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ABSTRACT

OCCUPATIONAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL DETERMINANTS

OF BEHAVIOR AT WORK

BY

Catherine Begnoche Smith

This dissertation examines the role that organiza-

tional and occupational variables play in determining the

importance individuals attribute to their work involvement

and their corresponding level of behavioral dedication to

work.

After reviewing the literature concerning work

motivations, work settings and organizational structures,

several propositions were presented for empirical assessment.

These propositions centered around the thesis that perceived

potential for reward at work directly affects individuals'

levels of self-investment in work, which in turn determines

extent of dedication to work. Furthermore, the greater the

perceived potential for reward at work, the greater the

probability that workers will quit only to enter more

rewarding jobs. Those lacking self-investment in work were

exPected to quit for random, non-career reasons. Tying

these ideas into research on organizational and occupational

factors, the general propositions were modified to suggest
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Catherine Begnoche Smith

that some aspects of formal structure should have great

influence upon workers' perceptions of reward potential.

The study used a sample of teachers and principals

in 53 elementary and secondary schools in Michigan so that

four occupational categories in a range of organizational

settings could be compared and contrasted. Survey data and

organizational records were used as sources of data for

proposition-testing.

In adapting the general propositions to the case of

public education employees, it appeared that principals and

secondary personnel faced a more advantageous reward struc-

ture than did teachers in general or elementary personnel of

any type. According to the prOpositions, then, principals

should exhibit greater self-investment in work than teachers

and, within those categories, secondary personnel should

have higher self-investment in work than elementary per-

sonnel, with related differences in level of dedication

to work. Intra-occupationally, the propositions suggested

that schools with higher scores on hierarchy, specializa-

tion, use of universalistic criteria of evaluation and

lower scores on centralization of authority should encourage

gTeater self-investment and dedication in their employees.

The propositions relating perceived potential for

reward at work to both self-investment in work and dedica-

tion received considerable support from the data comparing

‘the four occupational groups. However, intra-occupational

analysis discriminating very finely among organizational
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patterns produced weaker and less consistent support for

the propositions. Whether the intra—occupational differ—

ences were simply too small to show much effect can only

be answered by further research. Since it proved impossible

to infer bases for job-leaving, the apparent differences in

mobility patterns could not adequately test the relevant

propositions. The propositions received indirect support

from the fact that several competing explanations of work

behavior were tested simultaneously and found lacking.

Neither sex of worker, age of worker nor level of job

satisfaction explained patterns of variation in self-

investment or dedication to work as well as the structural

explanation, although age was related to participation in

union activity.

This research makes a contribution to the subject

of work motivation by showing that bureaucratic organization

does not necessarily discourage involvement in work, even

for professional workers. This study tested a new perspec-

tive on the bases of variations in work behavior, rather

than relying on the problematic and unconvincing theories

cmfered by researchers concerned with the impact of job

satisfaction or variations in human relations techniques.

Instead, this dissertation offers a more complete explica-

tion of the process of involvement in work and presents

evidence that the structure of opportunity at work, as

Shaped by occupational and organizational factors, may have

1“«31230: consequences for worker perceptions and behavior.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

Work has been an inescapable and central activity

throughout the history of mankind. Only during the last

century, however, has there been much interest in or

attempted systematic explanation of the social aspects of

work. In recent decades, we have witnessed an increasing

effort on the part of social scientists concerned with

classifications of types of work and explanations of

individual differences in work behavior. For instance, the

recent concern over the problems of professional workers

in bureaucratic settings provides clear evidence that the

sociology of work, which attempts to integrate occupational,

«organizational and individual variables, has so far failed

‘torprovide consistent and logical explanations of worker

behavior.

In looking at the progression of dominant research

ideas and assumptions in the area of work, we see two major

assumptions underlying most modern attempts to explain

worker behavior. The first assumption is that certain

structural conditions and managerial principles maximize
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job satisfaction, need satisfaction or morale of workers.

According to the second assumption, differences in satisfac-

tion levels explain variations in such things as worker

performance, absenteeism, quitting and interest in work.

One further assumption has been that females and female

occupations are characterized by lower performance and

dedication levels and that structural differences have little

impact on female behavior. The major research concern,

stemming directly from these assumptions, focused upon those

structural and managerial conditions that are most satisfy-

ing for male workers. There has been little attempt to

validate any of the assumptions and thus very little interest

in comparison of males and females in the same occupations

and even less interest in the possibility of establishing

any non-attitudinal explanation of work behavior.

This dissertation lies within the general tradition

of the sociology of work in its emphasis upon structural

'variables affecting workers. However, this study diverges

from the traditional perspective in two major ways: by

directly focusing upon behavioral dependent variables,

irrespective of satisfaction levels and by considering

‘variations in structural conditions in more than one occupa-

tional category and for both males and females.

The questions whose answers will be attempted in

tflris dissertation are: "Are members of one occupation

similar in behavior even in very different organizational

environments?" and, even more importantly, "Do structural
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variables predict behavioral patterns of workers irrespec-

tive of satisfaction levels, sex or age of workers?"

The theoretical basis for this study lies in three

broad areas of sociolOgical research. From social psychology,

the dissertation depends upon exchange theories regarding

the importance of possible and actual rewards as a basis

for continued involvement of individuals in an activity

area. The symbolic interactionist concepts of self-esteem

and reference groups are also important elements of this

dissertation.

From occupational research, this study uses descrip-

tions of occupational differences in rewards, mobility and

arbiters of work roles and some recent attempts to relate

these variables. The third area of theoretical concern,

formal organizations, is the source of several ideas that

suggest a framework for occupational differences in oppor-

tunities and for intra-occupational differences based upon

characteristics of focal organizations. Theories of bureau-

cracy, involving variables such as hierarchy, centralization

and specialization suggest variations in the types of

constraints upon workers and point to the importance of

systematic variation of both occupation and organizational

setting.

While using these elements of conventional sociolo-

gical research, this dissertation proposes very different

types of relationships among the variables than those found

.in typical research in the sociology of work. The most
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important area of difference centers around the effects of

bureaucratic organization upon employees. Most contemporary

research emphasizes the existence of negative effects of

bureaucracy and attempts to eXplicate the reasons for such

negative effects (see Blauner, 1964; Scott, 1965; or

Kornhauser, 1965).

This dissertation, however, proposes that several

elements in the bureaucratic model may have positive effects

upon worker behavior and self-esteem, even for professional

workers, by permitting greater potential rewards for invest-

ment of energy in work-role performance and by permitting

workers to concentrate energy in areas appropriate to their

training. I suggest that nonbureaucratic situations are less

likely to offer these advantages to workers. I do not

expect, however, that the relationship between bureaucratic

structure and worker dedication will be linear and positive;

rather, it seems likely that some elements of bureaucrati-

zation will, up to some maximum point, encourage dedication

on the part of workers. In the interest of simplicity,

propositions will be stated in linear terms.

Fifty-three public elementary and secondary schools

in five large Michigan school districts comprise the sample

of organizations studied. Bureaucratization at both the

district and the school level will be analyzed. From the

many occupations whose members are employed in these organ-

izations four focal occupations were chosen for study:

elementary and secondary teachers and principals. Data
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from organizational records, employee surveys and state of

Michigan records are used to study the questions raised in

this dissertation.

This study offers both theoretical and practical

contributions to the existing literature on work and on

education. First, I expect to clarify the impact that

various organizational conditions make upon the professional

behavior and the perceptions of teachers and principals. A

byproduct of this particular focus will be a test of the

validity of the occupational distinctions made between the

elementary and secondary levels in education. Furthermore,

I hope to identify the relative importance of district and

of school structural variables and of student compositional

variables upon teacher and principal responses. Finally,

this dissertation will attempt to identify the actual impor-

tance of individual variables such as age and sex as factors

underlying worker behavior and adherence to occupational

norms 0

Outline of the Chapters

The research shall be presented as follows:

Chapter II contains the literature relevant to the research

qu“33111011, the derivation of the propositions and the con-

crete research hypotheses.

Chapter III contains a description of the logic of

the research design. the sites and sample characteristics.

The . . . . -
rationale for measuring the variables, the statist1cs
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used and the analysis procedure are also discussed. Chapters

IV through VII present data and analysis, while Chapter VIII

concludes the dissertation with a summary and ideas for

future research.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND DEVELOPMENT

OF PROPOSITIONS

Introduction
 

The organizational structure of public education has

been undergoing radical change in recent years with the

implications of new laws and new organizational tasks

finally being felt at the local level. Population shifts

and district consolidation have interacted with increasing

specialization of school personnel and with recently success-

ful attempts at collective bargaining to create very dif-

ferent organizational patterns and problems than previously

seen in the United States.

One effect of these recent changes is the creation

of a more heterogeneous pOpulation of school structures and

of school personnel, even within school districts of similar

size and locale. These facts present a prime opportunity

for the study of occupational members across organizational

settings. Most research concerning the effects of structure

‘upon workers has considered either occupational variation
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alone or else organizational variation within broadly

defined classes like "professional." This dissertation,

however, takes advantage of cumulative changes in public

education to examine systematically both specific occupa-

tional and organizational determinants of behavior and

perceptions of workers.

The Job Satisfaction-—Morale Hypotheses
 

During the last few decades, social scientists have

devoted much time and effort to the study of workers and

their jobs in an attempt to discover the determinants of

effective performance. There has been no abatement of

interest on the topic in recent years, largely because the

net accumulation of hundreds of studies (1500 by 1957--

Herzberg, gg_§1., 1957) has failed to produce any consistent,

logical explanation for phenomena such as job satisfaction,

performance levels and efforts, turnover rates or intensity

of interest in work.

Any review of the literature on the subject of job

satisfaction (for example, see Herzberg, 1957 or Vroom,

1964) shows that the most common working assumption in such

studies has been the idea that workers' job satisfaction or

morale directly leads to similar levels of productivity and

dedication to work.

For instance, in one specific test of the idea that

satisfaction promotes greater productivity, Katz, Maccoby

and Morse studied employees of an insurance company.
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Comparing highly productive and less productive sections,

they found no difference in type or level of mean satisfac-

tion of workers (1950). Katz, g2_§1., then replicated the

study using employees of a railroad company and establishing

results very similar to those of the first study (1951).

Likert, however, in attempting to rescue job satisfaction

as an important variable underlying worker behavior, dis-

missed results like those of Katz eE_al, with the suggestion

that the level of skill required to perform the job is an

important intervening variable, such that satisfaction and

performance will be more strongly related in highly skilled

jobs (1961). Vroom's review of the empirical evidence for

this proposition, however, showed that the differences

observed across skill levels usually are very small, although

in the direction predicted by Likert (1964).

Further evidence that seriously damaged the credi-

bility of the satisfaction-morale explanation of worker

behavior was evaluated in a recent Department of Labor

monograph. This review of research results showed that job

satisfaction appears to affect turnover, absenteeism and

sabotage but not productivity level (1974). Both Parnes

(1971) and Mangione (1972) have offered considerable

evidence regarding the negative relationship between satis-

faction levels and turnover rates. The relationship of

satisfaction and absenteeism is somewhat less clear (see

Katz and Kahn, 1965 and Ingham, 1970). It appears, however,

that the naive assumption that satisfied workers will be
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better in every way may require further specification and

analysis.

Even a cursory review of research findings regard-

ing work behavior raises very basic questions about the

social-psychological and structural bases of worker behavior.

What makes workers happy? An even more critical question

may be: Why have social scientists assumed that happiness

affects behavior at work?

A great number of contradictory ideas and fragments

of data can be cited in attempting to explain the widespread

acceptance of these assumptions.

In answering the first question, concerning the

factors underlying job satisfaction, one of the most firmly

established research findings is that job level, in a

hierarchical sense, has a great effect upon stated satisfac-

tion with work (see Gurin §£_al., 1960, as an example).

Attempting to explain that fact, some researchers have sug-

gested that differences in work roles and situses (such as

differences in complexity, status, pay, type of work, pro-

motion possibilities, autonomy, etc.) are basically hier-

archical in distribution and that these are critical deter-

minants of job satisfaction. Supporting this argument, Katz

cited the dissatisfying effect of repetitiveness of work

(1954), which is more often a characteristic of jobs low in

a hierarchy. walker and Guest studied the effects upon

workers of mechanical pacing of work and control of only a

few basic operations and found that both variables produced
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dissatisfaction and both occurred mainly at low hierarchical

levels (1962). Attempts to make low-level jobs more like

higher level positions, by changing some aspects of job

structure, have appeared to make employees somewhat happier

(see Guest, 1957, and Lawler, 1969).

Evidence from other sources suggests that use of

workers' abilities, opportunity for self-expression and

overall mental health appear to be hierarchically related

and to affect satisfaction levels. Promotional opportuni-

ties and history also affect satisfaction but are less clearly

linked to position in the hierarchy (Brophy, 1959; Vroom,

1962; Kornhauser, 1965; Morse, 1953; and Spector, 1956).

Whether one explains satisfaction levels in terms

of the fulfillment of psychological needs, the opportunity

for status-improvement or purely extrinsic factors like pay

and conditions, each of these appears related to the hier-

archical level of the job. But while this statement shows

some progress has been made in identifying factors respon-

sible for satisfaction levels, much less progress has been

made in establishing the importance of satisfaction as a

predictor of behavioral phenomena. Vroom, for instance,

summarized an extensive body of literature describing bases

of job satisfaction but found that this literature had

identified no general effects attributable to satisfaction

(1964). In particular, the assumption that job satisfaction

'would promote worker performance efforts has failed to

receive general empirical support. One might question the
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bases for this assumption, though—~13 there any logical

basis for expecting satisfaction to be reflected in per—

formance?

