are in conflicf with the teachers' goal orientation as embodiec¢ in the
professional ethos, we wouid expect that teschers will turn to militant
behavior to rectify the situation. Therefore our fourth hypothesia ia:

Hynothesis 4: 1In schools with high levels of work demands, teachets

will be more militant.
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It should be noted that to the degree that teachers want to change
the work demands, we would expect more militéncy over icsues of professional
perogative. 'However, to the degree they would like t; be compenséted for
these demands, we would expect more militancy over compensatgﬁﬁfiébﬁes.

The final‘ESpect of the organizational context relates toffhefbromotional
structure in the school. The hierarcﬁical structure of,public school teaching
is extraordinarily flat; teachers have few opportunities for promotion. They
require high levels of certainty as to the foreseeable oppbrtunities. Moreover,
because the evaluation of teaching is somewhat untertain, teachers are likely
to demand participation in the establishment of cr;teria upon which promotions
are based. Without a set of criéeria for determining competence in teaching,
prémotiog may be based upon favoritism or totally subjective indices. The
teachers' professional ethos will demand that promotion be based‘upon
egtablished professional norms for competénce. Thus,

Hypothesis 5: To the’degree that the promotional process is viewed

!

as uncertain and nonrational, teachers will be militant about issues
PR : 5!
of professional prerogative. We do not expect these variables to be
_related to issues of compensation.

Militancy as Inter-Group Behavior

Much of the previous research on militancy, particularly tﬁe detgrmiﬁistic

models which focus on individual and positional attributes which predispose

individuals to militancy, have utilized the individual as the unit of :nalysis.

fven the economic and professional models, insofar as they focws cin iu: vidual

. . ) 5
dissatisfaction, occur at the individual level. For example, ¢ _«in's®

7
research makes it clear that he views militancy as a characteristic of an
individual. He measures militancy in terms of individual attiiudes and

.

=individual confrontations. While such an approach explicitly recognizes the
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fact that an individual must decide to rely on the union to address his or her
grievances, iF fails to account for the dramatic differences which afise when
one shifts f;omran interpersonal (individuai) to an intergroup form of behavié»r.z8

The fact is that militancy is a form of group behkavior. It 1s not the

individual per se who goes out on strike, it is the union. Militancy pits -

one group, the union, against another group, management. Despite the

conceptual - opuiticn - 7 V7Loorer we o~ 7orm of group behavior, few studies
: Y

Wave cmpiri- 23ty talen ¢ fe fno1 4o uwozeunt.  Alutte and Belascoy© ohie

a study of accirsdin:l ~7tiin-r analyzad their data at the district iev::.

aTe ar lesgt - ma exe ol oo, S % ouy aralyszis supports the concept of on:tn

wilitancy as & 7.rm £ ‘ntervgroup vehavisr, while alsc emphasizing that

vuriztions ¢ ur prwﬁs tio- sver g mygariaations and not across totally
discrete snd snvelatid edi.idiels, ‘

An nwareness ob the dirfevinces between interperscnal and intergroup
behavicr uls; seisitizzr o0 to rhe varliery of groups to which an individual
nmay botong. T onerams o feschers unlous and teachers militency, it is imporgant

to realize that for manr teachers the idea of being a professional is anti-

thetical to the “dea of teing a union member. In other words, identifying

-

cneself 25 a part of 3 ::ofessicnal group may mean that one is unable to

identi‘y witn the unton Thus one can hypothesizé:

kopotnesic “t in ichools where teachers exhibit a higher degree

of prbfgssional ;dentitf, their will be less militancy.

In summary, we view militancy as a strategic choice of grouﬁ behavior
made within a specific organizational context. Theustudy reported here has
been designed to épply this perspective in examining public school teachers
militancy. First, to emphasize the strategic choice aspect of @ilitancy,

our dependent yariable includes a wide range of tactical options. The use

:
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of these options in different bargaining areas (i.e., compensation and

professional perogative) is also examined. Second, to take account of the

~

specific orgggizational é;ntext ip which these strategic choices are made,
the independent variables utilized mea;qre various aspects of organizational
'structure and ptocess. Finally, in recognition of militancy as a form of
intergroup behavior, the analysis is performed using the schsol as thg uﬁit
of analysis. This also enables us to highlight the impact of organizational

contraints on strategic choice by comparing elementary to secondary

schools., It is our belief théﬁAﬁhiS'5b556§Ch provides a more realistic
view of militancy than previous research and in so doing addresses many

of the limitations of.earlier work on union militancy.

METHOD

Sample - : v

This. report is based on survey data collected in 83 school districts

in New York State. These districts are a random sample stratified according .

to geographic location, size, weéIEhﬂﬁf'EEE_EIEEEEEE:néhauaiéiéiéfréiﬁéﬁ&igﬁ;g;:
Four regions in New York State were utilized for ge;gréphic location. The
sampie included 30 districts from the Binghamton-Elmira region; 14

districts in the-Rocﬁester region; 22 districts in the Syracusé region; and

17 districts in the Elmsford region. Average dai%y attendance in K-12

for each district was used as an indication of size. The average size of

" our sample-is—3,128. ‘fﬁé—iiié of the districts raﬁges froﬁ a low of 277
to a higﬁ of 12,205, Assessed valuation was employed as a measure of
district wealth. The average assessed valuation in ‘our sampie is
$65,951,7&8; the range is from a low of $1,904,589 to a high of $379,246,706.
ﬁxpenditures are indexed by the total genéral and federal aid expenditures .

for a district. The average for our sample is $7,433.854. The range of
30

———

expenditures goes from a low of $630,968 to a high of $28,308,727.
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For most districts, teachers in the largest elementary and largest high

~

school received questionnaires. In certain districts, teachers in middle

- -Dependent—Variable -—————— - e

. 4 o
schools or junior high schools also received surveys. Out of 3,200 teacher

questibnnaires'sent out, 2,247 usable surveys were returned, fpr.an overall
reéponse rate 6% 70%. In terms of‘district response rates, these ranged from
0 to 100%Z. Only those districts with a response rate of 302lor higher afe
included in our analysis (N = 48). The data employed in this study are
aggregated to the school level, with districts which did not have an elementary
and secondary school organization excluded from the analys;s.31 The final
sample employed contains 42 elementary school organizations and 45 secondary
school organizations. In keeping with the early literature on school
militancy and in line with our argument concerning the importance of
organizational factors as determinants éf militancy, we used a school level

aggregation in order to capture the differences between elementary and

secondary schools.
' In this regard, it should beﬁ,‘n,c_:;e_d_v that for each of our dependent

and independent variables, we used organizational scores based on mean scores

of‘the responses of organizational members. This is especially relevant in

this analysis given our argument for militancy as a collective phenomena.

Aé such, the variance acésuntgd for in this paper is across rather than within

organizations.

When militancy is viewed as a tactical or strategic choice, then the

possibility arises that not only are there different actions that may be taken

that fall under the rubfidmof militancy?2 but thét different actions will be

" taken in response to different issues. In order to capture the affect of

the type of issue on militancy, following Bacharach and Hitche1133. we utilize

-
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two distinct issue areas: traditional issues of compensation and issues of

professional perogative.

T t

Téachers were asked "For each issue séiow, please indicate the most
severe means you would be willing to approve of to influence the administrqtionr"
Thére followedu; list of areas, each of which was to be rated on the follo&ing
scale: 1 (strike), 2 (some type of job action), 3 (continuelwork'with formal
negotiations), 4 (continue work with informal negotiationms), apd 5 (give in).
The issue areas included are drawn from Bacharach and Mitchell34 and consist
of four items of coméensation and seven items of professional perogative.
The means, rangeé, and standard défiations of the dependent variables and

a list of the issue areas are presented in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 About Here

Indépendéﬁf Variablééﬂ

"How long have you worked in this district?" The second, number of years o

- A. -Individual-and Positional Attributes: - Four items—are used—to ~— ===

characterize the individual and positional attributes of a school's teaching
force. Two of the items are taken from secondary &ata obtained from the New
York'Sta;e Department of Education's Basic Educational Data System. The

first is the percent of teachers in the school who are below 40 years of age.

The second is the percent of .teachers in the school who are males.

" The third and fourth items are based on survey responses. The first,
number of years in the district, is based on responses to the question
in position, is based on responses to the question "How long have you been
in your present position in this district?"

B. Rewards: Three measures of alternative rewards were employed.35
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The first is based on a question wﬁich asked teachers how satisfied they are
with their sglary. Responses were coded on a 1 = very satisfied to 4'= very
dissatisfied‘scale.

The second variable measures teachers decisional deprivation. Respondents
were asked to ;ﬁdicate which of 23 different decision areas that had influence
and which areas they should have influence over; Decisional.deprivation
was computed as the difference between the total influence teachers félt
they should have over the 23 issue areas and the total influence they
believed they actually had over the same issues.

Professionals in organizations may be rewarded financially or symbolically.
The adequacy of the financial reward structure is tapped by the measure of
satisfaction with salary. By incorporating teachers into decision-making,
one is placing VAi;;mbﬁﬂfHéiifﬁfbeEEibﬁdl"judgement~and—réwarding_their*__;*“M_N

~_expertise. Our measure of decisional deprivation captures the adequacy

of this form of symbolic rewards. In essence, these two types of rewards

parallel the two issue areas tapped by our-aéféndent variabiés; Although"
our hypothesis did not differentiate between types of rewards and issue
specific militancy, it seems likely that dissatisfaction with monetary
rewards will predict to militancy over compensation, while decisional
deprivation will predict to militancy over issues of professional perogative.

The final reward variable is based on-a five item scale measuring job

involvement.36 All of the items are scored from 1 (véry true)—to—7—{(very—
false), and the scale has an alpha of .75.

Both salary and participation in decision-making are extrinsic rewards,
i.e., they are something that the organization can do to.recdgni;e the-r
professional's-performance and expertise.- Neither of -these capture the --

intrinsic rewards, i.e., the sense of competence or personal satisfaction

"~ 'that a ﬁfofé§§16hél‘ﬁi?“fébéiﬁémffﬁﬁ_ﬁ“jﬁbf‘"365"1ﬁvolvement“taps the adequacy
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of the intrinsic rewards which the professionals receive from their job. That

is, job involvement measures the degree to which the teacher sees the work
ro .
itself as the primary source of satisfaction and identification. Therefore,

to the degree that teachers are intrinsically rewarded, i.e., there is high

job involvement; we would expect that teachers would be less militant.

C. Bureaucratization: Two items were used as indices of bureaucratization.

The first is a four item scale drawn from Bacharach and Aiken37 which measures

the degree of autonomy on the job. The items are scored from 1 (definitely

true) to 4 (definitely false) and the scale has an alpha of .74.

The second variable is a seven item scale measuring role conflf[ct.38

Cronbach's alpha £or this scale is .89, with the items being scored on a scale

of I (very true) to 7 (vefy false).

In terms of the conflict between bureaucratic and professional ethos,

~ these two variables are critical. . Autonomy and role conflict..tap- the-degree - -~

to which the work activities of teachers is bureaucratized. Autonomy is a

nmiéasurevdfuiﬁdé;égaégéémihV;ﬁ;w;o;k p;;ééss, while role conflict is a measure
of the degree of consensus in the expectations for behavior in the role.
In terms of the work process, iow autonomy and low conflict imply a
bureaucratic work process, while high autonomy and high conflict suggest
a nonbufeaucratic work process.
D. Work Demands: Four items are used as measures of the average work

demands in each qghggll__ZQEVgiggp,ﬂsupervisory~responsibilttiesfziﬁﬁiﬂ;““‘

teachers if they supervised anyone and was answered either no (1) or yes (2).
The second item asked teachers if they supervised any extracurricular |
activities and -was answered in the—same“mannermaa»the~£irst—item;"-The—third*"*~*—i
item involved a subjective perception of class size and required Feachers to
response to Ehgm§5§t§?ggpnipy‘clagges afe too large" on a scale of 1 (definitely tr

R to-.& -- - [OOSR
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v

(definitely false) The final item represents the answer to the question,

"On the average, how mahy hours a week do you work on school matters at home?"
I4

The four variables discussed above imply different sources of pressure
brought te bear on the teachers regarding their work responsibility. The
first two variaoies, supervisory responsibility and supervision of extracurricular
activities, tap the supervisory duties assumed by teachers. \The third variable,
i.e;; class size, taps the teacher's perception of the degree to which the
class size exceeds a reasonable limit. The final dimension, i.e., average
hours worked at home, is concerned with the degree to which work demands
extend beyond working hours.

'E. Promotional Structure: Two items are employed as measures of the

promotional structure in the school. The first item, certainty of promotional

opportunity, is based on responses to the question, "How certain are you

of the opportunities for promotion and advancement ‘which will exist in the

- next few years?" Answers were scores on a scale of 1 (very uncertain) to

4 (very certain). The second item measures the perceived rationality of the ~
promotion process and is based on responses to the question, "To what degree
. do you think that promotion in this school is basically a rational process?"
This question was scored on & scale of 1 (not at all) to 5 (a great deal).
F. Union and Professional Identity: Four variables measure the degree
of union and professional identity in the school.39 The first is a three item

. "scale measuring the extent of union-activity. _The-second is a three item

scale measuring the extent of professional activity. The third variable is
a four item scale measuring the degree of desire for union involvement in -
compensation-issues, -while the final variable is a seven itemlscale measuring

the degree of desire for union involvement in issues of professional perogative.