One might just as reasonably propose that satisfac-

tion is only a.hairbreadth.from satiation, which probably

would not stimulate efforts to improve performance. This

perspective, that satisfaction is an ineffective basis for

stimulating productivity, is a basic concern of several

researchers, notably Argyris, Vroom and Faunce. They sug—

gest that workers require stimulation and the potential for

meeting personal needs through work, in order to be moti-

vated to expend much energy at work. From this perspective,

income, status, peer approval and sensitive supervisors

(all considered important by mainstream management theorists),

not provide adequate incentive for worker dedication. Some

rewards may even be a source of further alienation by divert-

ing attention away from the characteristics of the job

itself, producing what Seeman has called "self-estrangement"--

a lack of involvement or interest in work itself. Israel

suggested that such alienation produces in workers a concen-

tration on time--how much time it takes to do a job, how

<quickly time flies, and so forth (1971). Thus a worker may

Ibe satisfied with the physical conditions and rewards of

the job without developing any interest or involvement in

the substance of the work. Only if the work stimulates

interest would one expect performance levels to be affected,
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since improved performance may require more time, more

concentration and less clock-watching.

Carrying the criticism of the conventional approach

further, even the apparent strengths and contributions of

job-satisfaction research may be illusionary. For instance,

it appears that job satisfaction is related to turnover

rates since several studies have cited correlations between

the two. However, uncritical acceptance of this relation-

ship requires one to assert that the specific case of job

satisfaction and propensity to quit is unlike the more general

relationship of personal satisfaction and likelihood of

disengaging from any social relationship. The general rule

was suggested by Thibaut and Kelley, who pointed out that

individuals do continue their involvement in low satisfac-

tion situations if the degree of satisfaction in the current

situation is larger than anticipated levels in perceived

alternative situations (1959). Thus, some qualification of

the observed correlation between job satisfaction and turn-

over may be required. Dissatisfaction alone may not be

enough to produce job-leaving. And, conversely, job leaving

cannot be attributed only to low satisfaction. Many surveys

during the last decade have established that 89 to 92 percent

of American workers say they are satisfied with their jobs

(Gallup polls and others cited in Department of Labor,

1974). Labor statistics show the monthly turnover rate

hovers around 2.1 percent per month--about 25 percent per

year.
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The importance of perceptions regarding the poten-

tial for satisfaction in alternative job situations as a

factor underlying quit rates has been supported by economists

concerned with interindustry variations in quitting. In a

study of manufacturing workers, Armknecht and Early found

that changes in the availability of jobs have been the major

discernible factor in the fluctuations in the quit rate of

an industry (1972). This corroborates earlier research in

British industries (Behrend, 1953). Since most workers

cannot simply quit but must instead try to change jobs, the

importance of dissatisfaction as a basis for the decision to

quit, suggested by Parnes and Mangione, must be qualified by

consideration of the worker's perception of the current labor

market conditions. Possibly workers start organizing

rational explanations, in terms of dissatisfactions, once

‘they have started looking for another job. This possibility

suggests that the correlations found by both Parnes and

Mangione are not meaningful and that the supposed relation-

ship between dissatisfaction and turnover may be spurious.

Many more workers perform routine, alienating tasks but see

In: chance at improving their job situation; hence they do

not bother to organize ideas about dissatisfaction. I

expect that only those workers who define their current

positions as temporary or soon ended are willing to tell

researchers about major sources of dissatisfaction or to

give negative overall evaluations of the current job.
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To restate the major criticism of the pOpular

assumption that low job satisfaction causes high turnover

rates, research evidence suggests that over 80 percent of

the variation in rates of turnover over time can be

accounted for by fluctuations in the business cycle that

determine the difficulty of finding a new job (Department

of Labor, 1974). One must ask whether the concern for

finding the right job or the interesting job that workers

expressed during the sixties might not reflect the tight

labor supply in many areas. The structure of Opportunity,

in terms of labor market conditions, appears to have a

great effect on quit-rates; it remains to be seen whether

any aspects of organizational structure have an equally

potent effect upon inter-organizational variations in quit-

rates of each occupational group.

Rather than accepting the traditional assumption

that certain organizational features, such as elements of

bureaucracy or formality, inevitably produce dissatisfaction

and high turnover, a more productive study requires the

integration of ideas from mainstream social psychology with

recent developments in the analysis of organizational and

occmpational structure, in an effort to establish some

structural bases for worker concern with job performance.

Exchange Theory and Dedication to WOrk

If one considers work just one of the many areas of

activity in which individuals expend energy, it is
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appropriate to apply to the sociology of work some more

general ideas that exchange theorists use to explain

behavior in general. One explanation of the processes,

calculations and decisions required for an individual to

enter into, continue or break off involvement in some

activity or interaction was offered by Homans and further

explicated by Blau and by current research on problems of

equity.

Homans proposed that individuals engage in activi-

ties in order to achieve desired ends and that the intensity

of the goal-directed behavior depends upon the desirability

and likelihood of achieving the goal. He suggested that

persons who feel they are over-rewarded will respond by

increasing attention and effort to bring into balance this

awkward situation, while those who feel underrewarded will

be angry and less likely to devote attention and effort to

the situation (1961). The exact conditions under which

principles of equity are called into play, the size of dif-

ferences from expectations necessary to change an actor's

activity pattern and the importance of perceptions of

alternative rewards from competing involvements have been

investigated by a number of researchers and propositions

regarding this entire phenomenon have been systematized by

Adams (1965).

Many theorists concerned with work behavior have

used exchange or equity-type assumptions regarding human

‘motivation (such as the early idea that increasing pay
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would increase productivity of workers) but, until recently,

few sociologists consistently acknowledged the similarity

between work behavior and other exchange-based behavior.

When one analyzes the relationship between employee

and employer, the exchange process involves costs to the

worker, such as time and energy expended at work, and costs

to the employer, such as salary, benefits and training. In

the exchange, the costs of one become the rewards of the

other. In analyzing these exchanges between employee and

employer, one asks how much cost each protagonist must

assume in order to induce the other to continue interacting.

Most research investigating this type of exchange has con-

tinued to rely upon individualistic assessments of rewards

and costs alone or, from the opposite perspective, has

treated all workers as one group facing exchange partners

in the form of more or less bureaucratic structures.

Recently, however, Faunce proposed a fresh explana-

tion of differences in levels of self—investment in work,

borrowing heavily from ideas suggested by researchers who

explored the idea that workers are not wqually dedicated to

work. Vroom and Dubin each brought to the study of work

motivation some consideration of the place work has in the

context of the individual's whole life, an idea sadly

lacking in traditional studies of job satisfaction.

Faunce, Vroom and Dubin each were concerned with

workers' statements about the importance of work to the

3911': ego or identity and each expected that such statements
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would be corroborated by actual behavioral variations at

work. These three writers differ from the typical job-

satisfaction or morale researchers in their recognition that

satisfaction is meaningless if the activity or situation is

not important to the satisfied individual. When work is

meaningless and automatic, one's performance may not be

critical to identity or self-esteem but one may still report

satisfaction with work. In one discussion of this problem,

Schacter gt_§l. pointed out that assembly line workers

typically say they are satisfied with their jobs and that

this is possible because the assembly line Operation

"quickly becomes a peripheral, almost automatized or stereo-

typed pattern of behavior like walking" (1961). Because the

work is so repetitious and automatic, it does not intrude on

the individual's identity or demand much besides time. For

the same reasons, satisfaction or the lack of it is unlikely

to affect one's automatic performance very much. From the

perspective offered by Vroom, by Faunce and a few others, only

when work is less automatic and more important to self-

evaluation does a worker become concerned about performance.

Faunce, for instance, suggested that people invest

time and energy in those areas of life where success and

consequent high self-esteem are expected (1968, 1972).

From this perspective, workers who devote great amounts of

time and energy to their work, even to the neglect of other

roles, are those who see work as a major source of self-

esteem and who value strongly a favorable self-image.
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Faunce suggested that white-collar work in general and

prestigious occupations in particular are likely to be

characterized by greater self-investment on the part of

workers than are other occupations. This suggestion fits

with earlier evidence that worker alienation decreases,

as hierarchical level and status of work increases (Blauner,

1960).

The ideas elaborated by Faunce are logical exten-

sions of the literature symbolic interactionists have pro-

duced regarding the concept of self-esteem. Rosenberg

(1968) suggested that people select values, friends and

situations (such as occupations) which permit maximization

of self-esteem. Manis (1951) found that one's evaluation of

self depends largely upon perceptions of evaluations made by

significant others. The best way to maximize self-esteem,

then, would be to concentrate time and energy in activities

that demonstrate to others one's ability, while minimizing

efforts in areas of incompetence (see Zaleznick, gt_al.,

1970 for an example). Once central features of identity

are chosen, individuals seem to be relatively impervious to

inadequacies of performance in areas peripheral to this

identity (one interpretation of Waisanen, 1962).

Only if work has been established as important to

one's self-esteem will expectations of success or failure

at work be important determinants of behavior. But since

the structure of work determines the visibility of individual

performance, the likelihood of recognition (flattery, pay
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raise, promotion, etc.) and the difficulty of good perfor-

mance (hence of rewards too), workers' initial investment in

work should be determined by perceptions of the structure of

work.

If this hypothesis is correct, the observed relation—

ship between status level of work and extent of alienation or

dedication of workers suggests that most workers make a

fairly realistic appraisal of the likely return on invest—

ments in different types of work. Thus the typical non-

involvement of unskilled workers represents a socially

rational decision to withhold energy from an area of life

that offers little chance for individual recognition,

challenge or reward (also see Chinoy, 1955).

One basic assumption of the prOposed explanation of

dedication and alienation is that occupational choice is not

perfectly free. Assembly line workers are lacking in oppor-

tunity for involvement in work, rather than lacking in need

for self esteem or in ambition. According to this model,

the personal characteristics of workers are considered much

less important than structure of work in determining the

usual level of self-investment in work for members of each

occupation. Probably, if individuals currently working in

high status occupation, devoting much time and effort to

‘work, were to start their careers again, this time in an

assembly line, they too would exhibit, on the average,

little investment of concern or interest in their work.
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The exchange assumptions underlying this model are

reiterated in Faunce's suggestion that, even for very

successful people, self-investment is likely to decrease

if there is little likelihood of future return on self-

investment (1972). Thus people approaching retirement,

female workers and minority members may perceive little

opportunity for returns no matter what level of status

already attained. I expect that structural limitations on

future returns will be more important than personal idio-

syncracies or past experiences in predicting self-

investment levels.

Partial empirical support for these hypotheses was

offered by Sofer, who argued that advancement was of over-

whelming concern to the middle-level British managers he

studied (1970). In attempting to explain this phenomenon,

Sofer, like Faunce, pointed to the literature on self-

esteem maintenance, suggesting that, to bolster his self-

esteem, a manager needs some movement along a gradient

indicated by others and accepted by himself as appropriate

for a person of his capabilities. Sofer suggested that

colleagues and superiors were used as reference groups

whose standards of success required career advancement in

terms of status, pay and power (also see Tannenbaum, 1974).

In summing up the status of the self-investment

idea, there are several reasons for continuing in this vein

rather than the traditional job-satisfaction area. Since

the propositions Faunce advanced are derived from theory
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and research on self-esteem, exchange relations and equity,

since they make sense within that perspective and since

they help to make sense out of the few established facts

concerning sources of job satisfaction, this explanation of

self-investment strategy seems to be worthy of further

refinement and testing. While Faunce's explanation of self-

investment shares many points in common with Vroom's analysis

of ego-involvement and with Dubin's work on Central Life

Interests of workers, Faunce's explanation of the phenomenon

of worker dedication more clearly expresses the importance

of social structural variables, particularly occupational

and ecological variables, as determinants of worker percep-

tions and reactions and more strongly emphasizes the social

nature of the standards used and goals sought by individuals

making various self-investment decisions.

Both Faunce's self-investment approach and the

earlier explanations of Dubin and Vroom offer more promising

possibilities than a simple explanation that certain jobs or

supervisory styles provide greater worker satisfaction (as

Herzberg suggested). In fact, Dubin (and Orzack, who used

his ideas) never asked if work was satisfying on its own.

Instead, the emphasis was placed upon the importance of

work in the context of ones' life, as a source of satisfac-

tion for personal goals. By contrast, it appears that

traditional job-satisfaction studies have confused a satis—

factory job with a satisfying one (for instance, see Herz-

berg, et al., 1959). Even when there is little basis for
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worker complaint, a job may not call forth personal commit—

ment or offer a means of satisfying needs for mastery,

achievement (that Vroom postulated) or self-esteem (that

Faunce, following Maslow, 1954, found crucial). Workers

may consider such jobs quite satisfactory, even if commit-

ment and energy-expenditure are held to minimum levels. No

wonder Vroom's review of the literature showed, overall,

only a .14.correlation between satisfaction and performance

(1964)! In contrast, the propositions offered by Faunce,

drawing partly on the work of Vroom and Dubin, made a

valuable contribution by refocusing attention on the central

question--what makes people see work as an important area of

life--rather than asking what makes workers say they are

happy.

Despite the usefulness of the work by Dubin, Vroom

and Faunce, one problem that still remains is the concentra-

tion upon workers'feelings and attitudes as dependent

variables. While purely attitudinal studies have been very

popular in the research on work and organizations, there

have been very serious charges regarding the meaning and

usefulness of the concept "attitude" itself. In most social

research, in fact, DeFleur and Westie (1963) and Blumer

(1955) have suggested that attitude studies tell little

about the relation of attitude to action. As an alterna-

tive, Blumer proposed that researchers concentrate on the

self-interaction process in which individuals define and

select aspects of activities that affect later actions.
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However, DeFleur and Westie contended that humans may be

incapable of reaching the degree of introspection and dis-

crimination Blumer's suggestions require.

In searching for an alternative to attitude studies,

one must consider both types of criticism. Blumer's sug-

gestion that one attempt to understand the individual's

situation makes sense--but so do DeFleur and Westie's

objections. Perhaps the answer is to eliminate concern for

attitudes, per se, without forgetting that individual per-

ception of the situation shapes behavior. As DeFleur and

Westie suggested, one cannot have an attitude about every-

thing--presumably some behavior at least depends upon

changing definitions of situations, rather than stable

enduring tendencies and preference. The importance of

inserting a construct such as attitude between perceptions

of the situation and behavior seems negligible. Thus

Faunce's and Vroom's prOpositions suggest the social—

psychological bases on which people base definitions of

situations. Traditional job—satisfaction studies, on the

other hand, offer no illumination of the principles under

which people operate in defining their situations and offer

no reason why the definition of a situation as "satisfac-

tory" should have an effect upon behavior.

A more productive research program, then, might

attempt to include objective descriptions of work struc-

ture (occupational and organizational variables), a des-

cription by the worker of the structure of his job and
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career and their place in the structure of his life and

also some measures of his work behavior--performance level,

effort expended, time devoted to work.

Unfortunately, researchers in the sociology of

work have failed to adequately conceptualize the type of

activity pattern in which workers can express high ego-

involvement or self-investment in work. Even the litera-

ture on scientists and professionals, in which statements

about alienation and commitment abound, gives little evidence

of concern for specific behavioral indicators of commitment.

Researchers feel they have done enough if they can point to

the presence or absence of professional attitudes (as in

Hall, 1968). The main alternative evidence of commitment

that is used in such studies is a measure of individual

success or failure, as evaluated by other experts (as in

Pelz and Andrews, 1966). But commitment does not necessarily

imply success that can be evaluated by outsiders. Some of

the scientists studied by Pelz and Andrews, for example,

may have been rated more successful because they were more

brilliant. Perhaps brilliance plus commitment to work

would have produced even more spectacular success!

The sole behavioral indicator of commitment that

has been used or suggested is time-budgeting. Too often,

however, the actual accounting is left solely to the sub-

ject so that grossly inaccurate estimates are likely.

Such estimates may actually reflect imagined norms within

an occupation, producing consistent over-estimation in
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some occupations and perhaps, in less prestigious occupa—

tions, tendencies to underestimate actual time spent on

work. (Equity theory may help to explain such patterns of

misperception.) While no other behavioral variable may

make a good basis for interoccupational comparison, it

might be wise to consider as well some variables that are

intra-occupationally specific. The kind and extent of

commitment activity possible may depend upon the complexity

of skills and the obscurity of knowledge called for at work.

Is there any kind of activity assembly-line workers can do,

beyond basic job requirements, that could be considered

evidence of dedication? Is it possible for such workers to

be dedicated to a career (requiring change of occupation)

but impossible for them to exhibit devotion to low skill

work? Perhaps the whole notion of dedication to work, with

its connotations of ego-involvement and self-investment,

may be applicable only to work involving some minimum levels

of complexity and thought. Faunce, however, suggests that

danger may be an alternative to skill as an arena for dedi-

cation in some occupations. Thus, a courageous daredevil

may be committed to work because he enjoys the exhiliration

and status his style of behavior brings (1972). Whether

some alternative to skill and knowledge is possible in every

occupation is undetermined as yet. This project will con-

sider only a few occupations that offer recognizable channels

for worker dedication.
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In attempting to avoid the pitfalls of attitudinal

research while investigating some ideas derived from Faunce

and Vroom, this dissertation uses observations from the

literature on organizational and occupational structure as

a basis for predicting inter- and intra-occupational differ-

ences in worker behavior. Similarities and differences in

structural patterns, rather than occupational labels, will

be emphasized. Definitions of the work situation and tradi—

tional attitude scales will be compared to behavioral

patterns characteristic of structural type to assess the

importance of both perception and attitude as intervening

variables.

General Propositions

Definitions
 

A. Self-investment: a process through which the
 

degree of social encounters upon self-esteem

becomes differentially distributed among social

roles (see Faunce, 1972). Indicators of area

of self-investment include use of various

standards of performance, use of various refer-

ence groups.

B. Rewards: intrinsic or extrinsically derived

gains from activity, perceived by individual to

be contingent on own behavior, within limits

imposed by structure (such as rules).
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Dedication to work: efforts to perform the work
 

role well. "Well" is determined subjectively,

based upon reference group standards. Indicators

include low absenteeism, preparation for work in

free time, extra time and attention devoted to

work (or improving work situation) beyond that

formally required for employment.

Purposive mobility orientation: Career planning
 

strategy aimed at moves to more rewarding jobs;

random, geographic and affiliative factors are

unimportant in decision to quit or stay.

Propositions
 

Given that an individual believes rewards crucial to

self-esteem are contingent upon own efforts, then

1. +perceived potential for reward at work+

+self-investment in work.

+self—investment in work+ +P (dedication to work

roles).

a. +perceived potential for reward at work+

+P (dedication to work).

tdedication to work+ +P (decision to quit is

based on mobility orientation).

a. +self-investment to work+ +P (decision to

quit based on mobility orientation).
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b. +perceived potential for reward at work+

tp (decision to quit is based on mobility

orientation).

4. If occupational and/or organizational structure

make purposive career orientation impossible to

achieve (or to continue achieving), tself-

investment in work+ tattempt to change structure

of work (such as through unionization).

Thus attempts to change structure may be equivalent

to dedication activity. Furthermore, it appears that per-

ceived potential for reward at work includes perceptions

regarding likely success of attempts to change structure.

Thus,

a. tperceived success of change efforts+

tp (continued self-investment in work).

Organizational Settings

Since most work today takes place in some formal

organizational setting, the characteristics of such

organizations are important aspects of work environments.

When researchers attempt to classify such environments,

the first step is usually the labelling of the organiza-

tion as bureaucratic or nonbureaucratic, followed by an

assessment of the impact of the bureaucratic phenomenon

(such as Scott, 1966). Despite the long tradition of

handling bureaucratization as a unidimensional, dichotomous
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variable, new evidence suggests that the elements Weber

included in the bureaucratic ideal type may not always

covary. Even intuitively, some elements seem more critical

than others.

Weber suggested that the basic elements of rational

organization included: the existence of rules, specified

Spheres of competence, delegation of authority, hierarchy,

rationality derived from specialized training, separation

of administration from ownership and written records (1947,

pp. 330-2). In describing the condition of officeholders

in an ideal bureaucracy, Weber proposed that they would be

personally free, organized in hierarchy, have clearly defined

competencies, freely contract to fill their offices, be

selected because of technical qualifications, earn fixed

salaries related to rank, be protected from arbitrary

termination, and be promoted only according to seniority or

achievement.

Although Weber's concentration on ideal types led

many researchers to treat bureaucracy as a dichotomous

variable, recent writers have shown that the pure type

Weber described can be separated into elements that are

primarily bureaucratic and elements more accurately des-

cribed as rational (such as impersonality and technical

competence--see Udy, 1959 and Stinchcombe, 1959). In fact,

Hall's research led him to suggest that Udy and Stinchcombe

did not go far enough in describing bureaucratic reality,

since Hall found little concomitant variation among the
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dimensions of bureaucracy (1963. Further research relevant

to these ideas is found in Pugh, gt_§l., 1968; Bell, 1967;

Montagna, 1968: Blau, 1966; Hickson, 1969 and others. The

controversy regarding bases for organizational patterns

includes: Perrow, 1967; Woodward, 1965; Mansfield, 1973;

Reiman, 1973 and Pugh et_§l., 1968).

Despite the ongoing debate on these issues, in this

dissertation, the various elements of the bureaucratic

model will be assessed and handled separately, with no

preconceptions regarding types of bureaucratic patterns

that might emerge. Among the advantages of this procedure

are the following:

1. It is possible that each of the elements of

bureaucracy may not have equal effects upon

worker behavior, so that hasty labelling of

organizations as bureaucratic or nonbureau-

cratic might mask actual effects of certain

elements.

2. At the same time that my basic propositions

are tested, the emerging pattern(s) of

bureaucratic elements may provide an indepen-

dent test of the dimensionality versus ideal

type controversy already mentioned.

The major disadvantage to the separate treatment of

the organizational variables is the added complexity of

analysis but the avoidance of loss of information makes

that seem an acceptable price.
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It must be noted that the dimensions studied will

not be limited to those Hall found critical. Particularly,

in this dissertation it will not be assumed that hierarchy

and centralization of decision-making are synonymous as

Hall assumed (1968). The observation that a given organi-

zation has few hierarchical levels and few managers does

not necessarily mean that authority is centralized (see

Blau, 1968 and Reiman, 1973 for evidence supporting this

statement). After ascertaining the characteristics of

each organization in the sample, I plan to consider the

effects of variations in the pattern of bureaucratization

upon behavior and perceptions of employees.

While an interest in the effects of work setting

upon individual attitudes and behavior is not new, most

writers concerned with this topic have assumed that

increasing size and complexity of work settings has made

work an alienating experience for most people (stemming

from Marx, as interpreted by Blauner, 1964; Seeman, 1967;

Israel, 1971), has decreased worker satisfaction (especi-

ally for professionals--see Scott's summary, 1966) and

thus, makes workers less willing to invest energy and

effort at work. The great concern with problems of pro-

fessionals employed in bureaucratic settings stems from

the supposition that the most idealized occupations in

modern society are incongruous with the ubiquitous bureau-

cracy of contemporary work settings. However, few writers

(notably, Hall and Blau, as previously mentioned) are
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careful to separate the various elements of bureaucracy in

their attempt to isolate the critical variable causing some

type of worker malaise (from non-professionalism to sabo-

tage). Worse, there has been little attempt to separate

organizational and occupational aspects of work.

Integrating pieces of evidence from a wide variety

of research efforts, I came to conclusions quite different

from the typical assumption that bureaucracy and favorable

worker behavior and attitudes are always inversely related.

Instead, I decided that each of the elements of bureaucracy

should be considered separately, unless there is overwhelming

evidence that a few dominant patterns of bureaucratization

can accomodate most formal organizations without loss of

critical information.

Looking at the elements of bureaucratization

separately, there is reason to believe that not all of

these elements contribute to worker alienation and lack of

commitment. For instance, Scott and Mitchell suggested

that both standardization and specialization of work may be

related in a curvilinear manner to worker satisfaction,

reasoning that lack of training and lack of knowledge about

requirements of work are as frustrating to workers as are

conditions that make work repetitive and boring, with satis-

faction (and hypothetical dedication) being maximized at

some point between these two extremes (1972).

One might expect that a similar relationship might

hold for the effects of formalization upon attitudes or
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involvement of workers. The existence of formal rules and

procedures may eliminate the necessity for close supervision

*of workers, an oft-cited irritant, especially frustrating

to professional workers (Scott, 1966 summarizes this problem).

Greater technical expertise required of workers in

the ideal bureaucracy might also have positive effects on

worker performance and attitudes, making autonomy of workers

a logical organizational strategy.

The unwieldly hierarchy of authority that typifies

bureaucracy to most laymen is probably considered the most

destructive element of bureaucratic structure, either

because of conflicts between expert and administrative

authority (Scott, 1966) or because hierarchy supposedly

promotes close supervision and thus ritual conformity of

workers (refuted by Blau,l968 and 1955 and by Kohn, 1971).

If one looks at the hierarchy of authority from another

perspective, it seems likely that at least a moderate number

of higher positions open for worker career advancement would

probably have positive effects upon worker commitment and

dedication. Only if the ratio of upper to lower level posi-

tions in a career chain is so low that no significant propor-

tion of lower level employees are likely to move up would

one expect the height of the hierarchy to have little effect.

Some evidence for this idea was presented in a paper compar-

ing quit rates of several occupations in a large organiza-

tion. Both number of hierarchical levels and ratio of upper
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to lower positions were inversely related to occupational

quit rates (Smith, 1974).

Blau proposed one further reason why the size and

height of the organizational hierarchy may be important to

worker dedication. He suggested that the effectiveness of

non-administrative personnel may be severely limited if the

administrative component is not large enough and integrated

enough to handle the non-technical details of the organiza-

tion (see Blau, 1966; 1968).

Thus, for a number of reasons, I propose that the

level of bureaucratization of organizations is not directly

related to alienation and job-leaving, but rather encourages

commitment and dedication to work. It is not suggested,

however, that this relationship will increase monotonically.

Instead, I expect that excessive bureaucratization might

reduce worker dedication--but so might insufficient levels

of bureaucratization. This research project will include

organizations varying in level of bureaucratization.