Q E . za:)f;
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The first two variables measure the degree of commitment to the values
embodied in upions as they‘may differ from the vaiues erbodied in professional
organizations. Teachers with an orientation toward professionai associations
assume they share with administrators and the community a common set of values
and expectations. On the other hand, teachers who demonstrate a preference
for the union as their representative organization, assume their values and
expectations are more closely shared by other teachers than by members of the
wider educational establishment. Strategic actions directed toward the<
administration are more likely to come from those who do not view themselves
as sharinéﬁalprofessional ethos_with administrators but with other_teaohers.‘

In addition to expecting that levels of militancy willhvary with the
preference for union rather than professional activities, it is also expected
that militancy will vary with expressed preferences for issue involvement.
Insofar as professional unions have emerged from the conflict of the profess-
ional ethos'with the bureaucratic ethos, we would expect the desire for
involvement in professional issues to be more strongly related'to militancy.
Moreover, because profes31ona1 emp loyees share with all workers a concern with
compensation and with the organizations in which they work, we do not expect
that a desire for involvement in compensation issues will differentiate betve-

militancy over'compensation and militancy over professional prerogatives.

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and ranges of the

independent variables used in this analysis.

Insert Table 2 About Here

Analysis

To test our six hypotheses, each set of independent variables relevant
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to a given hypothésis was regressed on each depeqdent variable sebarately_
for elementary and secondary schools. This prdcedure allows‘us to test such
hypothesis without interference from variableé unrelated to that particular
hypothesis. - | |
To find out what the moét significant predictors of teachers' militancy
over compensation issues and teachers' militancy over issues of professibnal
perogative are, regardless of which hypothesis they relate to, integrated
regression models were then run for both elementary and secondary schools. °
Each model represenfs the results of a backwards stepwise procedure in which
each of the previously significant (p4.05) variableé was entered, with
variables being removed in subsequent steps if they failed to reach significance.
This procedure provides the independent variabies which fogether explain the
greatest amount of variance in the militancy measures (i.e., maximum Rz). fhis
is not to imply that other variables ar%}not important; it is simply to place
primary emphasis at this stage ;f our analysis on parsimony.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ‘

Table 3 presents the resuits of the regression analyses testing each

of our six hypbtheses on the elemepcary and secondary school level.

- oo

Insert Table 3 About Here

- -

A Y

A. Individual and Positional Attributes

Recall that the first hypothesis deals with the.relationshib between
attributes of the individuals in elementary and secondary school organizationé
and reported militancy. We base this hypothesis on previous research dealing

with demographic and environmental variations among individuals and militancy.
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Thefe are three aspects to hypothesis one, the first related to age, the
second to seﬁ, and the third to experience. Specifically: 1) in schools in

which the percentage of teachers below the age of forty is high, we expect

militancy over compensation and professional prerogative issues to be high.

~.

The findings on the elementary school organization level fail to support this
aspect of the hypothesis fofimilitancy over either compensation (beta = .32)
or professional prerogative'issues (beta = .36). We find limited support

on the secondary school level. The relationship between the percentage of the
teaching staff below forty and militancy on compensation issues is significant
in the expected direction (beta = -.32), but the relationship between this
predictor and militancy over professional prerogative issues fails to attain
significance. It appears that the affect of staff age on militancy depends
upon the organizationél level one attends to; 2) in schools in which there is
a high percentage of males on the teaching staff there will be high levels of
militancy over issues of compensation and professionél prerogative. No
support is found for this asbect of the hypothesis on either organizational
level, with respect to either militancy over issues of compensation or
militancy over issues of professional prerogative. It appears that sex has
li;tle effect on the reported militancy; 3) the more experiénced the staff in
schools, the less militant the staff will be over issues of compensation and
professional prerogative. On the elementary school organization level, we
find rather mixed support for this aspect of the hypothesis. High number of
years in the district is associated with: low militancy over compensation issues
(beta-= .67) and professional prerogative issues (beta = .66). However,

high number of years in the position predicts ﬁigh militancy over compensation
issues (beta = -.35), while it fails to emerge as significant as a predictor '
of militancy over professional prerogative iséues. On the secondary school

organization'level, there is no support for this aspect as no relationship

a
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emerges as significant.

B. Reﬁgrds

The seéond hypothesis states that the less satisfigd teachers are with
their rewards,‘Fhe_more militant they will be. In presenting our measures of
rewards, we went on to argue that there will be a direct relationship betweén
the type of reward and the issue over which teachers will be militant. Thus
dissatisfaction with salary should be reléted to militancy over compensatioh
issues. We find support for this notion on the elementary school level. The
less satisfied teachers are with salary, the more militsnt the behavior they
would support in an effort to influence the admi;istration (beta = -.29).
On the secondary school level, however, the relationship between militancy
over compensation issues and low satisfaction with salary fails to attain
significance. On the coﬁtrary, low satisfaction with salary predicts that
the teachers would support less'militant behavior over issues of professional
prerogative (beta = .41). In a similar manner,vdecisional deprivation, a
form of symbolic reward that deals with the degree to which teachers feel
that they are incorporated into the decision-making proceés, should be
related to militancy over issues of professional prerogative. Specifically,
it is expected that the greater the perception of decisional deprivation by
teachers, the more militant they will be over issues of professional prerogative.
The findings strongly support this idea on both elementary school organization
level (beta = -.43) and the secondary school organization level (beta = -.33).
In addition, the relationship between decisional deprivation and militancfv
over compensation issues emerges as significant at the elementary school .1
organization level (beta = -;30).

We also argued that to the degree that teachers feel intrinsically

rewarded, conceptualized as high job involvement, they would be less militant.
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The findings on the elementary school organization level fail to attain
signiéicancé and ‘thus lend no support for this idea. On the secondary
school organizatiop level, the relationship between low job involvement and
both militancy er?lissues of compensation and militancy over issues of
professional péiogﬁtive are significant_and in the expected direction

(beta = -.39 and -.54 respettively), thereby iending support‘to this line

of reasoning.

C. Bureaucratization

Autonomy and iole conflict were presented as critical variables in
representing the conflict between bureaucfatic and professional ethos. Low
autonomy and low conflict represent indications of ‘a bureaucratic work process. '
Therefore, hypothesis three states that we expect there to be a positive

relationship between low autonomy and low confllct and reported militancy.

"The relationship is expected to be strongest for issues of professional

prerogative, rather than issues of compensation.

The findings on this model do not support the hypothesis stated.
Specifically, low autonomy does not emerge as significant in either_the
elementary or secondary ;chool organizations, for either compensation or
professional prerogative issues. Low conflict, however,'emerges as significant
in all four models, but in the unexpected direction. That is, in elementary

school organizations, low conflict is positively related to low militamcy over

compensation issues (beta = .48) and professional prerogative issues (beta

= .42), and in secondary school organizations low conflict is similarly

related to compensation issues (beta = ,3l) and professional prerogative issues
(beta = .48).
Although /these results run counter to our hypothesis, they are consistent

with other research which suggests that professionals are willing to accept
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bureaucratié constraints if these constraints help to clarify their role in
the organizagion.éo‘ Insofar as low conflict implies some degree of consensus
as to the te;chers role, this would explain the observed re;gtionships between
conflict and militancy over compensation issues and issues of professional

prerogative.

D. Work Demands

Hypothesis four states that in schools with high levels of work demands,
teachers will be militant over both issues of compensation and issues of
professional prerbgative. We expect that this is the case because the goal

orientation of teachers as embedded in the professional ethos is in conflict

-with the nature cof work demands. Teachers are likely to turn to militant

behavior in an effort to redress the situation when confron;gd with high levels
of work demands-.

This notion is strongly supported by the findings in the models dealing
with elemgntary school organizations. For militancy over compensation issues,
high supervisory responsibility, low perception of class size as fo large,
and high number of hours worked at home each emerge as significant predictors
in the expected directio; (betés'Q -.24, .39, and .31,“respectivé1y). For

issues of professional prerogative, high supervisory responsibility and

2
- iow perception of class size as too large emerge as significant

predictors in the expected ﬂirection (betas = -.23 and .42,

respectively). In each case, as teachers' perception of the level of work

demands increases, they report that they would approve of more militant behavior
to influence the administratiom over issues of compensatian and professional

prerogative.

242



24 - \\\‘/,

-

For[secondary schoél drganizations, we find more iimited support for
the hypothesi?. While three relationships emerge as significan; in the model
dealing with mili;anéy over compensation issues, only the relationship between !
high number of hours worked at home and militancy éver cpmpensation issues -
is in ti.2 expected direction (beta = .303. The fiﬁding for high_sdpervisory
responsibility (beta = .31) and low percepfibn of calss éize a; being too large
(beta = -.22) are both contrary to our expectations. That is, as the perception
of the levzl of work demands.increases, teachers report that tﬁey would approve
of less militant behavior to influence the administration on compensation issues.
There are no significént relationships in the model dealing with work demands
and militancy over iSsues.of professional prerogative, and hence there“ié no
support for the hypothesis offered.

The apparently contradictory results corcerning superviscry rgsponsibility
and classroom size can be explained in the conte*t of the differences between
elementgry and secondary school orgaﬂizations. On the elementary level, the.
teacher is called upon to teach numerous subjects. generally ir.volving extended
periods of contadt with one group of students. On the secordary level, however,
cthe teacher is primarily respohsible for the teaching of a particulér subjéct
matter to several groups of students, over several limiﬁed intervals of
time. The nature of secondary education therefore allows the teacher té preéént
the material in a relativelylprogrammed fashion, esgécially ip the
context of the New York State Regents cuxriculum. The primary supervisory

'responsibility a teacher }s likely fo have concerns the supervision of teacher
aides. These aides either assist in classroom ﬁreéaration and activities oé;

particularly on the elementary level, are part of a team responsible for the

design andidevelopment of .individualized instructicnal programs for the
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handicapped and problem students. It is clear that either use of teacher éidgs

represents an, added burden to the elementary teacher, whereas the use of _:

1]
’

teacher aides in the classroom on the secondary level, wherg they can Be'givén :
responsibility for much of the more routinized and programmatic aspects ofiéhe
curriculum, reduces the teachers workload. These differences help eXplgin

why supervisor? responsibiliéy contributes to militancy on the elementary
level, while ;educing’militanc§ ahgng seconéary teachers. These diffe;ences.
also explain why the perception of class size as being too large would have a
much more significant impact on the elementary rather than the secondary

level where class size is unimportant or may even ge an indicater of teacher

2

pepularity.

T ™ g o

E. Promotional Structure.

Two measures of promotional structure were included in our analysis, high

certaipty of promotional opportunity and high'ratioﬁality of éhefpromotion
!process. Hypothesis five predicts:that low certainty about promotional
opportunity and loﬁ rationality of the prométion process will lead:to hfgh
militancy. We-find somevwhat limited support for this hypothesis. Tﬁat is,

high rationality of the promotion process emerges as significant in the expected
direction in all cases. In eleﬁéntary school organizations, high perceﬁtion

of the promotion pro;ess as rational preﬁicts low militancy over issues of
cémpensation (beta = .29) and professional prerogative.(beta = .36). Like-
wise, in secondary school oréanizations, the éame.relationship emerges (beta

= .45 for compensation issues and beta = .62 for issqeslof professional
prerogative). High certainty of promotional opportunity fails to emerge as -

a significant variable,in any model, éuggesting that the.fairness of the

pProcess is more important to teachers than the certainty of the opportunity

P

for promotioa.
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'F. Union and Professionsal Identity
. .. Our fina} hypothesis -is -based- onthe-potential conflict between
teachers iden;ity as professionals and teachers identity as union members.
It states that the greatéf”fhe dééreéméf'proféééiéﬁéi'i&éhfif&:-ihé-ieSS'the
militancy. ThQ; we expect that in schools in which teachers exhibit a high;'
degree of professional actiVify, they will report-that they ;upport less |
militant means of influencing the administration over issues of compensation
and professional prerogatives -We find strong support for this hypothesis cn
the elementary school level. High professiongl activity ié'related.to low
——-mildtancy -over-issues- of coﬁpensatibh (beta = .22) and professional prerogétive
(beta = .26). On the secondary scliool organization level, high professional
activity emerges as significant in predicting low militancy over compensation
issues (beta = .32). It does not attain significance with respect to militancy
over issues of professional prerogative. In a similar manner, we expect that
the relétionship between uﬁibﬁ"aétivity*and”militaﬂcymcverﬁcoﬁpensationmand«~—~wa
professional prerogative iéSues willvbe ﬁséitive; rfhat is, in-schools ih
which- teachers -are more involved in union activities, they will report that

_ ”Ehgyﬁygglq_gggggggwmére militant means tqmipglp;nce the adminig;gqgiggzggnﬂ~

supﬁort this hypothesis. For both elementary and secondary school -

organizations, high union activity emerges as a significant predictor of

militéncy (beta = —.40 and ~.29 for elementary school organizations on

compensation and proféssional prgrogative issues; beta = ;:41 a;d ~.41 for
seéondary school organizations on compensation and professional prerogative
issues, respectively). Taken together, these results lend strong support
to the contention that union activity and professional activity conflict with .
one another, pulling teachers in opposite directions. This highlights one.of |

—_—
the major dilemmas of "professional'untons+——-— ..
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In discussing the notion of union identity, we also areued that in schools

- in which teachers express a desire for the union to become more involved in
! :
issues of compensation and professional prerogative, the teachers vill report

that they approve of mo.e militant means of irfluencing ihe administratior on
these tw0'issue areas. The .indings support this idea with respect to the

desire for uninn involvement in issues of professional orerogative. Specifically,

for elementary school organizations, the higher the desire rfor union involvement

in issues of professional prerogative, the greater the militancy over issues
of compensation (beta = -.27) and professional prerogative (beta = -.56).
For secondary school organizations, the same relationships hold true (beta--
= -.32 for issues of compensation and -.59 for issues of professicnal prerogative)
_ This implies that where teachers see no conflict between their professional’
identity and their union identity, a high level of militancy over all issues

may be anticipated. With respect to the desire for union involvement in

‘mcompensation issues, only one relationship emerges as significant. the

relationship between militancy over professional prerogative issues and the
high desire for union involvement in compensation issues (beta = .33). This

finding implies that the higher the desire for union involvement on compensation _

issues, the lower the militancy over issues of professional pféfogAtivé.”'
This relationship,; when taken in combination with the earlier results in
which a low satiafaction with salary related to low militancy over issues of
prcfessional prerogative for secondary teachers, suggests that seccndary
school teachers perceive a distinct difference between compensation issues
and issues »f professional prerogative. Specifically, it appears that concern
over saiary-iea&s“secondary teachers to avoid becomiiig involved in issues‘ot
professional prerogative, either in a trade-off between to obtain one while
sacrificing the cther or due to a conflict between thei:r identity as

professionals and their identity as
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union members Elementary teachers, on the other hand, seem to see the issues

as more directly related and appear both less willing to make such trade-offs
{

and more likely to see no conflict between their professional and union

identities.

~.

Integrated Models

Table 4 presents the integrated models which attempt to determine which

variables are the strongest predictors of mi1itancy over compensation issues
and militancy over issues of professional prerogative in each type of

school, regardless of hypotheses.

Insert Table 4 About Here

Examining equation (1), we find that working a high number of hours at
home emerges as the strongest predictor of militancy over compensation issues
for.elementary.school,teachers;(betau=Art38),mwithua high desire for union
involvement in issues of professional prerogative also being a strong predictor
(beta = -.36). A high level of union activity and a low level of role confiict

remain as weaker predictors (beta = - 28 ‘and 26 respectively)

Equation (2) reveals that the desire for union involvement in issues
of professional prerogative remains as the strongest predictor of militancy over
issues of professional prerogative at the elementary school level (beta = ;.40).
Staffs characterized by a high number of years in the district (beta = .27)
and a high percentage of teachers below the ase of 40 (beta ','27) are weak
predictors of militancy, as are high rationality of the promotion process |
(beta = .24) and high union activity (beta = -°21)f '

Taken together, equations (1) and (2) present an image of the militant

elementary school as one staffed by teachers who have a high desire for union
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involvement in issues of professional prerogative. It seems that ‘these

teachers 1dentify the union as the vehicle through which to address profess-
.[ R

ional issues, issues which are seen as relating to both compensation and

professional prerogative. Further, they are issues which elementary school.

teachdrs are willing to fight for. ' o \

This image of the militant elementary school stands in marked contrast to o

~that-of the-militant secondary school. -In-equation-(3); we-find—that-low— -

job involvement (beta = -.49) and high union activity (-.48) remain as

the only predictors of militancy over compensation issues at.the secondary

level. Equation (4) shdwg“EHEE"é'High“&ééiré'fof‘uﬁiéﬁ"iﬁb81§é5éﬁE‘in compensa-
tion issues is the strongest predictor of low militancy over issues of pro-
fessional prerogative at the secondary level (beta = .55), with high union

activity (beta = -.44), a high desire for union involvement in issues of

professional prerogative (beta = -,40) and low job involvement (beta = -.37)

emerging as strong predictors of militant behavior at this level. The image

of the ‘militant secondary school which these results f present is one staffed

by teachers who receive few intrinsic rewards from their job and who rely

on the union to obtain extrinsic rewards. They also draw a clear. distinctioﬁ

“"between” compensation isgsues and issues of” professionalprerogative anﬁ*appear-——~

willing to make trade-offs between the two.

It seems likely ehat part of the differences between militant elementary . _
and secondary schools can be attributed to two factors. First, the rise of
teachers unions was dee in large part to the efforts of secondary schcol
teachers. They have dominated union offices; and as a result have recejved
more from the union. This experience is probably responsible for their

perception of the union as a vehicle for obtaining extrinsic. rewards and
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their ability to differentiate between compensation issues and issues of

professional prerogative. In contrast, elementary school teachers are lesg ™" " ==
!
)

experienced and have had fewer of the issues which are critical to them

addressed by the union. They appear to see themselves slighted as

pfofessionals, both in terms of compensation and prerogatives, and seek }

to redress this situation. This situation is exacerbated by the organizatibnal

-~ —-differences-between—elementary-and—secondary—schools-noted-earlier. The
specialization of secondary school teachers, combined with their teaching to

several groups of students, adds to their professional image. In contrast,

the structure of elementary schools detracts from the professional image of
elementary school teachers. Militancy would appear to be seen as a vehicle
for improving the-professional image of elementary school teachers.
Conclusion
In an effort to overcome some of the limitations of previous research
on union militancy, this paper conceptualized militant behavior as a strategic
" choice occuring within a specific organizational context which involves ~' = 7rn

collective action. Using this conceptualization, we examined the affect of

various organizational factors (i.e., individual and positional attribut=s

__»_o£~the_staff,wrewarda+~huneaunnatization,_wnrk_demanda;;prnmonionalmsxrucxnrga

and union and professional identity of the staff) on the willingness of

elementary and secondary school teaching staffs to engage in militant behavior
over compensation issues and issues of professional prerogative.

The results of our analysis lend stroné;support to this approach to thg'
study of teacher militancy. First, differences in predictorS'bgtween milifgncy

over compensation issues and Militantvy over issues of professional prerogative

highlight the strategic choice aspect of militant behavior. Militancy is not

Q - ‘ ' ! 224152
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an all or nothing phenomenon -- it is a tactic chosen to obtain a specific

[ N
outcome in a particular“éituation. Second, each of the organizational

models was shown to predict to,militancy, with different predictors emerging

at the elementary and secondary school levels. This accentuates the importance

'

of the organizational context. Finally, the differences‘elementary and secon-

dary school staffs also underscores the notion of militancy as a form of

collective behavior. Teachers are not a monolithic—interest—group.—4a
union is a coalition of interest groupsl‘1 and successful union action

requires that the union be able to mobilize each of its constituent

interest grbupé;

In this regard, one of the more interesting aspects of our findings
is the contrasting images of militant elementary énd secondary school teaching
staffs which emerge. The results suggest that appeals to elemenﬁary school
staff should be couched in terms of professional improvement and Ehe teacher
as a professional, regardless of the issue. In contrast, appeals to

secbhdarY“schddl'teachefS“should“be“1ssue_specific—rather~thanmbroad~based.vmwmwmm—