The Organization of Public Education

The public school system of this country would seem

to be an ideal setting for the study of both organizational

and occupational variations upon worker behavior since the

range of such structural variation is fairly broad and yet

there are basic similarities in the nature of work, back-

ground of workers and typical organizational form. Unfor-

tunately, descriptions of the typical features of school
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structure are largely based upon understanding of the legal

limits for such structure or upon descriptive work by

educators. Only recently has there been any attempt to

treat public schools as formal organizations amenable to

analytical classification and explanation. In one summary,

Bidwell points out that educators have failed to consider

organizational attributes of schools (1965). Instead,

educational researchers have been more interested in morale

and in inter-personal relationships (pupil--teacher or

principal--teacher), generally looking at schools from a

human relations perspective (for examples, see Griffiths,

1962; Gutzels and Cuba, 1957).

Recently there has been some attempt to delineate

some aspects of the structure of public schools (such as

Anderson, 1967; Carlson, 1958 and Gross, 1962, among Others).

One of the most comprehensive of the recent attempts to

explicate school structure and show the effects attributable

to structural variation is Corwin's study of 28 public high

schools (1969). He found that the size, Specialization,

hierarchy, complexity and heterogeneity of staff character-

istic of the schools were positively related to incidence

of organizational conflict. This type of approach repre-

sents a significant advance from previous studies, typically

centered around attitudes of personnel alone.

Despite the amount of inter-school variation in

structure noted by Corwin (1969), Given (1969), Moeller

and.Charters (1966) and a few others, there are a number of

similarities in school structures to be noted.
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TABLE l.--Organizational Dimensions: American Public

 

 

Education.

Dimension Extent of Variation

Tenure of office Universal for teachers, after

probation. Short—term con-

tracts for principals and

administrators.

Separation of ownership Universal.

from administration.

Contracts Specify salary Universal.

in money. .

Written records Universal (many records

required by law).

Technical competence Universal (college courses

required for hiring certify expertise).

Hierarchy of offices Some hierarchy in all dis-

explicated tricts but some schools and

districts have taller struc-

tures than others.

Universalistic criteria Legally required everywhere,

for hiring, promotion however, no uniform standards

for measuring achievement.

Division of work into True in most high schools and

specialities. 40 percent junior highs

(Corwin 1965) but not true in

rural and elementary schools

usually.

Rules define procedures, Every district has some rules

conditions and rewards but there is great variation

in the content, complexity

and application of rules.

Orderly career movement True in districts with elab-

possible for staff. orate hierarchies and special-

ist departments (Lortie,

1969).

Authority vested in Administrators usually have

technically-qualified teaching backgrounds; wide

officeholders. variation in the levels at

which various decisions are

made.
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TABLE l.--Continued.

 

Dimension Extent of Variation

 

Nature of work All schools take custody of

minors in certain age ranges.

Some districts and schools

provide expensive auxiliary

services, socialization,

technical training or adult

education beyond basic legal

requirements.

 

Occupational Characteristics

Beyond differences in bureaucratization, organiza-

tions also differ in the number and type of occupations

whose members are required to carry out various aspects of

organizational tasks. Since the kind of technology used in

the organization shapes the nature of the work to be done as

well as the kind and extent of training required of various

categories of employees, it seems possible that the charac-

teristics of many occupations may be affected by the struc-

tures of organizations typically employing members of these

occupations.

Thompson, Avery and Carlson have thrown some light

on the relationship between occupations and work settings

in their explication of the bases along which occupations

vary (1962). They prOposed that the main dimensions along

‘which occupations vary are career ceiling (early or late)

and major source of occupational definition, which could

be collegial or organizational. Combining these variables
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to form four basic occupational types, Thompson §E_al.

predicted that typical career patterns for each structural

type would be quite different, revolving around four basic

patterns--occupational commitment, organizational commit-

ment, both or neither. This approach offers a useful

static picture of occupational differences.

To comprehend the dynamics of career movement and

to understand the reasons why some occupations have late

ceilings, we can turn to another idea of Thompson's. He

proposed that the visibility of decision-making ability of

job incumbents is crucial to career movement within an

organization (1967). That idea has been advanced by Perrow

as well (1970). Two elements may be extracted from that

proposal: first, that some type of performance must be

visible to superiors or colleagues and must be evaluated

and, secondly, that the area of performance must be critical

and valuable to the evaluators. For instance, decision-

making may be a highly-valued, scarce resource to an organi-

zation or originality of ideas may be important to colleagues

but typing ability, for example, may be less valuable and

less scarce, even though it is observable to superiors.

It seems likely, then, that some occupations might

impart to members scarce and needed skills but that lack of

observation and evaluation of performance might produce an

early career ceiling for typical occupational members.

Other occupations may be concentrated in work settings where

observation and evaluation of skill are routine, even though
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the skills observed are less important to superiors or

colleagues. Organizational structure obviously can affect

typical career ceiling, since the formal structure determines

whose skills can be observed and evaluated by relevant

audiences. Lack of supervisory personnel suggests not only

the improbability of evaluation of some workers but also the

lack of possible positions to be offered as incentives for

dedication. These ideas receive some support from Woodward,

who showed that most top management personnel began their

careers in the occupation whose duties were most central to

organizational task success (1965, p. 220).

The structure of the work settings for some occupa-

tions, however, makes it difficult for work to be observed

by the desired evaluators. For example, much of the work

of MDs is observed only by patients with little knowledge

of medical standards just as much of the activity of profes-

sors is observed only by students who have little basis for

judging adequate performance and whose judgments may not be

very important to colleague-oriented professors. Medicine

and academic specialities offer members the possibility of

reaching an audience of colleagues and receiving rewards

by publishing in specialized journals. Many occupations

struggling to achieve professional status, with the impli-

cations of colleague-definition and specialized knowledge

not available to lay people (Goode, 1960), lack such forums

for assessing colleague performance and lack inter-

organizational measures of performance. (For example,
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public school teachers and nurses may read professional

journals but the contents are typically written by PhD or

MD specialists, not by other teachers or nurses; there is no

expectation that good performance of these occupational:

roles includes publications that advance knowledge in the

field.)

While generalizations about the range and typical

pattern of occupational variables is valuable, it is impor-

tant to consider the effects that variations in organiza-

tional structure may have upon the place of employee members

of various occupations. Obviously, the role and visibility

of teachers in small rural schools may be very different from

those of their counterparts in huge urban schools. The sc0pe

of activities required may vary, the number and positions of

evaluators may vary and the bases and rewards for good per-

formance may also vary. In order to talk about either occu-

pations or organizational structures as variables affecting

work behavior, dedication, attitudes, interaction patterns

or a great number of such dependent variables there must be

systematic variation of both structural variables. It cannot

be assumed that highly bureaucratic structures, for example,

will always affect employees of a given occupation in one

way (or vice versa). Instead, the nature and universality

of such relationships must be established empirically.

Probably, both structural elements will be important

determinants of dedication to work. The types of activity

that constitute dedication may also vary according to both
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structural bases since opportunities for various types of

behavior may vary along occupational and organizational

lines.

As an application of specific principles of motiva-

tion and structure, for example, one might expect that the

activity pattern called dedication to work is more charac-

teristic of late-ceiling occupations and that the type of

activity that constitutes dedication will depend upon the

source of occupational definition and the visibility of

behavior to important referents. Simply phrased, dedication

will probably occur in the form most likely to make a career

movement possible.

There is some support for this prOposition--for

example, Vroom and MacCrimmon showed that the decision to

quit one organization was a negative function of expecta-

tions of future rewards (1968) and suggested that the organi-

zational career strategy depends upon perceptions about

Opportunities outside the organization as well. Sofer (1970)

found that managers (organization-defined, late-ceiling

occupation) were preoccupied with promotion chances and very

concerned about trying to use more of their skills and

improve their performances (pp. 300 and 330). Smith found

that quit-rates were inversely related to height of job

ceiling within one organization (1974). Also see Grusky,

1966; Buchanan, 1974 and Tannenbaum, 1974.

Systematic variation of structural conditions of

‘work1may well eliminate some of the emphasis upon sex and
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age as variables supposed to explain worker behavior. I

expect that the opportunity structure faced by workers will

be a better predictor of behavior than age, sex, and

personality, although these may certainly affect perceptions

of structure and of alternatives. I expect, for example,

that much of the difference between male and female workers'

behavior can be attributed to differences in the structure

of "male" and "female" jobs. Thus, older workers or females

in one organization or occupation may behave like young or

male workers in a different job setting.

Upon examination of the characteristics and settings

of late ceiling occupations, one realizes that those occupa-

tions most likely to require complex or rare skills and thus

to permit late career ceilings are managerial and profes-

sional occupations. While the organizational structure

promoting late ceilings seems to fit well with managerial

occupations, in recent years there has been great concern

that professionals and bureaucratic settings are logically

incompatible.

Many types of work bearing most hallmarks of profes—

sionalism, however, can only be carried out in settings

characterized by some elements of bureaucracy (see Friedson,

1974). Schools and school districts, for instance, appear

to be somewhat bureaucratized, yet several types of expert

work can be carried out only in schools. Teachers, princi-

pals and school superintendents may vary in the nature and

extent of expert training but each occupation has some claim
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to professional status. Is it then impossible for members

of such organizationally situated occupations to develop

cosmopolitan orientations, with such ideal professional

traits as flexibility, innovativeness and independence?

A variety of research evidence led me to believe that

the affirmative answer suggested by Scott and others needs

qualification. For instance, in Carlson's study of school

superintendents, variations in cosmopolitanism were shown

to occur even in an organizationally-linked occupation

(1962). Furthermore, Blau showed that bureaucratic officials

are not always ritualists determined to avoid change, and

suggested that government agents discriminated between

several types of change, accepting some. Blau found that

those most resistant to change were workers lacking job

security. This led Blau to suggest that, since tenure of

office is a major criterion of bureaucracy, bureaucratiza-

tion may produce less ritualism on the part of employees

than would other work situations (Blau, 1955). It appears

that only when insecurity pervades the work situation and

when employees are completely dependent on superiors'

evaluations that risks must be avoided, promoting rigid

adherence to established procedures.

Further evidence on this question was provided by

Kohn. In a study of 3000 male workers in the U.S., Kohn

found that those employed in bureaucratic settings were

more intellectually flexible, self-directed in values, and

open to new experiences, even when respondents' education,
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level in the hierarchy of work and nature of work were con-

trolled. Kohn suggested that job security, heavy work load

and requirements for speed found in the more bureaucratic

settings may have encouraged workers to try new ideas without

fear of reprisals from superiors (1971).

Thus it appears that the presence or strength of

desirable professional traits like cosmOpolitanism or

flexibility may not necessarily be negatively related to

bureaucratization of work setting. This is an important

point, since there is fragmentary evidence that such traits

may be related to behavior I have called dedication (Glaser,

1964).

Occupations in Public Education

Several of the distinctions suggested regarding

occupations in general may be critical in predicting the

effects of variations in the structure of public education

upon the behavior of members of occupations connected with

education.

This dissertation will consider two occupations where

administrative and managerial skills are the main areas of

expertise (elementary and secondary principals) and two

occupations where non-administrative, technical training

provides the basic skills and where the work itself is more

technical than administrative in nature (elementary and

secondary school teachers are in this category). Such a

fourfold categorization offers many advantages since one
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can simultaneously compare behavior of teachers and princi-

pals in any given school, elementary and secondary teachers

in a given school system, elementary and secondary principals

in that system, etc. Studying both elementary and secondary

schools offers the advantage of slightly expanded range of

variation in structure and also allows one to examine the

effects of school system variables upon the structure of

schools in a system. The inclusion of elementary school

principals should permit the separation of occupation and

sex as independent variables affecting behavior, just as the

inclusion of secondary teachers allows for the comparison of

male and female responses in the same occupation and organi-

zation.

The four occupations chosen, while similar in set-

ting, are different enough to permit testing of some of the

ideas already proposed, especially those concerning the

effects of career ceiling, source of occupational defini-

tion, visibility of performance to colleagues and superiors

and criteria of performance.

The following chart summarizes data supporting the

treatment of these occupations as meaningful and distinct

entities. While the distinctions between elementary and

secondary teaching are well documented and accepted, it

may be necessary to elaborate upon the rationale for treat-

ing elementary and secondary principals as members of

distinct occupations. One obvious reason for this decision

is that individuals cannot move between the two types of
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principalship without further training and experience,

since districts usually require teaching experience at the

elementary level as a prerequisite for principals at that

level and require secondary teaching experience for prospec-

tive secondary principal.

A further reason for distinguishing these two occu-

pations is that the content of these jobs may be very

different, partly because of the differences in the age,

needs and behavior of students and partly because school

organization is very distinctive at each level. While

there are typically a few large, diversified secondary

schools in a district, there are usually many more small,

internally homogeneous elementary schools. The kind of

decisions the principal must make, the typical relationship

between principal and teaching staff, the number of levels

between teachers and principal, and the observability of

principal decisions to teachers, parents and other principals

and superiors may vary by school level. Although both prin-

cipal occupations may have potentially later career ceilings

than do the two teaching occupations and although the prin-

cipals are likely to have a more cosmopolitan outlook, there

are some bases for expecting elementary and secondary

principals to differ attitudinally and behaviorally. Unfor—

tunately, principals have not been subjects of research to

the same extent that teachers have been and the existing

research tends to concentrate on the relationships between

Principal and teachers in a given school, rather than
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comparing and contrasting principals by level, district,

experience, etc. One example of the latter approach is

Rock and Hemphill's report on characteristics of junior

high school principals (1966).