This paper has some obvious limitations. First, by aggregating issues
into compensation issues and issues of professional prerogative we may be
~~~Munderplaying~the~variationwwhich_may_emerge_acrosSWSpecific,issues; Secend,
by using our measure of militancy as a scaie, we are unable to focus on the
specific tactical choices which may be made in terms of militant behavior.
Both of these limitations are due, in large part, to our use of cross-
sectional survey data. Ideally, our conceptualization of militancy as

strategic choice should be pursued using in-depth longitudinal case studieé.

”In”that”wayj*one“would—be—abie"to—address*questions-retntea—to pattern

bargaining and the trade-off of issues, while examining the impact of the
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organizational context, and the context of the labor-management
relationship in particular, in more detail. Despite these limitationms,
however, we believe that this research supports the validity of this

approach to militancy and is deserving of further investigation.
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TABLE 1: DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Elementary Schools Secondary Schools

(N=42) (N=45)
Standard Standard
Variable Items included* Mean pr/High Deviation ‘Mean  Llow/High  Deviation
A. Compensation 1. Getting better salaries 2,85 217350 .05 2,71 2.19/3.19 .
2, Health and dental
insurance '
3, Compensation for
additional duties
4, Leaves

B. Professional 1. Class size impact 291 2.29/3.40 .24 287  202/331 .24

Perogative Preparation time

. ...3. Required non-teaching---- - - oo e
duties

33

4, Evaluation procedures

5. Student discipline,
student rights

6. Getting teachers a say
in how they do their jobs

7. Getting teachers a say in
how the administration ¢
runs the district

% These items follow the statement "For each issue below, please indicate the most severe means you would
be willing to aoprove of to influence the adninistration." Items are rated on a scale of 1 (strike),

2 (some type of job action), 3 (continue work with formal negotiations), 4 (continue work vith informal

negotiations), and 5 (give in).

e e B ‘ 259,
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TABLE 2:  [NDEPENDENT VARLABLES

Variable

Itens

Nean

'Elementary Schools
(N=42)

Standard
Low/High  Deviation

Mean

-+~ ~Secondary-Schools—

(N=45)

' Standard
Low/High  Deviation

Individual
and Posi-
tional

Attributes

Rewards

Bureauerati-
zation

Work Deman&s

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC

»o

1. % below 40

1, 4 e |
3. years in district
b, years in position

1. satisfaction with salary
2. decisional deprivation

3. Job involvement

—
-

aut onomy

. role conflict

/

1, supervisory responsibility

2. supervise extracurricular
activities

i. classes too large

&, work hours at home

254

66,28
16.71
10,38

1.91

2.28
5.2
4,05

2,31
h.64
1.67

1.19
2.64

8,73

36,66/86.66 13.77
0,0/35.29  8.14
3.50/19.67  2.84
2,25/15.83 2.5

L3308
1,75/8,33  1.86
3.9/4,84 .37

1,62/3.00 .35
3.06/5.81 .56

LO0/LS0 .13

1L00/L75 19
L7/3.50 4
6,71/13.83 2.2

T

65.81
58,52
10,47

9,35

2,58

4,89

412

2.15
4,33

L

1,58
2,86
9,61

38.88/90.90 12.06
23.52/86,86 9,75
2.83/14.83 .20
2.67/12,56  1.90

LA W
1,3/9.87  1.60

3.30/5.06 b

LOLSS
281500 .58

LOOLSE 03

LO/L8Y .14
2130360 .3
5,61/12,00  2.69
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TABLE 7 Continued:

Elementary Schools

Secondary Schools

, Standard Standard
Variable Itens Mean Low/High  Deviation Mean Low/High  Deviation
E.  Promotional 1. certainty of promotional , ‘ |
structure opportunity 2%  L40/e,00 .51 246 162301
2, -ationality of promotion '
process 270 L8360 .3 259 L4334l &2
P nfonand 1. union activity L6 LB/ .12 L6 a9 .11
zgjﬁ;ml 0, professional activlty L4 LOOMLSe .3 L% MOLe 1
1, desired union involvement  3.72  3.04/4.42 .28 3.86  3.26/6.31 .26
"y
" 4. desired union involvement
professional issues 3.69 3.00/4.66 Il 30 L26/612 .20




TABLE 3: KEGRESSION RESULTS
| Dependent Variables

Elementary Schools  * Secondary Schools
(N=42) Reb5)
Professional | Professional
Compensation Perogative '; Compensation Perogative
Independent Variables | r Beta r Beta t Beta r  Beta
A, Individual and
Positional Attributes
1. high % below 40 Al Ik A2 3okt -2 VAL -00 -2
J. high ¥ male - 24 -13 -1 002 -1l -.13 06 Wl
3 high number of years |
in district 26 O7Rk% 23 Nt 07 -3l -2 -0
4. high number of years |
in position S () S L 01 -9 A1 WA - -1
B Rewards | . "
1, low satisfaction with salary -.26 - 29%  -.08 -.16 -3 B ' )
- 30** _37 -.a3*** '.18 —l07 -lz'7 -l33 '
2. high decisional deprivation -2 . -
" 00 11 -, 08 T TR R L
3. low job involvement - 19 -1 - |
C Bureaucratization ‘
ll 10W autonomy -l06 -01‘ 'nOl l08 . '-11 -|03 . "-28 'nlb
2. low conflict a0 a0 A s g

259
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Elenentary Schools

Secondary Schools

» \ (N=42)
TABLE 3 Cont fnued;
\\ Professional Professional
\ Compensation Perogative Compengat ion Perogative
‘ r Beta I Beta r Beta
D Work Demands
1. high supervisory responsibility -.13 - 24 -13 -, 23 25 21
2, high supervision of extra- |
- currcular actZvitles -.04 -.06 - 04 -0 -,06 0
3, low perseption of class
size as too large .28 Jokkk 34 VAL -2 A7
4, high number of hours worked |
at hone .28 Lkt 0002 .06 q7 03
E Promotional Structure
. 1, high certainty of promotional ’ T
5 opportunity 80 08 10 08
2, high rationality of ke
promotion process 36 294 Al Jokk 3
4 Union and Professional
Activity ,
Lo high uira activity N L BN | LN -, 19kkt -.4f AL
), high professional activity 23 ML g6k 06 15
3. high desire for union
{nvolvement in compersation
issues - 23 -,06 - 14 il -0  59Hk:
4 high desire for union
{nvolvement in professional |
1s5ues , -.4b VI L BN i -, 5brek - 26 L
e 261
. L] f‘_.05
Q ' :
ERIC {
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" APPENDIX ONE

RESEARCH DESIGN .

PREPARATION - THE CASE STUDIES

This project grew out of the invesgtigators' ihterest in developing a
relatively nev'approach to organizational analysis in a relatively little
studied context: _that of elementary and secondary education. The newness
of the venture led the project.staff to spend the initial months of the

|
research becoming thoroughly familiar with thé educational setting.
Project staff conducted extensive case studies in six school districts,
observing the conduct of education from the classroom to the board level.
This case study experience was valuable to the staff as if designed the
instruments for the subsequent survey in detail, and helped to insqre that
questions were couched in terms relévant to the school and district
setting. Participation in the case studies also sensitized the staff to
the nuances of the politics of education, and provided the opportunity to
observe over time the phenomena that were captured in cross-section by the
survey data. : ‘ e

The case study experience also led the staff to see the importance of
a careful approach to survey sites: an approach involving both advance
preparation “(the securing of endorsements from relevant state-level bo&ies
and from regional officers of the teacher organizations) and extengive
feedback to the participating districts at the conclusion of the study.
Finally, since the survey instruments were administered in the case study
districts as well as in the larger sample, the researchers were able to
check the conclusions that arose from quantitative analysis against their
direct knowledgé of conditions in the six districts, which were reasonably

representative of the sample.
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SAMPLE DESIGN

The sample of school districts for this study was designed to éhow
variability on each key dimension of the study. Sample selection began
with discussions with Robert Spillane, Deputy Commissioneﬂffor Primary,
Secondary and Continuing ﬁducation for the New York State Department of
Education and his staff. As a result of these discussions, the decision -
was made to stratify the sample according to geographic location, size,
wealth of the district, and expenditures. Dr. John Stiglmeier, Director of .
the Information Center on Education for the New York State Dephrtment of
Education, then used his computer facilities to generate‘three samples of
sixty districts.

Once these lists were available, and wﬁen the project staff had-mét
with key figuresvin the state School Boards Association, the state
gdministratof's Association, the state Parent-Teachers Association, the
Public Employee Relations Board, and the New York State United Teachers to
explain and gain support for the project, the project staff proceeded to
'approaéﬁ representatives of the teacher organization in each of foﬁr
regions, in the geographic areas surrounding Binghamton-Elmira, Rochesfer,
Syracﬁse, a;d Elmsford New York. The approach to union coordinators
reflected the importance of securing a high rate cf teacher respoase in &tuc
study. We asked each regional coordinator tg eliminate from the potentia’
| study sites any in the region that he preferred not be included in the
investigation. Districts so eliminatgd were replaced by equivaleﬁt

districts from the computer files.
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Workiﬁg with the reéional co;rdinator, we then cont;cted each of the
120 districts that remained on the list, meeting ﬁith local presidents to
explain the study and whenever possible, distributing copies of the survey
1nstrument._ Those unable to attend the meetings were contacted by letterv
with a follow-up phone call; those willing to participate were then mailed
the survey insfrument. By'fhe end of this pfocess, 83 districts had |
signified their willingness to cooperate.

s The remaining groups in each district that were to receive surveys
\were then contacted. Each of the superintendents in the 83 diétricts was
sent a packet containing a cover letter, a letter of explanationm,
eﬁdorsements from the various state-level bodies contacted previously, a
superingendent survey, and five administrative assistant surveys. A

foilow-up phone call served to answer .any questions about the project.

Thr;pgh the cooperation of the New York State School Boards Associationm,
whic; provided names and addresses, 'each school board member in the 83
i districts was aléo sent a cover letter, endorsement letters, and a
‘questionnaire. Finally, the principal of each school to be surveyed
receiv?d a cover letter and a survey .
The ch;racteristics of the sample districts were'as follows:
Location: 30 districts from the Binghamton-Elmira region, 14
from the Rochester area, 22 from the Syracuse region, and 17 from
the Elmsford region were ! included. . -
Size: Average daily attendance K~12 for the districts in the

sample was 3,128; districts ranged from a low of 277 to a high off
12,205.

T -

s

~a
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Wealth: The average assessed valuation for sample districts was

. $65,951,589; the low was $1.904,589 and the high, $379,246,706. /
Expenditures: Total general and federal aid expenditures per / 4
district averaged $7,443,854; the range was $630,968 to- /
$28,308,727. . /

o

THE SURVEY v ' . //
The development of our final survey rdstruments proceeded through a
number of stages. Initially, we drafted a shrvey based solely on the
content of our original research proposal. This draft was presented to our
case study workers with instructions to critique it based on what they had
observed during the conduct of their case study research. Independently of
this critiquing process, we procee%fd to review the literature on decision-
making and organizations in search of items or sca{es that were of
potential relevance to our study. Our aim at this stage was to compile a
massive number of items across a broad spectrum of areas. We then revised
the instrument drafted from the original proposal, taking into account the
comments of our case study workers. Together, the compiiation of items and
the revised proposal questions constituted the first drart of our eurvey
instrument. This draft was divided\into five sections (i.e., background
informationf your job, relat -Ps in tﬁe school district, school5distrrct
issues, and about yourself) ané was approximately 80 pages long.
At this point, two steps were taken to reduce the length of the
su;;ey. First, the.survey was digtribﬁted to the various contacts we had
established as part of our access strategy and comments were invited.

Critiques were also sclicited from assorted colleagues and extensive

discussions were he. ” among our research staff regarding the content of the
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questionnaire. The second step taken to redutevthe iength of the
instrument was to sort the items into separate suiveys forvsuperintendents,
principals, teachers, school board members, and administrative assistants.
As a result of these two steps, the ave;age léngth of the survey was
reduced to 35 pages and four sections (the section "about yourself" was
eliminated).

-

The next stage in reducing the.aurvey involved discussions with the
.various agencies we had contacted as part of our accesg strategy to ’
ascertain what information they regarded as most important given their
specific interests. This information, combined with extensivs discussions
among our research staff, reduced the average questionnaire to
approximately 20 pages. It is this format which served as the basis for
our pretests.

fhe purpose of our pretest was to find out if the questions made sense
to-practitioners, if the wording was appropriate, and to obtain an estimate
of the amount of time required to complete a fﬁrvéy; Copiés of specific
questionnaires were sent to the appropriate agencies in Albany for comment
(e.g.» shperintendent surveys were seat to the School -Administrators
Association. poard surveys to the School Boards Association). We’also
-enlisted the help'of several graduate studgnts and peraopnel at Cornell who

had served as teacherq, administrators, or school board wmembers to fill out

the appropriate questionnaires. Several modifications resulted from each
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of these procedures, the end product being five separate surveys (i.e.,
superintendent, principal, schcol board, teacher, and administrative
agsistant), each divided . .. * ar sections: your job; relations in the
school district; school dis. ..t issues; and background information).
Table 1 summarizes the content of each survey. While all of the data will
not be reported here, we want to pro&ide a sénse both of the breadth and
thoroughness of our efforts, and of the scope of our data base. Copies of
the surveys are included in a later appendix,

Once the surveys were completed.:distribution of the questionnaires
was undertaken. As noted earlier, our initial distribution was a parf of
the final phase of our access strategy. To reit;rate, our main concern was
‘with.gaining the cooperation of teachers. A series of meetings or other
means were used to contact local unioﬁ presidents to solicit their
cooperation. Those willing to cooperate were given surveys to distribute
to all of the teachers in the largest high school and largest elementary
school in their district. One month later, a follow-up letter was &ent to
each local‘president reminding them to distribute the survey and to
encourage their members to fill it out. Thrée months later (after suﬁme:
vacation), another reminder was sent to the local presidents. In several
districts. additional surveys were sent to presidents who requested them.
The end result of our efforts was the completion of 2, 247 teacher
questionnaires out of approximately 2,460, for a response rate of 7G7.
This is a very high response rate for teachers, which we believe attests to

the validity of our access strategy.
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As noted in the section on access, after we had gained the cooberation
of teachers in the 83 districts which compriée bur final survey sample, we
then proceeded to contact the superintendents, school board members, and
principals of the schools i: which teachers vere surveyed for teach of the

.83 districts. After our initia. contacts with each of these groups,
foilow-up letters were sent two moni:'s later either thanking them for their
participafion if a completed questionnaire had been received, or urging
them to complete and return the questionnaife. The resu1t of our efforts
is as fo'lows: 46 completed superinténdent surveys for a response rate of
55%, 108 completed principal questionnaires outlof 150 for a response of
72%; 263 completed school board questionnaires out of a possible 550 for a
respogge rate of 48%; and 71 completed administrative assistaat
questionnaires (since we do not kn.s how many administrative assistant

. there are, a response rate cannot be calculated).

ALBANY DATA | | .

Each year, the New York State Department of Education requires every
school district to complete the Basic Educational Data System survey. This
survey conEains information on staff composition, student composition;
organizational structure, curriculum, revenues, expenditures, and school
output. This data is merged in Albany with census data on the gocial and
economic composition of the district population. Recent.checks on the
BEDS results ﬁo ascertain the validity of the data indicated high validity

for this Albany data. With the cooperation of Dr. John Stiglmeier,-
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Director of the Information Center which is responsible for collecting and
- analyzing this data for the New York State Department of Education, we were
able fo obtain the BEDS data for all of the 83 districts in our rauple.
DATA FiLES h

In creating computer files for data analysis, the survey results for
each district were merged with the appropriate secondary data obtained froﬁ
the New York State Department of Education. This enables us to test for
the effects of organizational structure and. environmental characteristics
on the ‘perceptual data of our surveys, a rélatidhship suggested by the
preliminary model in our original proposal. This merger also allows us to
test the relationship between perceptual data and school district output,
‘another relation suggested in our original proposal. This merger allows us
to test the relationship between perceptual data and school district
output, another relation suggested in dur original model.

Two different types of‘files were created, each of which implies a
distinct mode of analysis. The flrst type of file is a role file in which
all of the data for a specific role is placed in one file. Thus we have
five types of role files: teacher, principal, :chool board, o
superinten&ent, and administrative assistant. Jrom these files, a series
of role profiles can be generated which descri»: each role on a numb;r of
dimensions or examiﬁe the relationship between role dimensions and school
structure or output. Further, for the teacher, school boaid, and principal

files, these profiles may be undertaken on tio different levels of
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analysis. Analysis of theée roles may be performed on the individual level
..or on an aggregate level.. For the. teachers, data maf,be_aggregated,to___
either the school or district level. 1In aggregating the teacher data, we
included only ﬁhose districts in which a 30X response rate or ﬁigher was
obtained. For the principal and school board, data may be aggregated to
the district level. 1In aggregéting the school board data, we inclu&ed only
those districts with a 40X response rate or higher.

The second type of data file is a consensus file in which data from
two different roles is combined. Our specific coﬁcern, as noted in our
original propésal, is with consensus as to authority and influence in
decision-making. Four different consensus files were created. These
combine the: 1) superinténdent and board; 2) superintendent and principal;
3) priﬁcipal and teacher; and 4) teacher and school board. We believe that
these four files provide us with the information necéssary to examine the

dynamics of consensus in school district governance and adminintration.
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TABLE 1: VARIABLES CONTAINED IN ROLE QUESTIONNALRES

| Adninistrative .
Snction Common Superintendent = Principal Department Heads =~ Teachers School L.ard
Tre job Work process: Formalization and Formalization  Position Position Time in disteict
or position  autonomy, differentiation  and differ- .
routinization, | ent{ation Supervisory respon-  Supervisory  Length of time
rule observance Prior work history sibilities responsibili- on board
' " Supervisory ties
Role ambiquity Job future responsibi- Supervisor - Nu er of
b and conflict lities Supervisor  tir . vun
Rewards from job Prior work history
Sat .sfaction, Supervisor Prior work Numbet 0!
Relationship Perceptions of history tines'
with board Prior work recruitment elected
history | Perceptions
Performance Perceptions of of recruit~  Reagons i..
evaluation Perceptions of  promotion pent running
Recruitnent |
Representative Job future Perceptions  Plans to
type Perceptions of of promotion  run again
promotion Rewards from
Job involvement the job Job future  Representative
Job future | type
Stress Perceptions of Rewards from
Rewards from  supervisor's the job Time required
Demands made the job behavior by role
by subgroups Perception:
Perceptions Job involvement of supervi-  Prior knowledge
of supervi- ~ gor's behavivr of role demands
sor's beha- Stress L ,
vior Job involve-  Ugefulness of
ment va:ioue gubgroups
Job 1nvolve- 86 socializing
ment “irsstoon - ggente
experiences
Demands made Perceptions
by subgroups §.cess X of board
' ‘- perforuanca
 Stress
278 Demands made
h by subgroups
Q ’
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

. Administrative '
Section Common Superintendent Principal Uepartment Heads Teachers School Board. - .
- Relations  Educational
§ in the goals Perceptions of Perceptions of  Perceptions of Union involve- Perceptions of
i school the community the comunity  the community . ment the community
jdistrict  Comdttees  enviromnent environment environment * environment
; : | - Perceptions of
Interactions importance of
, union related
Perceptions 188ues
of the role of
the local
teachers'
union
Percepto ¢
erceptiois
of the rela- ¢
tionship
between the
local teach-
~ers’ union and
: the adninis-
| tration )
'Sehoe] Who has At vhat level At what At vhat At vhat level
District authority {class, schuol,  level they level they they are best
Lignes district, state,  are best _are best handled
f Who has federal) thy  hanéled handled
| (For a influence are best handled : How often they
variety of came. up for
different  Wiio should How oftan they -~ heated discussion’
isguer, the have influence came up for {n the last year
Tesponden; | heated disiussion

148 asked!;

How often
they were
1nvolved in
those 1asues
dgring the
Jast year

evel of agres-

in the last year

How long 1t takes
to reach a

~ decision ,
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TABLE 1: (Continued)

: Adninistrative ,
Section  Comuon Superintendent  Principal Department Heads Teachers School Board

- Background  Age Social . Social Education Professional  Education

i information affiliations affiliations o affiliations |

i Sex ‘ | Social 7 Occupation

; Professional Professional  affiliations |

: affi1iations affiliations | Children fn-

! Professional school district

- affiliations
: Social
affiiiations
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CASE STUDY INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT

Superintendent
/ Coding
1. How long have you lived in the district?
(if long term resident, continue)
% .
What schools did you attend . Private (non-
religious)
Neighborhood
Parochial
2. Where are you employed and what is your exact title? ,
a ..
3. Do you have any children now attending school?
Probe: How many?
What schools?
RN ‘v
.Y
2 i
/| hl
4 L -
: /




436 Coding

4. How long have you been employed in the distrigt?

D

—-— in what capacities?

-- employed in other districts previously?

S. Why did you initially apply ‘for the posr of
- supcrxntendent’

6. When you were first appointed, what group or groups
did you see yourself representing?

Probe to determine if group is ' ' Check appropriaté

,areas:
— issue based?

- geographical?
~=~ jdeological?

-~ interest group?

7. What group or groups do you see yourself representiné

now? same

" (If different) Probe: try to determine the nature/basis
of any shift. : ' .

283




‘4 37 et
Coding

8.What do you view as the major role or roles plaved by the
board in making decisions regarding policy issues?

(e.g., policy making, interpretation, and/or implementation)

-

Probe 1: Is the board viewad as an innovator or guardian
of the status quo? .

Probe 2: Act as fihal arbiter of administration

‘e
¢

proposals. ’

Probe 3: Oversee the administration. .

!

¥
'

Probe 4: Solicit public support for administration.

Probe 5: Is the boar¢ involved in all decisions or just
the major ophes? '

?

|

H

D |

Probe 6: Does the bo%rd represent coxzmunity, a&ministration,

or deces it act ipndependently?
|
i
' |
l .
|
i
(N.B.: define policy issues for the respondent

" (e.2., curriculua, budget, reorganization,
\ : personnel, coastruction).
. . ’

El{fC‘ : . 284 :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



438 ' Coding

9. .Is the board ganerally in agreement as to the major role or
roles it should play in making decisions regarding policy
issues or are there a number of different viewpoints regarding
the major role or roles it should play?

10. Does this;deggee of agreement (or disagreement) vary by issue?
(Lf YES)

k, ; N
Probe 1: ' What are the bases of variation? (e.g., sutstantive. key Vs,
routine,relevance to public)’

Probe 2: Do certain issues compel the board to:

~~ seize the policy initiative?
-— act as final arbiter of administration proposals?
-~ adopt an investigative role?

solicit public support for administration?)




T 439

~~

11. What role (or roles) do you play in the decision-making process
regarding policy issues?

r\
Probe: —— does the Superintende;f\just jmplement board
decisions?

— does the superintendent propose and administer sub-
ject to board approval or veto?
- d
— does the superintendent propose an array of alter-
natives for board selection wplcn he then
implements ?

12. Does your role or roles vary depending on the issue?

13a. Do you think the board and yourself are usually in agreement
regarding the roles you both play?

Probe: are there differences between roles actually played
and those which should be played? 5

13b. Does this vary by issue?

286
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. Coding

14. Just how much discretion/freedom of action do you (and/or
the administration as a whole) have without review by the
board? ’

152. How is this freedom of action insured or protected?

Probe: by personal, legal, institutional, traditional,
political means?

15b. Are there any persons who are particularly effective
in securing or maintaing this type of discretion?

Probe: How is this accomplished?

15c. Who are the five most influential administrators in the school
district and why?
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17.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

441

Coding

Transition: So far we have discussed the roles that board,
superintendent, and adninistration play in making decisions
regirding policy issues. Nent we would like to discuss the
mechanisms used by the beard, the superintandent and the
acministration to perform their roles. Examples of such
mechaniszs include newsletters, public hearings, informal
w.cetings with warious groups, the use of consulgants, the
appointment of ccmmittees, the yse of special meetings, the
use of opinion polls.

.

Do board cmembers generally agree or disagree on the
"approoriate way' to carry out the board's role (or roles)
in making policy decisions?

Probe: to determine whether "appropriate" mechanisms tend
to be:

a) purely functional, téchnical or informational?
b) more overtly political (e.g., solicit approval

for proposals, defeat rival proposals, or
to justify particular positions)?

Does agreement among board members on the "appropriate way"
for the board to perform its role (or roles) vary:

check one:
a) according to the substance of the issue

b) by the stage of the decision process (definition
formulation of opinions, debate, résolution)

“¢) or both
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18. In performing your role as superintendent in making decisions
{ggnrding policy 1ssues:
a) How do you obtain information?
-~ on education issues
-~ on financial issues
-~ on personne} issues
— on reorganization issues

-— on construction issues

i8b. Are all the positions in this district (e.g. board, administra-
tion, superintendent, teachers) equal in their access to the
information and resources needed for decision making?

If not, probe:

1) what positions have the greatest resources

-—on the board
-- in the central administration
—— in the rest of the administration

—— in the teaching staff .

2) Describe the resources.

El{fC‘ ' 289
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18c. “How do you
issue?

Probe: -~

18d. How do you
- on

— in

e

443
Codingc

express anc, ize your position on an

solely through be : « eetings
through nedia

other (e.g., personal contacts)

determine if there is support for your position?
the board
the administration

the community
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19a. In performing their roles as board members<in making
decisions regarding policy issues, how do they obtain
information
~- on education issues
—~ on financial issues
——- on personnel issues

—- on reorganization issues

-— on construction issues

19b. How do they express their position on an issue?
Probe: ' -- solely through board meetings
—- through mediz

—— other (e.g., personal contacts)

19¢c. How do they determine if there is Support for their
position? :

—on the board
—~—in the administration

-—in the community

e - | 231
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

445

Is the board generally in agreement as to the way the
superintendent should perform his role(s) in decision-

raking rega

opinion on

Probe: 1Is
in

a)

b)

c)
d)

e)

rding policy issues oris there a difference of
this? ’ 4

therc agreement on how or how well he performs
the following:

use of staff
-~ delegation, or use as expert witness
communications and public relations

-~ media vs. personal contact with specific
comnunity groups

use of and access to informatior’
structuring of agenda
management of state and federal programs

——- pursuit of new resources vs. tending to
business at home

-- handling state mandates
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21. Does the derrce of ccnsensus among board members as
to the ways that superintendent. should perform his
role(s) in making decisions on policy issues vary by

the issue?

if so, how does it vary? 4

Probe 1: attempt to determine which issues provoke the
most disagreement (e.g., curriculuu, budget,
reorganization, personnel, discipline, labor
negotiations, construction) :

Probe 2: attempt to determine the prevailing view on the
board regarding the way the superintendent ought
to handle specific issues. (e.g., should provide
leadership in curriculum, interpret negotiations
policy.) )

293
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Coding
22. Is there a consensus among board members as to the ways
that administrators should perform their roles in making.

decisions on policy issues?

Does .his degree of consensus vary by: 1) by administrator,
2Y~by issue; 3) by both

If sb, how does it vary?

Probe 1: attempt to determine ‘which issues provoke the most
.disagreement (e.g., curriculum, budget, reorganizatiosm,
. personnel, discipline, labor negotiatidns, comstructicn)

Probe 2: attempt to determinc the prevailing view on the board
’ regarding the way administracors ought to handle
specific issues (e.g., should provide leadership in
curriculun, interpret negotiations policy)

23. Are th2re sore nmembers of the board who generally
tend to support your position on policy issues more
than others?
If yes, then probe:
a)hwhy?
b) degree of support
--forzal (e.g., bloc voting) /informal .