Effects of Organizational Variations

Upon Occupations in Education

 

 

In the last section, several types of variation in

the structures of public schools were described. For each

type, the possible variations could be considered more or

less bureaucratic, according to their fit with the charac-

teristics Weber used to describe bureaucracy. For instance,

schools with formal, written rules and records would be con-

sidered more bureaucratic, along that dimension of bureau-

cratization, than schools without such written rules. The

possible effects of greater or lesser bureaucratization of

organizations were considered, in a general way and also

with specific reference to "professional" occupations (that

is, those with some claims to that status, not just the

traditional list). As a basis for making predictions about

the behavior of those employed in public education, it is

important to explicate the mechanism relating organizational

structure to actiVity of occupational members. I propose

that.various aspects of the organizational structure of

schools‘will be consistently related to variations in the

‘behavior of employees, through changes in career ceiling

and.visibility.
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As one clear example of the mechanics of this rela-

tionship, consider the implications for teachers if a school

or school system emphasizes standard evaluation of pupil

progress, has well-defined rules for communication and for

limiting responsibility of workers to specific tasks, uses

rational criteria for hiring, assigning and evaluating

workers (i.e., based upon expertise in field of specialty),

permits decision-making at the level of greatest expertise

for each decision area and, in general, approaches the more

bureaucratic end of the various contina making up bureau-

cratization. In such a situation, teachers may have a

higher career ceiling, since specialization allows informal

status ranking by expertise (and if formal specialization

has progressed to the point of creating departments, the

existence of the position of department chairman allows a

vertical move without leaving the area of teaching expertise).

Furthermore, individual performance and use of discretion

may be more visible to superiors as well as to peers, since

responsibilities are well-defined, records kept and some

decisions made by teachers.

In less bureaucratic schools, particularism, dif-

fusion of responsibility and lack of records and hierarchi-

cal distinctions might make it less possible to observe,

evaluate or reward good teaching performance. Such struc-

tures might also prevent the formation of effective colleague

control of performance, since less Specialization means

coworkers either would not be experts at all or would have



4
‘
.

no basis for j

ization would

the basis of

requirements

lC'bS are much

At fi

3:3 elementar

05 Variation

that Secondar

:Iatic in a n

in this direc

in their orga

find 0‘19th

slots 0f bure

‘n .

«.23 t.

‘ 30"5 have

!

43!“.

:‘\L

EL

.re pregame

‘\



52

no basis for judging others' expertise. Lack of special-

ization would make it very difficult to hire teachers on

the basis of their knowledge or their records, since the

requirements and standards of performance of very diffuse

jobs are much more difficult to Specify.

At first glance, it seems likely that secondary

and elementary schools will not even overlap in their range

of variation on the above dimensions. While it is likely

that secondary schools have been forced to be more bureau-

cratic in a number of ways, elementary schools have moved

in this direction as well and districts have varied enough

in their organizational change rates that one could hope to

find overlap between levels on at least some of the dimen-

sions of bureaucratization. For example, elementary teach-

ing jobs have been much more explicitly defined recently,

partly because of the collective—bargaining for contracts.

The presence of auxiliary specialists--medical, social,

psychological and testing experts, for instance--as well as

the hiring of luncheon and playground supervisors and

teachers aides relieve teachers of many of the non-teaching

requirements that used to be part of their jobs. This

process has gone on at both the elementary and secondary

level. For both levels, then, one could classify schools

on the basis of two aspects of specialization: are there

auxiliary non-teaching specialists, so that teachers at

least specialize in teaching?, and are there divisions

Within the school on the basis of subject-matter expertise?
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A further type of specialization could be measured by

asking how many courses outside ones major in college each

teacher was required to teach. As long as more than one

school district can be studied, it is very likely that a

certain amount of variation on these dimensions can be

uncovered and that there might be some overlap between

elementary and secondary schools. And, if the specializa-

tion and hierarchy elements truly affect career ceiling

and visibility, some concomitant variation in the behavior

patterns of teachers might be expected.

Some of the research on education and the profes-

sional occupations in general may be useful in explicating

the relationship between school structure and work behavior.

I do not suggest that school structure differences can

explain all the difference in behavior patterns of teachers

and principals but the analyses of schools and teachers found

in the literature tend not to consider the element of struc-

ture very seriously. Many variables that seem to be

occupational in nature may be greatly affected by the

structural setting of work.

For example, in one consideration of the character-

istics of teaching, Geer pointed out the importance to

scholars of an expert audience composed of colleagues com-

petent to judge performance. Since pupils are in the

process of learning, they have little basis for judging

teachers' mastery of a subject or pedagogic ability and

hence their approval is not as meaningful as is colleague
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recognition in other professions (Geer, 1966). While this

perspective may correctly assess the historical situation

of public school teachers, it does not take into account

the impact of different organizational structures. In more

highly bureaucratized schools, specialized departments may

develop systems of consultation, observation, evaluation

and reward for expertise in subject matter or technique.

When departmental colleagues collaborate to design a

sequence of new courses, to work as a team in teaching some

subjects or to make suggestions on texts, such focused

interaction provides each teacher with a trained audience

capable of evaluating performance according to at least

minimal standards held in common. Presumably, when there

is an audience of specialists to appraise performance,

people care more about performance levels. In traditional

professions, part of the basis for such concern about per-

formance lies in the fact that the critical audience of

colleagues has some sanction powers. While teachers need

not worry about losing a license, or if tenured, clients

because of poor professional performance, schools organized

into departments and allowing decisions to be handled by

the level with needed expertise offer some sanction possi-

bilities to teachers. Movement to the position of depart-

ment chairman is probably somewhat affected by colleague

evaluations of expertise and since this movement is prac-

tically the only hierarchical change possible for a career
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teacher, this may make colleague evaluation critical to

ambitious teachers.

In another explanation of the peculiarities of the

teaching occupations, Lortie pointed out that both the

solitary training and socialization of teachers (1968),

and the isolation of teachers from each other during work

(1969), produce an individualistic, rather than colleague-

oriented approach to work problems. The lack of any struc-

tural support for collegiality seems critical to the failure

of teachers to develop strong ties in an occupational net-

work. Paradoxically, it may be possible that breaking up

the teaching task into less complete tasks (normally con-

sidered an anti-professional trend) might help to provide

some support for collegiality and thus produce work behavior

geared toward colleague approval. In supporting the idea of

specialization as a basis for collegiality, it must be

remembered that the definition of colleagues would shift--

not all secondary teachers but only French teachers or math

teachers would be classified as colleagues capable of

evaluating performance.

Another possible advantage of departmentalization

‘was suggested by Lortie. He pointed out that, through

formal and informal meetings within a Specialty department,

there might be developed at least a first step toward a

body of expert knowledge to be applied by all the teachers

during the course of work. This possibility would be

strengthened by team teaching practices since teachers
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working together may begin to codify their experiences as

the established professions have done (Lortie, 1969, p. 43).

These ideas about the advantages of greater division

of labor within schools appeared to be incorrect in Hall's

study of bureaucracy and professional. He suggested that

the two phenomenon were, in general, inversely related and

that, specifically, the extent of division of labor was

negatively related to professional attitudes of workers.

However, he admitted that this relationship need not hold

when specialization occurs as an occupational rather than

an organizational phenomenon (Hall, 1966). Obviously, how-

ever, specialized teachers can be forced to teach non-

specialized subjects if the school structure does not permit

more than rudimentary division of labor. The other aspect

of specialization within the organization (the creation of

chairmanship positions) would probably have no ill effects

upon professional attitudes, since Hall found that hierarchi-

cal authority seen as legitimate by the professionals did

not have such effect upon professionalism (1966). Since

technical expertise is essential to beliefs of subordinates

regarding legitimacy of superiors, the legitimacy of depart-

ment heads who are trained in the departments' speciality

probably is not questioned (and their legitimacy probably

relieves the principal of problems caused by his lack of

training in some subject areas).

The extensive literature on bureaucratization and

‘Professionals need not be applied too rigorously to the
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occupations of teacher and principal, partly because these

occupations can occur only within some type of organiza-

tional setting, with at least rudimentary hierarchy dis-

tinctions implied by principalships. Since Hall pointed

out, too, that professional attitudes appeared to be

unrelated to objective indicators of occupations' profes-

sional status (1966» the great emphasis on feelings and

attitudes in that body of investigation may be unwarranted.

The most p0pular stereotype of a professional may suggest

the best kind of data to collect to use in constructing

indices of professionalism. The popular stereotype concerns

the activity pattern of a real professional--someone who is

totally involved in work. Such involvement probably requires

that the work be interesting and challenging (more likely if

specialization in a field of expertise is required), that

there be some way of measuring success or failure (more

likely, for teachers, if standard tests are routinely given

to students and if colleagues can evaluate teaching efforts),

that there be some ways in which workers can make extra

efforts (perhaps not possible in some occupations) and

that there be some payoff for extra effort (such as a late

career ceiling, visibility of good performance to others,

etc.). I suggest that, for occupations in general and for

teachers and principals in particular, several aspects of

bureaucratization encourage dedication to work.

I expect to find sufficient variation among dis-

tricts to permit some overlap of elementary and secondary
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school structures, so that the effects of organizational

and occupational variables can be separated.

As for the kinds of behaviors that comprise dedi-

cation for teachers and principals, the popular stereotype

of a professional offers the appropriate indicators. A

truly dedicated teacher or principal would make great

efforts to keep up in his or her field, with coursework,

reading or attendance at conferences, seldom miss work and

stay in education indefinitely. Some alternative indicators

of dedication, such as time-budgeting and concentration on

student problems, will not be considered because of ambi-

guities in meaning or probable biases in measurement. For

those activities that will be measured, though, I expect

that several aspects of bureaucratization of schools will

encourage teachers and principals to exhibit high levels of

dedication to work.

Adaptation of the General Propositions to

The Case of Public Education

Given the evidence regarding differences in oppor-

tunity structure among the occupations in public education,

the general propositions lead us to expect that:

1. In general, the occupation of school principal

offers more rewards than does the occupation of

school teacher. (Principals have more autonomy,

more scope for decision-making, less routinized

work, earn higher salaries, receive greater
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status in the community, have later career

ceilings and are more visible to collegial and

organizational evaluators than are teachers).

In general, occupations at the secondary level

offer more rewards than occupations at the

elementary level. (Greater specialization at

the secondary level permits concentration of

energy in areas of expertise, making work more

interesting and allowing the recognized expert

more freedom from parental interference or

organizational rules on course content; the

possibility of later career ceilings and expert

peer audiences become important in departmentalized

schools. The prestige of secondary personnel is

higher than that of elementary, the "clients" of

secondary personnel have higher social status, and

the activities of secondary schools are usually the

subject of community, not just neighborhood interest,

making the performance of secondary teachers and

principals more visible.

a. Thus, ceteris paribus, principals should have

.higher levels of self-investment in work and

behave in a more dedicated manner than

teachers. Secondary personnel should have

higher self-investment in work than elemen-

tary personnel and should behave in a more

dedicated manner than elementary personnel.
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Within each occupational category, variations in

organizational structure should have noticeable

effects on self-investment levels and dedication

to work. Personnel in schools with more hierarchi-

cal levels, greater division of labor, greater

expertise of employees, greater emphasis on univer-

salistic standards of evaluation and permitting

decision-making at the level of appropriate exper-

tise should exhibit greater self-investment in work

and greater dedication, behaviorally, than do

their counterparts in other schools.

Sex and age of worker may affect perceptions of

reward structure because of societal discrimination

against older and female workers. The relative

importance of sex and age of worker, compared to

structural variables, will decline in school offer-

ing evidence that older and female workers can

achieve career success.

Principals should exhibit a more purposive

mobility orientation than teachers; secondary

personnel should have stronger mobility orienta-

tion than elementary staff.





CHAPTER III

METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

Introduction
 

This chapter outlines the design of the research,

describes the collection of data and defines in operational

terms the concepts used in the propositions developed in

the last chapter.

The research project weighs the impact of several

structural variables--hierarchy, specialization, centrali-

zation, formalization, universalism in evaluations, among

others--upon teachers' and principals' dedication to work.

Furthermore, this project attempts to clarify the relation-

ship between dedication behavior and those attitudes generally

considered characteristics of professionalism, such as

idealism and cosmopolitanism. Finally, this project com-

pares the relative importance of structural variables versus

individual variables like age and sex in order to ascertain

the role each plays in explaining dedication to work, pro-

fessionalism and job-leaving of teachers and principals.

As a basic step in accomplishing these objectives,

the project also investigates the interrelations between

61
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bureaucratic elements and rational elements in formal organi-

zations, providing new information in an area of major con-

cern to students of bureaucracy. Explication of the patterns

of organization in public schools will also contribute to a

neglected area of educational research.

Research Design
 

Testing the propositions developed in the previous

chapter requires a sample of schools that vary in internal

structure, within districts that vary in structure as well.

To meet these broad requirements, 53 public schools from

5 districts in Michigan were selected for study. Fifteen

of these schools were secondary (three from each district)

and 38 were elementary schools. This sample permits com-

parison of four district occupations, principals and

teachers at both levels, and also permits a greater range

of structural variation than would be likely if only elemen-

tary or only secondary schools were studied. The sampling

strategy permits movement between several levels of analysis,

since district patterns, school variables, occupational

patterns and social-psychological variables can be isolated

and analyzed separately. The inclusion of district organi-

zational variables and community factors is of critical

importance since many of the items usually cited in explana-

tions of the satisfaction levels of professionals, such as

autonomy, recognition and adequate working conditions, may
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be the results of community resources or of district

policies.