c) levels of support

-- preliminary (e.g., Issue definition/final
e.g., resolution)

d) form of support/opposition (e.g., active challenge
vs. pro forma dissent)
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Coding

jb 23. continued
If no, then probe:
. - l .
a) whether this is the result of the board rmember
perceiving his/her responsibilities as civic

rather than political

. b) whether the board member perceives himself/herself as
a maverick

¢) or purely single issue-oriented

24. Arc there some members of the board who tend to oppose
your position on policy issues more than others?

1f yes, then probo:
a) wvho?
b) <ebree of sﬁ;;ort
—— formal (¢.z., blec voting)/informal
c) levels of support

-~ prelininary (e.g., Issue Definition/final
' e.g., resolution)

d) fera of support/opposition (e.g., active challenge
vs. pro forma dissant)

" If no, Probe:

a) whether this is the result of the board member
perceiving hes/her responsibilities as civic
rather than political

b) whether the board member perceives himself/herself as

a maverick

e

¢) or purely single issue-oriented

R
>

- Directive: If answer is NO, after probe gc to #30.
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s

. 25. npoes the membvership of a particular grotd or groups on the board shift
depending on the policy issues or does it rezain the sacze

A across issues?
/
. I[ yes, then probe:
a) Does the board member make a cistingtiecn here
between routine policy issues aad key policy
issucs?

b) Try to elaborite the reasons that issue(s) cause
shifts.,

26. What erc the things tlat hold these groups together?

Prob=: Ezzoa . check appropriaze
U oncs
fric.dship =
ethaicity
neighboriood
business

voluntary association

status .
philesophy (ideology)

recreation

pure self-interest

patronage

. - 296 | ,
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27a. Is there support within the school system itself and/or

27b.

28,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the community for a particular group or groups' position?

l'here docs this suppori coma frox?

Probe 1: Do
ad

termine enrces of support (e.g., PTA,
;~“unistraticn, uvnicn)

Probe 2: Deternine lev2l of support (e.g., type:
campaign ccntzibutions, endorsen2nts)

Who are the three most influential board members and why?
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29a.. Wnat effect will recent school board elections have
. on particular groupings on the board?

29b. What impact will recent ‘school board:elections have.on a
particular group(s)"cffectiveness?

Probe: a) possible rezlignments (new splits)
b) greater or lesser success in gaining support |
for positioas '
¢) changes in strategy and tactics
- d) changes in issues

T’

298




Probe:

452

Coding

e) shift in pricrities (e.g., educational to
financial issues)

31a. Do commimity groups or individuzls attempt to influence:

d'

€.
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tne whole board

a group or groups of board members

a specific board member
the superintendent

other. administrators

239

yes no
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315, What types of influéncc do community groups or individuals
¢zert on:
a) the whole bogrd
b) a group or groups of board members
c) a specific board member
_d) the Superintcndent-

¢) other administrators

Probe:influence attempts-

a) is it negative (threats), (positive) or both?
b) intensity?

c) public or informal?

d) type of sanctions employed (e.g., personal, normative,
political, economic)

e) how sanctions are applied (e.g., angry letters to
papers, public attack)

37, When conflicts develop between your position on a policy
ratter and the position of other administrators, how do you
resolve it?

o : B B 300
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33. when conflicts develop between your position on a policy
matter and that of the board, how do you resolve them?

34.

Vhat is th2 best way to gain the board's approval for

a proposal you support?

Probe:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)
f)

g)

h)

identify key actors by name and primzry
group affilitation for support and opposition

resources - econonic, social and political

obstacles posed by issues

mechanisms for obtaining both political and
technical support

nechanisms for legitimating position

strategy - formal and inforral; win support/

‘ignore oppositicn or win suppert/undemmine

oppacition

pover base - personal, normative, economic,
political

Coding

sauction - type, thrust (positive-negative), number

icpact (streag, weak)
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35. Does it vary by proposal?.

36. What is the best way to defeat a proposal you opposé?
Probe: a) identify key actors by name and primary
group affiliarion for support and opposition
b) resources - economic, social and political
c) obstacles posed by issues

d) nechanisms for obtaining both political and
technical support

e) mechanisms for legitimating position
f) strategy -~ formal and inflormal; win support/‘
ignore opposition or win support/undermine

opposition -

g) power base - personal, normative, econonic,
political

h) sanction - type, thrust (positive-negative),
number, impact (strong - weak)

37. Does it vary by proposal?
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38. What is the best Qay for a board member to win approval
for a proprosal he supports?

Probe: a)

b)
)
9
£)

g)

h)

Icdentify key actors by nare and pricary

roup affiliatien for support andoppositien
Y P POTl F

resources - ccoronig¢, social aund ﬁolitical
obstacles posed by issues

rechaniszs for legitimating position
strategy - formal and inforral; win support/
ignore opposition or win support/undermine

opposition

power base - personzl, normative, economic,
political

sanction - type, thrust (posi.ive-negative),
nuczber, impact (strong - weak)

39. Does it vary by‘proposal?
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40. What is the best way for a board member to defeat
a proposal he opposes?

Probe: a) identifv rey actors by name and primary
sroun aifilfation for support and owposition.

b) resources - economic, social and pélitical

c) ob;taclas vosed by issues

d) rechanisms for legitimating position

£) strategy - formal and inforcal; win support/
igrore opposition or win support/undermine

oppesition

g) power base - personal, normative, economic,
political

h) sanction - type, thrust (positive-negative),
nucber, izpact (strong - weak)

41. Does it vary by proposal?

42a. Who are the/ten most influential people 1in the schocl
district and why? ‘

BEST CGPY AvALABLE

prad
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#2b. yho are the ten most influential people in the cormunity
in order of importance and why?

Probe: In terzs of getting things done in Elmira, Owego, Auburn,
Lansing, “oravia and Watkins Gleun (E.g. the new YECA, the
United fund drive, political party nominations, ruban renewal,
attracting new business) who are th e movers and shakers?

ISSUES ’

In the next two sections, we are going to discuss policy questions
such as (budget, reorganization, library, energy and construction.)

BUDGET

In sitting through all the board and administrative meetings,
we've noticed that handling the process can be broken down
into two stages: 1) internal budget preparation for presen-
tation to the board and 2) board review and vote and/or public

. review and vote. We're interested in finding out more about
the process of budget develcpment in each of these phases

43.- Can you give me a rough idea of the steps involved in preparing
the budget? ' ’

Probe: a) Is there a standard procedure for developing
possible alternatives for resolving this issue?

b)Y What kinds of information and resources are used
for developing possible solutions to this issue?
Probe:Who controls/ has greatest access to what
resources? :

. ¢) Is there a standard procedure for implementing
the various options generated?

305

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



459

44, What priorities do you have in mind when you work on budget development?

“

45. Vho holds the same priorities as .you?

Or: Does have a similar set of priorities? (e.g.,
superintendent, board, administrative. staff, etc.)

463 .Who holds different priorities from you on this issue?
(e.g., board, administration, other groups or individuals?)

46b. What are their priorities?

1306




.

47. 1Internal budget preparation for presentation to the board.

a.

What role do you play in this phase?

--basis of role

What role do play in this phase?

--board, superintendent, administrative staff, etc.

What limitations or constraints do you operate under during this
phase? (e.g., deadlines, laws, prior committments, etc.)

Who do you contact/work with in fulfilling your role in this phase?

information
--basis of ccntact

Politicking
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Directive: Remember for Owego,.Lansing, Moravia and Watkins Glen
thare are two phases to the budgetary process.

+ 48. Board review and vote and/or public review and vote:

a. What role do you piay in this 'phase?

~basis ‘of role

-what does the performance of this role entail

b. Who do you contact/work with in fplf;l}iggwypgp_pglg_inwthis«phase“—~"“'“‘“
information -
. basis of contact

politicking ‘ f

c. What limitations or constraints do you operate under during this
phase (e.g., deadlines, laws, prior conmittments, etc.)

¢

d. What role do play in this phase?

-(e.g., board, superintendent, administrative, staff)

49. In some cases, the budget may be rejected:

a) How do you prepare for that possibility ahead of time?
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« Other Issues:

50.

5la.

51b.

52,

Why did : come up as an issue?

- Could you give us a rough idea of how this issue evolved?

What is the present status of this issue?

What are the pros and cons on the issue?

What are your pricrities on this matter?

309
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54. Who holds the sace priorities as you on this issue?
(e.g., board, adainistration,.other groups or individuals?)

S

5a. Who holds different priorities from you on this issue?
(e.g., bcard, administration, other groups or individuals?)

-

5b. What are their priorities?

310
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S6a. Who have/do-you contact/work with:

1) to raise the issue

2) - to resolve the issue

56b. Why?

S56c . What did you do:

1) to raise the issue

2) to resolve the issue

Probe: strategy/tactics/mechanism, routine

57. What limitations or constraints were/are you operating under?
1) in raising the issue

2) in resolving the issue °
<«
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58. What is 's role in this?
(e.g., superintendent, board, administrative staff)

1) in raising this issue

2) in resolving this issue=

59. What did do to
(e.g., supcrintendent, board, administrative staff)

1) raise this issue

2) resolve this issue

- 60. If the issue is unresolved, how do-you think this issue will be resolved?

In concluding we would like to ask some general questions.

the a)board, b) superintendent, and

i values which N .
61. Are there particular hen making decisions regarding po%lcy?

¢) administration should address w
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62. To what extent do these values actuallv shape decisions?

83. In terms of policy issues which the board must address, how do
the past five years differ from:

a) the 1960s:
b) the early 1970s:

64. What will be the critical policy issues in the next five years?
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INSTRUCTIONS

Most questions can be answered either by circling a number
2 3 4 or by checking a space !:. If you do not find
the exact answer which fits your case, chose the one which

comes closest to it. For some questions you fill in the
blank

Please answer all questions in order.

The value of the study depends on your being honest and
straightforward in answering this questionnaire. You will
not be identified with your answers.

Feel free to write any explanations or comments you may
have in the margins or in the space provided at the end
of the questionnaire.

Ignore all numbers in brackets [2:11]; these numbers are
for later use in computer analyses.

Thank you for your cooperation.

L#)



Section I: Your Job as a Teacher

1. Regarding your current job, what is your main occupation? My main occupation is
(Please print full job title)
2. What is your subject area?
(Fill in area)
3. What is the name of the part of the school district in which you work?
(Fill in name)
[1:18-19] 4. How many teachers in your school have the same subject area as you?
- (Fill in number)
[1:20-23] 5. How many studerts are there in your school?
(Fill in number)
[1:24] 6. Do you supervise anyone® 1 2 If yes, how many people report directly to
No Yes you?
[1:25-26] (Fill in number)
[1:27] 7. Who do you report directly to?
(Fill in title)
PLEASE NOTE: 1IN .Y QUESTION WHERE WE REFER TO YOUR SUPERVISOR, WE ARE ASKING ABOUT THE
PERSON YOU REPORT 'IRECTLY TO, AS INDICATED ABOVE.
[1:28-29] 8. ‘How long have you worked in this district?
(Fill in number of years)
[1:30-31] 9. How long have you been in your present position in this district?
(Fill in number of years)
[1:32] 10. What previous positions, if any, have you held in this district?
(Fill in job titles)
[1:33-34] 11. What previous positions, if any, have you held in other school districts?
(Fill in job titles)
[1:35] 12. Prior to entering this district, how many other full time jobs have you had since
leaving college?
0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5
[1:36] 13. Do you presently have any other jobs in addition to your main job? 1 2
No Yes
[1:37-39] If yes, about how many hours a week do you spend in your other job?
(Fill in hours) (Fill ir. job title)
(1:40] 14. Have you attended school or taken any courses since entering your current position?
1 2 ’
No . Yes If yes, toward what degree are you working?
[1:41] 1 2 3 4
None Masters Doctorate Certificate
L1:42] 15. How did you learn about your current job? Circle one.
1 Letter campaign 5 1Internal job posting
2 Profgssional'magazine 6 College placement
3 Personal contact 7 Other
4 Newspaper ad (Please specify)
PR
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2.
[1:43] 16. What do you think was the single most important reason you were chosen for your
current position?
1 Job experience 6 Credentials
2 Written exams 7 Personal contact
3 Interviews 8 Seniority
4 Refaerences 9 Other
5 College placement (Please specify)
[1:44] 17. To what degree do you think that your recruitment was basically a rational process?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at A great
all degree
[L:45-46] 18. 1n how many years do you plan to retire?
(Fill in number)
[1:47] 19. How certain are you of what your future career picture looks like?
1 2 3 4
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
uncertain uncertain certain certain
[1:48] 20. How likely is it that you will leave this school before you retire?
1 2 3 4
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
likely . likely unlikely - unlikely
[1:49] 21. How certain are you of the opportunities for promotion and advancement which will
exist in the next few years?
1 2 3 4
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
uncertain uncertain certain . certain
[1:50] 22. How well are job openings in your district advertised or posted?
1 2 3 4 5
Very well Very poorly
[1:51] 23. What do you think is the single most important factor in getting a promotion in your
school?
1 Job experience 5 Performance evaluation
2 Credentials 6 Seniority
3 Written exams 7 Personal contacts
4  Interviews 8 Other
(Please specify)
[1:52] 24, To what degree do you think that promotion in this school is basically a rational
process?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at A great
all deal
[1:53-54] 25. Since accepting your current job, how many times have you tried for a promotion in
this district?
(Fill in number)
[1:55-56] "26. Since accepting your current job, how many times have you looked for another job
outside of this district?
) (Fill in number)
Qo .
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[1

[i

[1
[1

gl

[1

[1

:57]

:58]

159 ]

:60]

:61]
162
[1:
[1:
:65]
[1:

63]
64 ]

66

:67)

:68)

169

:70]

27,

28.

29,

30.

31.

32.

33.

34 .

35.

How 11ke1y is it that you will leave this Gchool in the next three years7

1 2 -3 4
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
likely likely unlikely unlikely

In your opinion, how easy or difficult would it be for you to find a better job?

1 2 3 4 5
Very Very
easy difficult //
Ve
/
1f you left your current job, how difficult do you feel it would be for your school
to find a replacement as competent as you? . S
1 2 ’ 3 4 5 S
Very ' Very
easy difficult

p
In your opinion, how valuable are your services or contributions to the school?

1 2 3 4 5 y
Not at all Very e
valuable valuable

.
/

What do you consider to be the important rewards you get from your current job in

this school? Please rate the following in terms of how 1mportant they are to you.

/
/
/7

Not at all S Very
important . important
Fringe brcnefits 1 T2 3 4 5
Work conditions 1 2 3 4 5
Salary 1 ,2’ 3 4 5
Hours i 1 ’2 3 4 5
Opportunity for advancement 1 . 2 3 4 5
Other (Please specify) 1 v 2 3 4 5

Overall, how valuable to you are the réwards and benefiti you receive from the school?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very
valuable ' valuable

In your opinion, how valuable would your supervisor think you consider your overall
rewards from the school?

1 2 3 4 ' 5
Not at all Very
valuable valuable

How do you think your supervisor would rate your chance of finding a better job?

1 2 3 4 5
Very Very
good poor

How do you think your supervisor would rate his chances of replacing‘you with
someone as competent?

1 2 3 4 5
Very Very
good poor
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HiHT——36—In your opinton, how vaiuable does your supervisor consider your services Or contri- |
butions to the school?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all : Very
valuable valuable
[1:73] 37. How accurate an idea do you think your supervisor has of how good a teacher you are?
1 2 3 4 5
Very Very
accurate inaccurate
38. How often does your immediate supervisor talk to you in the following ways?
Seldom
or Occa- Fre- Almost
never sionally quently always
[1:74] a. Shows appreciation for
your work, shows
confidence in you 1 2 3 4
{1:75] b. Gives you directions
or orders . 1 2 3 4
[1:76] ¢. Explains things or gives
information or suggestions 1 2 3 4
[1:77] d. Asks for your suggestions '
or opinions 1 2 3 4
[1:78] e. Asks you for information,
clarification or
explanation " 1 2 3 4
[1:79] f. Criticizes you, refuses to
help or is unnecessarily
formal 1 2 3 4
[1:80] g. Gives excess, unnecessary
information,or comments 1 2 3 4
[2:9] 39. How often does your supervisor check your performance on the job?
1 2 3 4 5
Several Once Several Once Less
times a a times a a often
day day week week
[2:10] 40. How easy is it for others to observe your per€ormince on the job?
1 2 3 4
Very Easy Difficult Very
easy difficult
{2:11] 41. How difficult would it be for someone to evaluate your job performance without
observing you on the job?
1 2 3 4
Very Easy Dif ficult Very <
easy difficult
[2:12] 42. In your job, how often is it necessary for you to cooperate with others in order to
get your job done?
1 2 3 4 5
Never Almost Sometimes Frequently Very
) never : frequently
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[2:

[2;:

13]

:14]

:15]

:16]

:117]

:18])

:19]

:21])

:22]

:23]

:26]

27]

28]

1. There is something different
to do here everyday.

2. How things are done here is
left pretty much up to the
person doing the work.

3. 1In my position I need to learn
to do more than one job.

4, For almost every job a teacher
does there is something new
happening almost everyday.

5. Would you say your work here
is:
1 2
Very Routine
routine

6. People here are allowed to
do almost as they please.

7. How things are done here is
left pretty much up to the
person doing the work.

8. A person can make his or
her own decisions without

consulting anyone else.

9. It is best to document every
move you make around here.

Most people here make up their

10.
own rules.

11. I always stick to the letter
of the rules.

12. We have procedures here for
every situation.

13. I have to follow strict
operating procedures at
all times.

14. 1 always check to see that

PR I.am following the rules.

15. My colleagues always follow
the rules to the letter.

16. My colleagues worry about

following the rules.

~""The following sét of questions concern thé work you do as a teacher.

Definitely More true More false Definitely

true than false than true false
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4

3 4

Nonroutine Very
nonroutine
Definitely More true More false Definitely

true than false than true false
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
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[2:29] 17. 1In case of a crisis, we always
refer to written records for
accountability. 1 2 3 4
[2:30] 18. We keep accurate records of
every situation. 1 2 3 4
[2:31] 19. I frequently use the records -
to check for information on an
issue. 1 2 3 4
Please indicate how true the following statements are of your work experience.
Very true Very false
[2:32] 1. I feel certain about how
much authority I have. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:33] 2. 1 have to do things that -
should be done differently. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:34] 3. I often work under incompatable
policies and guidelines. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:35] 4. T know that I have divided
my time properly. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:36] 5. I receive an assignment without ]
the manpower to complete it. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:37] 6. I know what my responsibilities .
are. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:38] 7. I have to buck a rule or policy
' to carry out an assignment. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:39] 8. I.know exactly what is expected
of me. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:40] 9. 1 often receive incompatable
requests from two or more
people. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:41] 10. I often receive an\hssignment
without adequate resources and
materials to execute it. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:42Z] 11. 1 work on many unnecessary things. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:43] 12. I have to work under vague
directions or orders. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:44] 13. The major satisfaction in my
life comes from my job. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:45] 14. The most important things that
happen to me involve my work. 1 2 3 5 6 7
[2:46] 15. I'm really a perfectionist
~about my work. 1 C2 3 5 6 7
[2:47) 16. 1 live, eat, and breath my job. 1 2 3 5 6 7
e
-t -
o ‘
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7.
Very true Very false
[2:48] 17. Quite often I feel like
staying home from work
instead of coming in. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
[2:49-50] 1. On the average, how many students are in your class?
(Fill in number)
[2:51] 2. Do you supervise any extracurricular activities?
1 2 1f yes, how many?
[2:52] No Yes (Fill in number)
[2:53] 3. Do you work for the school during the summer break?
1 2
No Yes
[2:54-55] 4, On the average, how many hours a week do you work on school matters at home?
(Fill in number)

5. We are interested in the experiences that you have while teaching. For each
statement below, please indicate how true it is for your experience as a teacher
in this school.

Definitely More true More false Definitely
true than false than true false

[2:56] a. My classes are too large. 1 2 3 4
[2:57] My students are highly

motivated. 1 2 3 4
[2:58] c. My students are quite

intelligent. 1 2 3 4
[2:59] My students do not have

sufficient background

knowledge for my classes. 1 2 3 4
[2:60] e. There are always one ot

two students who hold

back the rest of the class. 1 2 3 4
[2:61] f. No matter what I do, there

are always some who seem to

learn nothing. 1 . 2 3 4
[2:62] g. Parents see that students
l do their homework. 1 2 3 4
[2:63] h. My students are often )

abnormally unruly. 1 2 3 4
[2:64] i. I have to worry about being

physically confronted by my

students. 1 2 3 4
[2565] j. There are undue restrictions

placed on student's behavior. 1 2 3 4
[2:66] k. I do not hesitate to provide ‘

individual help to students. 1 2 3 4
[2:67] 1. My students. respect me. 1 2 3 4
[2:68] m. 1 do not hesitate to use

disciplinary measures such

as detention when I feel

it is appropriate. 1 2 3 4

-322
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8.
[2:69] n. My students feel free
to disagrec with me. 1 2 3 4
[2:70] o. My classroom and the '
school are objects of
vandalism. 1 2 3 4
f2:71] p. Students use drugs and
alcohol while in school. 1 2 3 4
We are interested in how satisfied you are with various aspects of your job. 1In
general, how satisfied are you with:
Very Very
satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied dissatisfied
[2:72) a. The adthority your superior
gives you in carrying out
your work. 1 2 3 4
[2:73) b. Your present job when you
compare to jobs in other
schools. 1 2 3 4
[2:74] c. The progress you are making
toward the goals you set for
yourself in your present
. position. 1 2 3 4
{2:75] d. The chance your job gives *
you to do what you are
best at. 1. 2 3 4
[2:76]) e. Your present job when you con-
sider the expectaticns you had )
when you took the job. 1 2 3 4
[2:77) f. Your present job in light
of your career expectations. 1 2 3 4
[2:78] g. Your curriculum supervisor. 1 2 3 4
[2:79] h. Your administrative supervisor. 1 2] 3 4
[2:80] i. Your fellow teachers. 1 ‘ 3 4
[3:9) j. The recognition your
colleagues give you for
your work. 1 2 3 4
{3:10) k. Your salary. 1 2 3 4
Bt Your students. 1 2 3 4
[3:12] m. The parents. ' 1 2 3 4
Have you experienced any of the following during the past month on the job?
Seldom .
©or = Occasion-  Fre- Almost
_ never nally quently - always
[3:13) a. Periods of fatigue when
: you couldn't "get going". 1 2 3 4
[3:14] b. Your hands trembled enough
" to bothar you. . 1 . 2 3 4
[3:15] c. You were bothered by shoriness
) of breath when you were not
working hard or exercising. 1 2 3 4
s ¢ v % . -
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Seldom
or Occasion- Fre~ . Almost
never nally quently always
[3:16] d. You were bothered by your - -
heart beating hard when you o
were not working or Lo .
exercising., 1 2 3 - 4
[3:17]) e. You had spells of dizziness. 1 2 3 4
[3:18) f. You were bothered by having
an upset stomach or stomach -
ache. . 1 2 3 4
[3:19] g. Periods of restlessness in
which you cannot sit still
~ very long. 1 2 3 4
[3:20! h. You were bothered by 'cold '

- sweats"_or damp, clammy hands. .. 1 | 2 . .3 4
[3:21) i. You were troubled by headaches. 1 2 3 4
[2:22] j. You were in ill health which

. affected your work. 1 2 - 3 4

[2:23] k. Periods in which things don't

seem to work out or in which

you wonder if anything is ’

worthwhile. 1 2 3 4
[2:24] 1. You were bothered by confused

thoughts or difficulty in

concentrating. . 1 2 3 4
[2:25] m. Periods of forgetfulness or

loss of memory. 1 2 3 4
[2:26] - n. You were bothered by a sense \

of anxiety or nervousness. 1 2 3 4

7. 1In addition, have you experienced any of the following in the past month?

Seldom i
or Qccasion- Fre- Almost
never * nally quently always
[3:27) a. You had a loss of appetite. 1 2 3 4
[3:28] b. You had trouble in getting
to sleep or staying asleep. 1 2 3 0 4
[5:29] ¢. You felt unable to rely on or . .
talk to anyone, even friends. 1 2 3 4

Section II: Relations in the School District

The following series of questions ask you about your rerception of your school district
and the relations between various groups in the district.

[3:30] 1. Do you consider your school district as:
1 2 3
Rural Suburban Urban
2. In your judgement, how much emphasis should be placed on each of the following as

something for children to experience in the school program?
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[3:

[3:

[3:

[3:

[3:

[3:
[3:

[3:

[3:
[3:
:41]
[3:
:43]

[3

[3

[3:

[3:

[3:

31]

32)

'33)

34}

35}

36]
37]

38]

39)
40)

42])

144 ]

45]

46

47)

:48)

3a.

10.

No emphasis - A great deal
at all of emphasis
a. Sense of enterprise and A
competition. 1 2 ) 3 4 5
b. Control of'impulsiveness. 1 2 3 4 5
?
c¢. Understanding citizenship
responsibilities and
privileges. 1 . 2 3 4 5
d. Learning of dangers to ' ’
the nation. 1 2 3 4 5
e. Learning respect for
property and law. 1 2 3 4 5
f. Emctional counseling. 1 2 3 4 5
g. Fitting into a rightful
plare in society. 1 2 3 4 5
h. Development of useful
occupational skills. 1 2 3 4 5
i. Moral guidance and direction. 1 2 3 4 5
j.' Involvement in social issues. 1 2 3 4 5
k. Focus on the 3 R's. 1 2 3 4 5
1. A sense of playfulness. 1 2 3 4 5
m. Respect for academic .
achievement . 1 2 3 4 : 5

K}

Sometimes there exists in schools committzes or work groups which meet from time to
time in order to discuss various problems which arise in achieving.the goals .of the
school. Are you a member of one or more such committees or groups which includes
only members of your school?

1 2
No Yes
If yes, what are the nimes of these ~ = 3b. How many times a yéar dces each of
committees or groups? (Fill in titles) these groups meet? (Fill ir number)

Are vou a member of any committees ci' work groups which includes persons from the
¢ntir district? :

.

1 -2
No Yes
If yes, what are ‘the names of these 4b. How many times a year does each of
committees or groups? (Fill in titles) these groups meet? (Fill in number)
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3
3
(3
[3
4
4
4
[4
[4
(4
(4
(4
[4
{4

150-54]
:55-59]
:60-64]
165-69]
:70-74)
:75-79]
19-13]
t14-7
:19-. -
$24-28)
:29-33)
:$34-38]
:39-4.3])
14448
:49-53]
:54-58

11.

5. Outside of regular meetings, in fulfilling one's task it is sometimes necessary to
consult on a rather regular basis with various groups or persouns either directly
(by telephone or face~tc-face contact) or indirectly (by written communication or
through a third party). In the table below, please indicate the number of contacts
you have with each of the pecople or groups either directly or indirectly in a typical
month. (Check the last columm if you never contact these people or groups) .

Directly Indirectly Never contact

a. Superintendent ' o o .
b. Administrative assistants - o o
c. Principal o o .
d. School board ____ o _
e. Department head . o R
f. Teachers o o .
g. PTA o o .
h. Pareﬁts - - -
‘1. ' Students o o .
j. Support staff - o .
k. Personnel in other schools L o .
1. Personnel in other districts . o .
m. Community groups . o R
n. Government officials -

o. Media members

“p. Union officials

[ 4

[4
[4
[&4

fie:

[4:

59]

:61]

162]

163]
164
:65]

The following series of yuestions concerns your perceptions of the activities of your
local teachers' union, and union-management relations. ¢

1. 1In the last twc years, have you voted in a local teachers'union election?
1 2
No Yes

2. 1In the last twn years, have you been elected to, nominated, or chosen for an office
in a local teachers' union? .

1 2
No Yes
3. In the last two years, havé you gone to a local teachers' union meeting?
1 2
No Yes
4. 1In the last two years, have you filed a grievance through your local teachers' union
1 2
No Yes

5. Do you think your local teachers' union should be more or less involved in each of
the following areas:

~All right
Less as it is More
Getting better salaries 1 2 3 4 5
b. Health and dental insurance 1 2 3 4 5

c. Compensation for additional
duties ‘ 1 2 3 4 5
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(4

[4

{4

[4:

{4

(4
(4
[4

[5:

[5

|05

{5

[5

[5:

:66]
[4:
[4:
[4:

67}
68)
69]

270}
{4
[4:

71)

72) .

73]

741}

:75]

:76]

77)

:78)
:79)
:80]}

9]

:10]
[5:

11])

:12)
:13]
[5:

14)

:15])

16])

:17]

:18]

12.

All right
Less as it is More

d. Class size impact 1 2 3 4 5
e. Preparation time 1 2 3 4 5
f. Required non-teaching duties 1 2 3 4 5