Original data were collected by Dr. Philip Marcus

and assistants in 1968 and were partially analyzed by

that research team (Betz, 1968; Given, 1969). This disser-

tation requires the use of all data collected regarding

school and district organization and most perceptual,

attitudinal and behavioral data on teachers and principals.

Earlier analyses did not consider the principal data at all

and never considered both elementary and secondary teachers

concurrently.

For a full description of the logic of the sampling,

see Betz, 1968, and Given, 1969. The research sites were

selected so as to control for environmental variables that

might contaminate the analysis. The comparability of the

research sites is of major importance because of the tradi-

tion of "grass roots" control characteristic of American

education. When educational policy is formulated at the

local level, the wealth and size of the community, its

industrial base, its occupational and ethnic composition

all become important factors shaping the educational policies

of the district. Depending upon importance of education to

local residents, one would expect to find variations in

physical plant, salary range and success of bond issues, as

well as in less concrete evidences of concern (such as

prestige accorded educators, delegation of authority to

trained personnel, insistence upon adequate training of
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teachers, etc.). These factors may in time have a signifi-

cant effect upon the quality of the schools and upon the

organizational and occupational commitment of teachers and

principals (Coleman, gt_al., 1966; Jencks, 1972).

Betz described the rationale for district selection:

"To eliminate extreme variations, larger districts serving

urban areas were selected because they would most likely

have a diversified industrial base, a broad occupational

composition, similar tax bases and a comparable set of

values toward education. Since most large urban school

districts correspond roughly to city boundaries, the Michi-

gan Census was used to select cities where the study could

be undertaken. Michigan, in 1960, had six urban places

where 100,000 or more people live, with five of these

places containing districts of about the same size" (1968).

Since the sixth, Detroit, was very much larger than the

others, it was eliminated and the five comparable areas were

studied. (See Table 3.)

As the table shows, the five districts are similar

in pupil-teacher ratio and in starting salary for teachers.

Some differences in socio-economic status of district resi-

dents is suggested (from median school years completed,

income and percent in white-collar jobs) and verified in

Table 4, but no district is different enough to introduce

great bias. The most important difference among the dis-

tricts is the state equalized valuation for District I,

reflecting the high property values of that district and
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TABLE 4.--Economic and Student Performance Characteristics

of Schools, by School Districts.

 

School District

 

 

Characteristic l 2 3 4 5

SES mean score* 52.8 45.9 47.8 48.4 45.4

SES variance 9.4 10.8 11.1 11.0 11.0

Mean student

ability score 53.7 47.1 48.1 48.7 46.2

Ability variance 7.8 9.2 9.5 9.0 9.4

State Aid/school $12,539 $29,366 $30,687 $29,890 $31,056

 

Source: Michigan Department of Education School Census of

1970. Composite scores of 4th and 7th graders are

used here.

*The mean for the State of Michigan was 49.6 and the range

was 45.0 to 54.3 for 612 school districts.

the large industrial concern located in that district.

While this difference does not prohibit comparison among

the schools, the effects of district-level variables may

be raised during the analysis.

The Sample
 

Once districts were selected, individual schools in

each district were categorized into three sampling levels:

kindergarten through the sixth grade, seventh through ninth

grades and tenth through twelfth grades. To insure com-

parability in drawing the sample, several schools which did

not conform to this gradation were eliminated.
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TABLE 5.--Tota1 Number of Usable Administrative Unites in

Each Grade Category and Their Range of Faculty

Size by District.

 

 

 

District

I II III IV V

Total number of

usable adminis-

trative units:

K-6 17 4O 48 48 30

779 3 9 6 5 5

10-12 3 4 5 3 3

Range of faculty

size:

Elementary 7-26 14-49 4-23 8-30 7-40

Secondary 40-103 68-78 17—86 71-101 51-89

 

Sources: 1967 District Handbooks.

The districts seem comparable, with a few exceptions.

In District 1, there are only three 7-9 and only seventeen

K-6 units from which to sample, since several schools in

that district had grades K-9 and therefore were not included

in the sampling population. Similarly, two primary schools

(grades K-3) did not correspond to the stratifying rules and

were eliminated from the sampling population.

Despite such minor differences, there is considerable

similarity in range of faculty size when districts are com-

pared and the elementary and secondary schools seem to have

fairly distinct size characteristics with little overlap.

From this sampling frame, the researchers randomly

selected one school from each of the 10-12 levels, two from

each of the 7-9 levels and about 20 percent (but no fewer
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than 6) from the K-6 levels. Thus six elementary schools

were selected from the districts with relatively few schools

(I and V), eight were chosen from the district with a

moderate number of schools (IV) and nine were chosen from

the larger districts (II and III). All of the selected

schools agreed to participate in the study. The average

teacher response rate was 82.8 percent. (Further informa-

tion behind the decision to use all sampled schools can be

gound in Given, 1969; Betz, 1968). Questionnaires were

distributed to teachers and principals in the sampled

schools, yielding data on personal and career history,

attitudes and activities and perceptions of school struc-

ture. For this dissertation, however, improved measures

of authority relations and of the schools' environmental

setting were developed.

To obtain better measures of Socio-Economic Status

(SES) than overall census indicators for cities, data from

the Michigan School Census of 1970, collected by the Michi-

gan Department of Education, were used. Since SES and

student body composition do not change radically from year

to year, we assume that the 1970 data would provide a good

estimate of conditions at the time of the original survey

two years before.

SES and skill levels are determined in the school

census using the responses of 4th and 7th grade students

to a battery of skill tests (e.g., verbal, mathematical
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and social categories) and a survey regarding family life-

style, parental occupation, education and other presumed

components of SES. For every Michigan School district,

elementary school and junior high school, the means and

standard deviations for SES and student ability have been

calculated, providing data on inter- and intra—district

variations in level of SES and ability and on homogeneity

of school composition. (Detailed information on the sample,

survey questions and tests can be found in the Michigan

Department of Education's Technical Report on the 1970
 

School Census.)

Documentary sources of data included employment

contracts between each district and its teachers' associa-

tion for the 1967-8 school year (which were used to ascer-

tain the level of formalization of each school district and

to assess the legal limits and guarantees on principal and

teacher autonomy), the district directories for 1967-8

(from which inferences about specialization and hierarchy

were made), the Michigan Education Directory for 1966-7

and for 1967-8 provided rosters of principals in each dis-

trict, thus permitting the calculation of principal turnover

rates during the focal year.

Measurement of the Variables
 

The independent variables discussed in the previous

chapter concerned the structure of work and some personal

characteristics of individuals. While the personal
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characteristics are simple and easily Operationalized in

the survey by asking respondents' age, sex and work history,

the structural variables are more complex. Basically, three

sets of dimensions underly a job's opportunity structure--

occupation, organizational structure and environment.

Occupation
 

In the survey, respondents were identified by their

school and position, yielding four categories--elementary

and secondary principals and teachers. Teachers described

their current positions so that student or substitute

teachers could be eliminated and so that tenure status

could be controlled, if desired.

Data are available for 53 principals--15 secondary

and 38 elementary--and for 1,413 teachers--850 secondary

and 563 elementary. Data concerning different types of

classroom teachers will be presented in the section on

specialization.

Organizational Structure

Since schools are part of districts having dis-

tinct organizational patterns, both types of organization

may be relevant to the propositions. Within each organi-

zational component, I will describe both types.

The specific components of school structure

measured, the source of data for each component and the

range of variation for each item will be described next.
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School Hierarchy.——For any particular school, the

pattern of hierarchy could be described as one of only four

possible forms (see Figure 1). Only two position levels

were possible steps in a professional hierarchy with the

principal at the top and classroom teachers at the bottom.

Other personnel involved in auxiliary hierarchies were not

considered critical and were not examined. Type 2 and

type 3 are considered equal in meaning in a hierarchical

sense, although they suggest differences in specialization

and span of control.

The existence or absence of each type of intermedi-

ate position was determined from questions asked of princi-

pals (see Appendix B). Using principal responses, it was

possible to assign a number (0, 1 or 2) to each school,

representing the number of position levels between princi-

pal and teacher, excluding clerical and auxiliary specialist

positions. Table 6 presents the mean number of intermediary

levels in schools in each district, as well as the distribu-

tion pattern. This table suggests fairly large inter-

district variations in hierarchy, with district 1 schools

appearing to have the most hierarchical arrangements. It

is essential, however, to note that the number of elemen-

tary schools studied in each district is not equal, and

that there are different patterns in elementary and

secondary schools. When similar ratios are calculated just

for schools of each level, combining them across districts,

the mean number of intermediary levels in secondary schools
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Principal

l.

Teacherl, T2, Tn

Principal

2. Assistant Principal

Teacherl, T2, T3, Tn

Principal

3. Dept. Chair.1 Dept. Chair.2

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 Tn

Principal

Asst. P. Asst. P.

4. D.C.l D.C.2 D.C.3 D.C.4

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 TX T

Least hierarchical

arrangement.(only

two levels). Most

likely found in

elementary schools.

Moderately Hier-

archical (3 levels).

Moderately Hier-

archical (3 levels).

(More Specialties)

Most Hierarchical

(4 levels). Rarely

found in Elementary

Schools.

 

Figure l.--Types of School Hierarchy.
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TABLE 6.--Distribution and Mean Scores on School Hierarchy,

by District.

 

Intermediate Levels

in Hierarchy

 

 

District 0 l 2 Mean* Rank

1 5 l 3 .78 1 (High)

2 8 1 3 .58 3

3 9 3 0 .25 5

4 7 1 3 .64 2

5 6 l 2 .56 4

 

*[2(# schools with 2 levels) + l(# with 1 level) + 0]

e N schools in district].

is 1.67 while for elementary schools it is only .105. When

means for each type of school in each district are calcu-

lated and ranked, none of the elementary school components

of any district rank higher. One interesting effect of

this separation before ranking is that secondary schools in

districts 1, 2 and 4 have the same mean number of inter—

mediary 1evels--a11 the differences appearing in Table 6

were due to hierarchical differences of elementary schools

in those districts.

It appears that District 3 schools have more

primitive hierarchy than schools in the other districts,

while District 1 schools, in both elementary and secondary

categories, showed the most complex hierarchical structure.

However, the great intra-district variations in number of
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levels between teacher and principal suggests that the

district differences are not solely the result of district

policy or environmental constraints.

While the nature of district variations in hier-

archical arrangements in schools cannot be uncovered from

the above tables, these data do suggest that elementary and

secondary teachers face different advancement opportunity

structures within each school system. All but one secondary

school in the sample offered at least one position between

teacher and principal while only 4 of the 38 elementary

schools had such a position that could permit intra-

organizational career advancement for teachers. Although

the differences between elementary and secondary schools in

terms of hierarchy are huge, there are cases--where the con-

nection between school level and hierarchy does not hold--

most districts have at least one atypical case, a secondary

school in category 0 or 1 or an elementary school in cate-

gory l and these few cases may help us to separate the

effects of school level from those of hierarchy within the

school.

Hierarchy in the District Organization.—-When the
 

district school system itself is the focal point, the hier-

archy variable is much more difficult to measure. When

compared to schools, districts use less universal position

titles for administrators below the superintendent level.

The most common title, "assistant or "associate" super-

intendent is expected to denote an administrative area of
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control, rather than subject-matter specialization.

"Administrative assistant" is another common position in

the hierarchical network extending from superintendent to

school principal. Each of the above positions may also

supervise an aide or assistant-to position. Finally, most

districts have divisional directors responsible for some

type of district-level work or for coordination of school-

level programs (e.g., personnel, financial or business

directors).

Information about the existence of these positions

was gathered from directories for the school districts

obtained from the superintendents' offices. Position

titles and occupants, clerical staffs connected to each

position and any connection with federal,state or univer-

sity programs were listed, allowing us to use reasonable

criteria to distinguish staff from line positions. No

survey data were used for this variable. Since assistant-to

positions are not necessarily part of the main line of

authority and since many divisional director positions

appeared to function as staff specialists advising the

superintendent and teachers, outside the main line of

authority, the final hierarchy measure does not include

these positions. Specialist positions and supervisors of

course-work consultants were also eliminated from the

hierarchy scale. These staff positions appear to be only

peripherally related to the superintendent-principal line

of control and are more likely to be seen by specialized
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teachers as opportunity for advancement than by principals,

whose expertise is administrative, rather that course-

related.

Centralization of Decision-Making.--One characteris-

tic of bureaucracies that researchers believe may affect

worker behavior and perceptions of work is the extent of

centralization of authority. In some research projects,

however, the concept of centralization is either subsumed

under the hierarchy dimension (such as Hall, 1969) or is

subject to biased measurement, being based solely on percep-

tions of managers at upper organizational levels (such as

Reiman, 1973). Each of these problems requires attention.

The first type of problem, the neglect of any

independent measurement of centralization, stems from an

assumption that any organization of a given configuration

would have a decision-making pattern characteristic of that

hierarchical structure. While this notion fits with Weber's

analysis of the meaning of hierarchy, researchers have

observed variations in the extent to which positions requir-

ing ability of a given type have been entrusted with deci—

sions appropriate to that position level and ability type

(for instance, see Child, 1972). Thus it appears desirable

to assess the decision-making structure of an organization

empirically, rather than inferring it from the organization

charts. At the same time, one must maintain the distinction

between decision-making authority and personal influence or
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power. This study will concentrate on the formal authority

structure, although a few questions about influence will be

included.