g. Leaves - 1 2 3 4 5
h. Tuition reimbursements 1 2 3 4 5
i. Evaluation procedures 1 2 3 4 5
j. Student discipline, student

rights 1 2 3 4 5
k. Getting teachers a say in

how they do their job 1 . 2 3 4 5
1. Giving members a say in how

the union is run 1 2 3 4 5
m. Getting members a say in how

the administration runs the

district 1 2 . 3 4 5
n. Telling members what the union

is doing 1 2 3 4 5
o. Handling members' grievances . 1 2 3 4 5

The issues which unions deal with vary in their importance for members. Generally,
the more important the issue, the more likely the members are to approve of using
severe means to influence the outcoime. For each issue below, please indicate the
most severe means you would be willing to approve of to influence the administration.

Continue Continue

work work
Some with with
type formal informal
of job negotia- negotia- Give
Scrike action tions tions in
Getting better salaries 1 2 3 4 5
Health and dental insurance 1 2 3 4 5
c. Compensation for additional ’
duties 1 2 3 4 5
d. Class size impact 1 2 3 4 5

e. Preparation time

-
N
W
£
w

f. Required non-teachin

duties : 1 2 3 4 S
g. Leaves 1 2 3 4 5
h. Tuition reimbursements 1 2 3 4 5
i. Evaluation procedures 1 2 3 4 5
j. Student discipline, studenc

rights 1 2 3 4 5
k. Getting teachers a say in

how they do their job 1 2 3 4 5
1. Getting members a say jin how

the administration runs the

district 1 2 3 4 5
m. Handling members' grievances 1 2 3 4 5’
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13.

[5:19] 7. All in all, how satisfied are you with your local teachers' union?
1 2 3 4
g Very Moderately Moderately Very
satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied
[5:20] 8. In general, how do you personally feel abour your school's relations with the local
- teachers' union? |
1 2 3 4
Very Moderately Moderately Very
satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied
[5:21] 9. Does the local teachers' union have the support of the teachers?
' 1 2 3 4
Most of the Only a few Not too much A lot of
teachers are really feeling the teachers
strongly active either way are hostile

behind it people but
most teach-

ers go a-
long
[5:22] 10. What is the administration's attitude toward the local teachers' union?
1 2 3 4
Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly
favorable favorable ~unfavorable unfavorable i
[5:23] 11. What is the local teachers' union attitude toward the administration?
1 2 3 : 4
Strongly Moderately  Moderately Strongly
favorable favorable unfavorable unfavorable
[5:24] 12. 1In your opinion, who has more power in your school district, the local teachers'
union or the administration?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Administration Equal Local union
has all ) power has all the
the power power
[5:25] 13. What is your primary source of information on'matters relating to union-school
administration relations?
1 2 3 3
Local Administration Fellow Other
union . teachers

Section [1I: School District Issues

The following series of questions deal with how specific issues are handled in your
school district.

1. Auéhoritz

When decisions are made on a specific topic, there is someone who has authority in

that area, that is, someone who when all else is said and done, has the final say.
Below is a table which consists of a set of decision areas which have been identified
as important in school districts, and a list of groups or persons involved in the runni
of the school system. For each decision area, you are asked to circle the number of th
column which corresponds to the person or group which you consider to have authority
over that area, i.e., the person who you see as having the final say.

El{lC = 398K
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[5:
[5:
:30-31]
[5:

[5:
[5:

[5:
[5:

[5:
[5:
[5:
[5:
[5:
[5:
[5:

[5:
[5:
[5:
[5:
[5:

26-27]
28-29]

32-33]

34-35]
36-37]

38-39]
40-41)

:42-43)

$44-45]

146-47]

48-49]
50-51]
52-53]
54-55]
56-57]
58-59]
60-61]

62-63]
64-65)
66-67]
68-69]
70-71]

14.

PLEASE NOTE: CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUMBER PER ISSUE.

For example, if the decision area GRADING was presented, and you think that TEACHERS have
the final say in grading, you would circle the number 6 under the column for TEACHERS.

é'e
"’0
(4
)y
66
A @
< @ >
G & R &
4
o 4 4 < <
2 o Y (s} <& [
< < > ) & & o
Ny N N F g P~
£ o o o £ ¥ od () ()
<? §V T Y d? o~ v & §> éz
& €§ QY o & &Y & QY B 54
a. Transportation 1 2 3 4 5 8 9 10
b. Student scheduling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
c. Facilities planning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
d. Integration/.
segregation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7. 8 9 10
e. Budget development 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
f. Expenditure
priorities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ., 10
g. Cash flow/borrowing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negotiations with b o
professional staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
i. Negotiations with non- :
instructional staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
j. Contract implemen-
tation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
k. Employee strikes/ "
grievances 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 -
1. Staff hiring 1 2 3 4 5 6 7. 8 9 10
m. Personnel evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
n. Student discipline 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o. Standardized testing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
p. Grading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
q. Student rights 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
r. Program analysis/
evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
s. What to teach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
t. How to teach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
u. What books to use 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
v. Special programs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
w. Community relations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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[5:72-77]
[6:9-14]

[6:15-20]
[6:21-26]

[6:27-32]
[6:33-38]

[6:39-441]
[6:45-50]

[6:51-56])

[6:57-62])

[6:63-68])

[6:69-74]
[6:75-80]
[7:9-14]

[7:15-20]
[7:21-26]
[7:27-32]
[7:33-38]

[7:39-44]
[7:45-50]
[7:51-56]
[7:57-62]
[7:63-68]

15.
2. Influence

While one person may have final say over a specific decision, he may be influenced by a
number of c¢ther people or groups in reaching that decision. The following table contains
the same set of decision areas and list of school district groups as before. For each
decision area, you are to circle the three groups or persons You consider to have the most
influence on decisions in that area, regardless of who has the final say.

o
&
&
)
»y
&
. ¥ &
\d %
& = > ¥ %
(] < < &
& & N v
< < % S @ o o “
=& 2 " & £ ] < <
» in) N < @ < S <
&g ¥ & &L &£ T 5 g o
L & &S R & v & O &
¥ ¥ & of & & 2 S
a. Transportation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
b. Student scheduling 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
¢. Facilities planning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
d. 1Integration/
segregation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ‘8 9 10
e. Budget development 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
f. Expenditure
priorities - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
g. Cash flow/borrowing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h. Negotiations with
professional staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
"i. Negotiations with non-
instructional staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
j. Contract implemen-
tation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
k. Employee strikes/
grievances 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Staff hiring 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10
m. Personnel evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
n. Student discipline 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o. Standardized testing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
p. Grading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
q. Student rights 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
r. Program analysis/
evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
s. What to teach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
t. How to teach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
What books to use 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Special programs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 -5 6 7 8 9 10

w. Community relations




[7:69-74]
[7:75-80]
[8:9-14]

[8:15-20]

[8:21-26]
[8:27-32]

[8:33-18]
[8:39-44]

[8:45-50]
[8:51-56]
[8:57-62]

[8:63-68)
[8:69-74]
[8:75-80]
[9:9-14)

[9:15-20]
[9:21-26]
[9:27-32]

{9:33-38]
[9:29-44]
{9:45-50]
{9:51-56]
[9:57-62]

: 16.

1
The way things are is not always the way we would like them to be. In the table
below, for each decision area you are asked to circle the three groups or persors
you think should have an influence on decisions in that area, regardless of who has
the final say. )

9
&
7
Y
‘ofo
R b‘o
< ] >
& A (] %,
ol <7 4? A 89
& &N & &
< < 4 ) g ] 9
RS S A ¢ ¢ &L
< & (9] (o} o g o (] (s}
& & L8 K o - 9 > &
& ¥ o F & g P
a. Transportation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
b. Student scheduling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
c¢. Facilities planning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
d. Integration/ .
segregation - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
e. Budget development 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Expenditure
priorities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
g. Cash flow/borrowing 1 2 37 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
h. Negotiations with
- professional-staff- 1 2 3 4 5 It 7 8 9 10
i. Negotiations with non-
instructional staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
j. Contract implemen-
tation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
k. Employee strikes/ ‘
grievances 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Staff hiring 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
m. Personnel evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
n. Student discipline 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o. Standardized testing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
p. Grading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
q. Student rights 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
r. Program analysis/ .
evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
s. What to teach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
t. How to teach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
u. What books to use 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8- 9 10
v. Special programs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
w. Community relations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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17.
4. For various reasons, most people do not get actively involved in every décision made
in their school district. In order to get some idea of what issues you consider
important, please rate each of the following areas in terms of how cften you got
involved in decisions in that area in the last year.
Seldom Always or
or Occasion-  Fre- almost
never nally quently ° always
[9:63] a. Transportation 1 2 3 4
[9:64] b. Student scheduling 1 2 3 ‘ 4 .
[9:65] ¢. Facilities planning 1 2 + 3 ';:, A
[9:66] d. Integration/segregation 1 - e 3 - 4
[9:67] e. Budget development 1 2 3 4
[9:68] £. Expenditure“priorities 1 2 3 4
[9:69] g. Cash flow/borrowing 1 2 3 4
[9:70] 27T h, Negotiations with
- professional staff 1 2 3 4
" [9:71]) i. Negotiations with non-
instructional staff 1 2 3 4
[9:72] j. Contract implementation 1 2 3 4
[9:73] k. Emn loyee strikes/
grievances 1 2 3 4
19:74] 1. Staff hiring 1 2 3 4
{9:75] m. Personal evaluation 1 2 3 4
[9:76] n. Student discipline 1 2 3 [}
[9:77] ‘0. Standardized testing 1 2 3 4
[9:78] p. Grading 1 2 3 4
[9:79] ° q. Student rights 1 2 3 4
[9:80] r. Program analysis/
evaluation 1 2 3 4
[10:9]} s. What to teach 1 2 3 4
{10:10] t. How to teach 1 2 3 4
[10:11} u. What books to use 1 2 3 4
{10:12} v. Special programs 1 2 3 4
{10:13] w. Community relations 1 2° 3 4
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18.
The level of agreement felt with a specific group may vary with issues. The followiné
table contains a set of issues and a list of groups involved in the school district.
For each issue, you are to circle the number for those groups or persons that you feel
you are likely to agree with on that issue.
o PLEASE NOTE: For each issue, you may circle as many or as few as you like.
[
&
%3
’VQ
@Q ;
X 2
< @ > «
b“’e 5’7\ & < ‘;?‘rs' :
F LN P &
R A A ¢ L %
S g < § ~ & £
Sy Py &8 & & g
& x> o (9) (2 9) ) > 5]
g ¥ 0 F & & & L .
& ¥ ] F & & [ F o
[10:14-33] a. Transportation 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10
[10:34-53] b. Student scheduling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[10:54-73] c. ‘Facilities planning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10
[11:9-28] d. Integration/
segregation 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 10
: /
[11:29-48] e. Budget development 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 10
[11:49-68] f. Expenditure
pr%drities : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9° 10
[12:9-28] £. 9é;h flow/bcrrowing 1 2 5 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
H2+25=48+—tr— Negortarton ~With '
/" professional staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
l/ ’
[12:49-681 /d. Negotiations with non-
/ instructional staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[13:9-28] j. Contract imp ‘men-
tation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[13:29-48] k. Emplcyee strikes/
, grievances 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[13:4 168] L staff hirin. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[14:9-28] m- Persc-rel  Jdvation 1 2 3 4 5 .6 7 8 9 10
4:29-48) n. Stud.at discipline 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 -9 10
[14:49-68) o. Standardized testing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[15:9-28] p. Grading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[15:29-48] q. Student rights 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[15:49-68] r. Program apalysis/
evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .8 9 10
[16:9-28] s. What to teach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[16:29-48] t. How to teach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[16:49-68] u. What books to use 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[17:9-28] v. Special programs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[17:29-48] w. Community relations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
o i’:t 33.Q
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Section IV: Background Information
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[17:49] 1. How old are you:
1 Between 20-24. 5 Between 40-44.
2 Between 25-29. 6 Between 45-49.
3 Between 30-34. 7 Between 50-54.
/4 Between 35-39. 8 Between 55-59.
9 60 or older.
[17:50] 2. Sext 1 2
Female Male
{17:51] 3. If you were to get a Ph.D. degree, would you prefer to get it in:
' 1 2 3 4
Education Administration Education with Your
a minor in your specialty
specialty
[17:52] 4. Are youla member of any professional associations (qot counting unions)?
1 2 If yes, which ones.
Hl7:53] No Yes
(Fill in association .names)
[17:54] 5. Have you or do you now hold any offices in professional associations (not counting
unions)?
1 2 If yes, what offices?
[17:55] No Yes
(Fill in office titles)
j17:56] 6. In the last year, how many professional meetings have you attended (not counting
union meetings)?
0 4
1 5
2 over 5
3
Fl7:57] 7. Do you subscribe to any professional magazines?
1 2 If yes, which ones?
[17:58] No Yes

(Fill in magazine titles)

We would appreciate any comments-you-might -have. Thank you.