The second typical problem in research comes from

an over-reliance by investigators upon the reports of

individuals at one level of the organization. Thus, mana-

gers may feel that the decision-making structure is not

centralized. Complicating the problem of reliance upon one

level as a source of information is the problem of using a

very small number of informants for data on any one organi-

zation, a practice which means that the reliability of the

reports cannot be checked. Mansfield suggests that the most

research on centralization suffers this weakness (1973). Yet

lower-level respondents may not have realistic perceptions

of the decision-making structure.

In an attempt to surmount the problems mentioned

here, both conceptual and methodological, centralization is

measured independently of hierarchical structure and a

variety of sources of information about decision-making are

tapped. For this study, objective limits and subjective

perceptions of the decision-making structure are analyzed.

Types of decisions often required in schools were listed

in a survey of teachers and principals who were asked to

choose the usual actual decision-maker from a list of £6:

positions. See Appendix A for a list of the decisions and

positions. To simplify the analysis, the.i§7positions can

be described as Teachers (acting individually or in
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concert), Principal (and appointees or assistants) and

System Personnel (including superintendents, school boards

and state officials). One category, parents, was drOpped

because no one believed parents played any regular role in

decision-making.

The decisions listed in the survey have also been

categorized, using estimations of the kind of competence

required by each type (see Goslin, 1965; pp. 229-30), legal

limits on certain decisions and also using respondents'

Opinions regarding the ideal decision-maker for each deci-

sion. The three resulting categories are decisions requir-

ing teacher competency, decisions requiring principal (or

local administrative) authority, and decisions requiring

system level knowledge or authority.

The overall patterns of perception of teachers and

principals of the levels at which the three decision cate-

gories were handled confirms my original separation of the

fourteen decision areas according to the type of expertise

or authority probably required to make each decision. As

the data in Tables 7 and 8 suggest, both teachers and

principals thought that system administrators were the

most powerful of the three levels. Both groups also saw

teachers making more decisions than principals in these

areas, although the teachers perceived a somewhat greater

advantage than did the principals.
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TABLE 7.--Principal Perceptions of Decision—Making by Locus

of Decision Competency, for Fourteen Decisions.

 

Perceived Decision-Maker

 

 

Locus of

Competency Teacher Principal System NA

Teacher 158 48 45 14

(5 decisions)

Principal 16 87 52 4

(3 decisions)

System 35 64 205 14

(6 decisions)

 

Net Authority 209/742 199/742 302/742 32

53 principals x 14 decisions = 742 responses .

 

TABLE 8.--Teacher Perceptions of Decision-Making by Locus

of Decision Competency, for Fourteen Decisions.

 

Perceived Decision-Maker

 

 

Locus of

Competency Teacher Principal System NA

Teacher 3926 966 1208 920

(5 decisions)

Principal 243 2120 1307 532

(3 decisions)

System 1143 1391 4735 1155

(6 decisions)

 

Net Authority 5312/19656 4477/19656 7250/19656 ’2607

1404 teachers x 14 decisions = 19656 responses
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The centralization of authority within each school

could only be measured from these subjective reports of

teachers and principals.* As might be expected, teachers

did not always agree internally and teachers and principals

often saw different decision-making structures within the

same school. Rather than judging the correctness of one or

the other source of information, I put two factors into the

list of components of bureaucratization--principal percep-

tions of extent of centralization and teacher mean percep-

tions of centralization.

In giving each school one overall score for teacher

perception of centralization, I calculated the number of

teachers choosing each decision level for each decision in

each school. If a choice of Teacher is called a Level 1

choice, a choice of Principal is called Level 2 and a

choice of System is called Level 3 choice, the ideal

decision-making pattern would be described as: 3 2 l,

l > 2 but (1+2) > 3. Considering the distribution of choices

in each school, a school will be labeled:

a. Highly centralized if 3 > (2+1). (26 schools)

b. Less centralized if 3 < (2+1). (27 schools)

These variables can then be fit into a picture of the over-

all bureaucratization of each school, using Child's point

(adapted from Weber) that delegation of authority to the

level whose positions involve adequate knowledge and

authority to handle a given decision type is .one of the

halearks of bureaucracy (1974). Low centralization thus

should be characteristic of more bureaucratic schools.
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District organizations can also be described as

more or less centralized, using both net scores of princi—

pals and teachers in each district and also using formal

provisions of wage and benefit contracts that specify the

extent of delegation of authority for certain decisions.

While the contract provisions suggest only low

levels of district differentiation on this dimension,

principals and teachers see somewhat greater differences,

possibly because they answered questions regarding a dif-

ferent set of decision areas than those covered in the

contracts. When the contract provisions are considered,

it is assumed that, in a natural state, all authority rests

with officials of the school system (i.e., the board and

superintendent, and that the collective bargaining process

represents a formal acknowledgement of the delegation of

certain types of authority and autonomy to teachers (and

in a few cases, indirectly, to principals). Thus the number

of provisions restricting system authority and the ratio of

such restrictions to restrictions on teacher and principal

autonomy can be used as an indication of the extent of

decentralization of authority in the district organiza-

tions. (See Appendix E for the complete list of contract

provisions limiting autonomy or authority.)

The remaining independent variables are much easier

to conceptualize and measure than the hierarchy and central-

ization dimensions. Table 9 sets out the variable name,

the source of the data used to measure the variable and, if
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the source was a survey item, a description of the ques-

tion/s used. See Appendix A and B for the actual wording

of each question.

Perceptions and Behavior
 

The intervening and dependent variables are composed

of various aspects of teacher and principal perceptions,

attitudes and behavior. Except for data on teacher and

principal turnover rates in each school and district,

which were gathered from district handbooks and district

rosters of personnel, the intervening and dependent varia-

bles were Operationally defined as responses or clusters of

responses to questions on the teacher and principal surveys.

The cluster analysis evaluated statistically the patterns

of responses to each set of questions that were expected to

tap one or another dimension of behavior or perception, to

see if there was indeed great internal correlation between

the elements of each theoretical cluster. This procedure

will be described more thoroughly in the section on

Statistical Analysis. The questions used to measure each

variable and the content and reliability coefficient for

each cluster obtained can be found in Appendix C and D. Table

10 displays the final list of intervening and dependent

variables, the questionnaire or document from which data

were drawn and a description of the character of the

variable as it would be used for analysis (i.e., a rate,

a cluster, a school mean, etc.).
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Statistical Methods

For many of the variables considered in this research

project adequate measurement required two or more survey

questions. While I assumed initially that each such set of

questions would be unidimensional, it seemed necessary to

consider the possibility that my assumption might be incor-

rect. Furthermore, even if my hypothesized sets of ques-

tions are each unidimensional, some technique for handling

the multitude of related measures is required. To answer

both of these problems, cluster analysis was performed on

all the multi-measure survey questions used in this disser-

tation. The specific cluster analysis technique used was

devised by Dr. John Hunter of Michigan State University.

This technique permits one to see whether supposedly

similar measures of a variable are actually similar in

interaction with other variables and simplifies the further

analysis of each group of similar measures of a variable.

Once the statistically derived clusters were estab-

lished, I compared them to my original list of variables.

With only minor changes, the original variables were almost

perfectly reproduced in the statistically-derived clusters.

Of these changes, differences between principals and

teachers accounted for most cluster content differences.

For instance, in principal clusters, other principals are

“close colleagues" while for teachers, others in the same

specialty are "close colleagues." The only unexpected
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statistical cluster was the overall "Job Satisfaction"

cluster for principals. Principals did not differentiate

idealistic, extrinsic and status categories of satisfying

job aspects as I had expected they would and as teachers

actually did. However, since (in Chapter II) I presented

evidence regarding the general invalidity of job satisfac-

tion as a variable, this divergence from expected cluster-

ing was not too disturbing. It simply gives an added

reason for avoiding relying too heavily on satisfaction as

a variable.

The reliability of each of these statistically con-

firmed and theoretically valid clusters is denoted by its

alpha score in Appendix C or D. All principal clusters

_ had reliability coefficients above .60 and most were above

.70. Of the teacher clusters, only three had reliability

coefficients below .60 and these were in the .57 to .59

range. Since these three were theoretically valid and

seemed unidimensional and because of the large N for teachers

(1403) these three clusters were kept as well.

The teacher clusters were then subjected to a non-

parametric two-way analysis of variance, to assess the

independent and interaction effects of school level and

school district upon teacher perceptions and beliefs. This

analysis used a nested design with an unequal number of

schools in the cells, since the number of schools varies

by level and district. The .05 level was used to decide
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whether the distribution differs more than could be

expected by chance.

To assess the effects of district and school level

upon principal responses, I calculated means by district

and by school level for each cluster and each behavior and

used F tests to determine the significance of these struc-

tural variables.

The next step in the analysis of the teacher data

is a multiple correlation matrix, attempting to identify

the impact upon teacher behavior of each of the structural

variables subsumed under district and level differences.

The theoretical framework suggests that several organiza-

tional and occupational variables underly the overall dis-

trict and level differences and that some of these may be

more critical than others in influencing behavior patterns.

Because only five districts are studied, organiza-

tional variables presumably affecting principal behavior

are harder to separate statistically. I used Spearman rank

correlation coefficients to indicate approximately the

importance of each of the district organizational variables

upon principal perceptions and behavior. However, since so

many structural variables differentiate the five districts,

one cannot place too much reliance upon the results

obtained here.



 

SCHOOL

 
  



CHAPTER IV

SCHOOL STRUCTURE: PATTERNS IN ORGANIZATIONAL

AND AGGREGATE VARIABLES

Introduction
 

In this chapter, I will consider several theoretical

problems concerning the structural variables that were

brought up in the first and second chapters of this dis-

sertation.

First, the rationale for treating elementary and

secondary school structures as distinctively different will

be tested by a comparison of actual patterns of organization

at the two levels. If there are clearcut differences

between the two levels on organizational dimensions, the

next step is to see whether either level can be charac-

terized as closer to the ideal bureaucratic type. In

pursuing that question, it will be possible to see if the

data provided in this sample present sufficient evidence

to indicate that the bureaucratic elements are unidimen-

sional.

Turning to the interaction of organizational and

other school level variables, I will check whether any

92
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apparent patterns in organizational structure can be attri-

buted to underlying variables (which will be inferred from

differences in SES and staff composition). Finally, one

must ask whether the aggregate school compositional vari-

ables are independent of the formal structural variables.

If they are not, the organizational patterns must be con-

trolled before the effects of compositional variables on

attitudinal and behavioral variables can be assessed.

School Level Patterns in

Bureaucratization

 

 

To check the possibility that elementary and

secondary schools had distinctive patterns of organization,

mean scores for each level on each organizational variable

can be compared and evaluated. Table 11 sets out the means

by level as well as the results of t-tests comparing the

values for the two sets of schools.

It appears that secondary and elementary school

structures are quite different, since secondary schools

scored significantly higher in hierarchy, size of special-

ist staff, use of universalistic criteria and standardiza-

tion than did elementary schools. But elementary schools

had significantly higher scores on both teacher and

principal perceptions of centralization and on specializa-

tion in major areas. For the other organizational

variables, specialization in courses, expertise of teachers

and formalization, secondary schools had higher scores, but

the differences were not statistically significant.
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TABLE ll.--Mean Scores on Organizational Variables, by

Level of School.

 

School Level

 

 

 

Organizational

Variable Elementary Secondary value of t

Hierarchy 1.607 4.293 -6.07*

Standardization 2.333 3.351 -l.76**

Formalization ' 3.013 3.767 -l.26

Specialization-- ‘

courses 2.485 3.241 -1.28

Specialization--

major 3.660 2.464 2.65*

Universalisml 2.584 3.184 -1.9o**

Expertise 2.729 3.421 -l.15

Centralization Pr.l 4.234 2.386 4.04*

Centralization T. 4.287 1.827 8.2*

Specialist Staff 2.162 4.499 -4.59*

1
F tests were used to check the differences in

variances of the two samples. Only universalism and

centralization Pr. showed statistically significant

evidence of differences in pOpulation variances, in 2-

tailed tests with a : .10, with elementary schools showing

greater variance.

*Significant if (t) Z 1.96 for a = .05 in a 2-tailed test

with > 30 d.f.

**Significant for a =.10 in a 2-tailed test with > 30 d.f.
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On the basis of the two clusters of bureaucratic

variables described above, it appears that elementary and

secondary schools do have different patterns of organiza-

tion. More importantly, those differences suggest different

approaches to bureaucratization, since each pattern contains

some elements usually described as bureaucratic. The data

do not suggest that either type of school is clearly more

bureaucratic than the other. Furthermore the data confirm

other recent research showing that bureaucracy is not

unidimensional (see Hall, 1967; Pugh, §£;gl., 1969; and

Blau, gt_§1., 1966).

Before proceeding to further analysis of the organi-

zational structure of the sampled schools, it may be useful

to consider whether the apparent differences in structure

reflect differences in ecological or school level variables.

To check this possibility, I compared elementary and

secondary schools on several different dimensions. Mean

values for these variables and calculated values of t are

set forth in Table 12.

The data reported in Table 12 do not explain the

large differences in organizational structure of elementary

and secondary schools already observed. The only signifi-

cant differences in the school level data concern the sex

of the professional staff. Recalling conclusions from

Census data noted in Chapter II, it is apparent that these

reflect typical occupational differences, with a higher

prOportion of males both in teaching and in administration
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TABLE 12.--Means for Aggregate Data by Level of School.

 

School Level

 

 

 

Variable3 Elementary1 Secondary2 Value of t

SES Level 3.042 2.920 .20

SES Homogeneity 3.070 2.614 .75

Student Ability 2.887 2.584 .49

Student Homogeneity 3.162‘ 2.499 1.12

Consensus Teacher 3.296 3.970 .95

Principal Sex 3.158 1.00 4.88*

Principal Exper-

ience 3.739 3.481 .49

% Female Teachers 4.461 3.264 3.11*

1N = 38.

2N = 15.

3
l = Low, 5 = High for all variables except

Principal Sex, where l = Male.

*Significant if (t) Z .196 for a =.05 in a 2-tailed test

with > 30 d.f.
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at the secondary school level. Although it appears unlikely

that these variables determine school structure, and

although this could only be established by observation of

the effects of personnel changes, I will return to the‘

possibility that such a relationship exists in a later

section, checking for patterns of organizational structure

when sex of staff is controlled. One final observation

that may be derived from Table 12 is that school district

may be more closely related to such variables as SES,

student ability and principal experience than is school

level. This possibility will be considered later in a

section on the bases and effects of school district vari-

ables.

Internal Patterns in Organizational

Structure, by_School Level

The next step in the analysis of organizational

structure is to consider the interrelationships of the

bureaucratic variables when school level is controlled.

Udy (1957) and Stinchcombe (1957) proposed that

bureaucratization should be separated into two multi-

dimensional components, rational and legal components of

organization. _I considered the pattern of internal corre-

lation of elements and, although most correlations did not

reach statistical significance, found some support for the

separation of organizational items into two distinct

groups. -Table 13 presents the actual correlations among

Organizational variables .
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The anticipated intercorrelations within the two

groups were neither as strongly nor as clearly demonstrated.

I used the principles of cluster analysis (basing groups on

correlations between each pair of items and parallel rela—

tionships of each item in a group with the items in other

groups) to adapt the theoretical groups to empirical

reality. The two groups thus separated were:

Group A: Hierarchy

Specialization by major or minor

Universalism

Specialization in courses taught

Expertise

Specialization of support staff

(weakly related to rest of group)

Group B: Standardization

Formalization

Centralization-~Principal (weakly related)

in secondary schools only

Centralization--Teacher (weakly related)

in secondary schools only

Except for the inclusion of hierarchy in Group A, and cen-

tralization in Group B, these groups correspond to the

theoretical separation of rational and bureaucratic modes

of organization that Udy and Stinchcombe suggested. Thus

any reliance on one overall summary measure of bureaucrati-

zation is likely to lead to confusing and contradictory

results.

Since the internal correlations within the groups

are not exceptionally strong, I will continue to consider

the effects of each dimension separately, rather than

considering the effects of rational versus bureaucratic

groups as a whole. Furthermore, in Group B, the weak
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relationships between the two measures of centralization

and both formalization and standardization should remind

us that, even in Weber's idealized bureaucracy, authority

was to be delegated to apprOpriate levels. Hence, it may

be a mistake to consider centralization a bureaucratic

element of organization--perhaps a third type, irrational,

nonbureaucratic but authoritarian must be considered as

well.

The next step in analysis is to consider the rela-

tionship of formal organizational structure to school com-

positional variables so that their eventual effects upon

teachers and principals may be assessed. One might expect

'that school structure would be affected by resources

available in the district. Since SE8 level is related both

‘bo tax level in the district and human resources in the

community (such as education level of parents), I checked

‘tc>see whether correlations among the organizational vari-

ables were stronger for schools with similar SES. Data

Irresented in Table 14 offer some support for the idea that

SChools similar in SE8 share some similar organizational

features and patterns.

Partialing out the effects of school SES produced

nc> significant changes in the correlations at the elemen-

tary level. At the secondary level, however, it appears

t"halt SES had masked the strength of the positive correla-

tions between hierarchy and three variables: specializa-

tJJDTl by subject, Specialization in majors and minor area
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and expertise of teachers. Furthermore, hierarchy has a

stronger negative correlation with standardization than

had appeared when SES was not controlled, while standardi-

zation and formalization show a stronger positive correla-

tion with SES effects partialed out. Since both expertise

and specialization by subject now show weaker correlations

with formalization and since specialization in major and

minor areas now shows a stronger negative correlation with

formalization, the evidence that two distinct organiza-

tional clusters exist appears quite a bit stronger now that

the effects of SES have been separated from the direct

organizational intercorrelations. One cluster appears to

consist of hierarchy, universalism and all aspects of

specialization and expertise, while the other is composed

of centralization, formalization and standardization. Out

of key with this interpretation is the fact that controlling

SES also reduced the correlation between expertise and

specialization by subject by .11. In every other case,

however, the idea that two distinct clusters can be used

to draw the broad outline of a school's structure received

further confirmation from the purge of SES effects. One

must ask, though, why no similar pattern is found at the

elementary level.

One possible answer, which might also help to

explain the generally different patterns of correlation

observed at the two levels, is that the range of variation

in students and in tasks is narrower at the elementary
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level than at the secondary, with not much overlap in

values on some organizational characteristics. This is

certainly true for hierarchy, teacher expertise and the two

measures of centralization (see Table 11 for level means on

these variables). If this is the problem, then future

research on this question should discriminate more finely

than the present data allowed me to do, so as to maximize

the number of intervals of measurement of several organi-

zational variables. However, it is also possible that

research on school organizations alone cannot produce

enough meaningful intervals on many variables and that the

type of organization cannot be so narrowly defined if one is

to get a realistic picture of organizational patterns.

It is also possible that part of the answer lies in

the very different tasks and problems faced by secondary

schools at different SES levels. A11 elementary schools

must inculate basic skills--the traditional three r's, at

least. However, some secondary schools must prepare students

for college entrance, a situation which might encourage the

hiring and evaluation of very expert and specialized teachers

who can stimulate creativity and who can work with highly

motivated students. Lower SES schools may face a different

set of tasks: keeping students in school, improving basic

skills and controlling antisocial behavior.

The next step in analysis is to consider the rela-

tionship of formal organizational structure to school

compositional variables so that their overall effects upon

teachers and principals can eventually be assessed.
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Interaction of Organizational and

Compositional Variables

 

 

Measures of school composition inCluded two teacher

variables (percentage female and level of consensus), four

student variables (SE8, SE8 homogeneity, ability and ability

homogeneity) and two principal variables (experience and

sex). The correlations between these variables and the

organizational variables appear in Table 15.

The most important contribution of these data is

that none of the organizational-compositional relationships

are statistically significant for secondary schools and very

few are significant for elementary schools. Since the

propositions being examined in this research do not predict

any strong relationships, this observation is useful in

reassuring us that any eventual effects of organizational

structure cannot be attributed to hidden effects of school

composition, since there are few consistent patterns between

organization and aggregate compositional data for the

schools. Perhaps the uniformity of state legal requirements

minimizes the potential effects of differences in district

composition. Turning to Specific compositional variables,

one sees that organizational patterns are only weakly

related to percentage of female teachers and to sex of

principal.. Elementary principal experience is only weakly

related to hierarchy, formalization and specialization B.

Of these three, formalization is the strongest correlate

of experience. Since female principals are usually more
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experienced and since there is a weak correlation between

principal sex and formalization, it is likely that experi-

ence alone is not critical to greater formalization, but

rather greater experience of female principals. Male

principals may use different administrative tactics as they

gain experience.

Only size of Specialist staff is positively related

to secondary principal experience, suggesting that seasoned

principals may be entrusted with larger schools offering

more services and requiring greater administrative Skill in

the integration of this variety of services. Alternatively,

assignment to more complex schools may be a reward for

years of service in less prestigious, inadequately staffed

schools. Principal experience at the secondary level was

only weakly related to the other organizational variables,

except that experienced secondary principals see themselves

as part of a more decentralized authority structure than do

elementary principals. This difference suggests to me that

experience brings principals into closer agreement with

teacher perceptions of the decision-making structure (see

Tables 7 and 8, Chapter III).

When the student compositional patterns are con-

sidered, school level makes a great difference in the nature

and strength of relationships. It is important to recall

here that, on the whole, elementary schools scored at the

extremes of the range for SES and ability and had great

internal homogeneity, due to the location of elementary
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schools in distinctive neighborhoods in each district,

while secondary schools had less extreme values and greater

internal variance, since they often covered a multitude

of distinctive neighborhoods. Bearing these facts in mind,

let us turn to a consideration of the interactions of

student composition and other variables.

At the elementary level, both types of student

homogeneity were strongly related to teacher expertise and

to size of Specialist staff. Based on these correlations,

one may infer that administrators are better able to

diagnose difficulties and weaknesses in the more homogeneous

schools and that a concentration of specialists and well-

trained teachers in schools with clearly identifiable stu-

dent problems might appear to be a wise use of limited

personnel resources. Possibly the more heterogeneous

schools, with a wider variety of student problems, are more

likely to participate in visiting teacher programs of various

sorts, although such data were not available for this study.

Although none of these correlations involving stu-

dent compositional factors is statistically significant, the

data do suggest some differences from the patterns uncovered

at the elementary level. Summing up these differences,

secondary schools showed a weak positive relationship

between both formalization and teacher expertise and the

compositional variable, student SES. Furthermore, SES

homogeneity was weakly but inversely related to expertise

and size of specialist staff while ability homogeneity was
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inversely related to specialist staff as well, unlike the

strong positive correlations found at the elementary level.

While these relationships are not critical to the prOposi-

tions at issue in this research, it is important to estab-

lish that the organizational patterns cannot be considered

reflections of these inconsistent relationships of compo-

sitional and ecological variables. Furthermore, the weak

and inconsistent relationships among organizational, staff

and student variables suggest new areas for future research

and confirm once again the apparent primacy of SES in

predicting student ability levels. In Table 15, ability

is also related, though not to a significant extent, to such

rational elements of organization as specialization and

teacher expertise, as well as formalization in secondary

schools. SES is strongly related to each of the student

variables but weakly or not at all related to the teacher

and principal variables. Further research on the effects

of bureaucratization upon student learning, independent of

SES, might be a fruitful area of endeavor. Similarly, a

longitudinal study of the ecological sources of school

organizational change might help to assess the real

importance of SES in explaining student ability.

When staff and student correlations are considered,

it appears that sex of staff is somewhat relevant to

student compositional patterns. Male principals are found

in schools with less homogeneity and lower student ability

and male teachers predominate in schools with lower student
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ability. These surprising correlations may simply reflect

district officials' beliefs about appropriate places for

Inale and female staff, rather than any causal link between

sex and administrative or teaching ability.

Considering the whole range of data concerning com-

puasitional variables, very few of the correlations are sta-

tistically significant and yet a few interesting possibili-

'tjues concerning the observed trends and contradictions in

reelationships have been detected. The strongest correla-

‘tiJons link SES, ability, student homogeneity, teacher

encpertise and size of specialist staff. The only organiza-

‘tiJonal features that seem to be determined by ecological

guitterns are the expertise and Specialist staff variables,

features that a district official clearly might link to

Student homogeneity of problems.

Conclusion
 

This chapter presented data testing the rationale

for treating elementary and secondary schools as struc-

'turally different types. There were a few clearcut dif-

ferences between the two school levels on organizational

(iimensions, however, neither level was significantly closer

ti) the ideal bureaucratic type. In fact, the data presented

hei‘re offer evidence for the treatment of bureaucracy as a

In“ltd-dimensional phenomenon.

Turning to the interaction or organizational and

Sch‘Ool aggregate variables, I found that the observed
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patterns of organizational structure could not, on the

whole, be attributed to differences in SES and staff

composition, although SES interrelated with some organiza—

tional patterns. Furthermore, the school compositional

variables appeared to be largely independent of the formal

structural variables, although there were some inconclusive

trends relating principal experience to certain organiza-

'tional variables in elementary schools and relating teacher

<expertise and size of specialist staff to the student aggre-

qgate variables. Further along in the analysis, when the

(affects of compositional variables upon dependent variables

iis assessed, the organizational variables most strongly

associated with school composition will be controlled, to

«observe the independent effects of the compositional

“variables.
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CHAPTER V

VARIATIONS ON OCCUPATIONAL DIMENSION

Before analyzing the data concerning the main

pr0positions, I must present evidence showing that there is

Variation in the independent variables and that the nature

and patterning of such variation agrees with assumptions

Inade in the first chapters. Basically, I must assess

eVidence pertinent to my treatment of teachers and principals

as four occupational types and I must show whether or not

all variation is accounted for by occupational and elementary-

Se condary school classi fication .

Occupational Differences

Data regarding differences in the four proposed

Dccupations comes from individual and collective factors

ascertained in the surveys or from organizational data.

B3'5‘oadly speaking, one must ask whether the members of the

folir occupations studied are different people (in terms of

dSl‘nographic factors), have different perceptions and

a“'ltitudes and behaviors, and carry out different tasks,

6‘53 their statuses in different organizational structures

lll
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demand. Several tables will be presented to summarize data

making these distinctions more explicit. Most evidence

will pertain to the elementary-secondary distinctions

within the categories of teacher and principal, since the

latter broad categories are generally accepted as distinct

occupational types.

Demographic
 

When personal characteristics are considered, the

sample studied had clear sex differences between elementary

and secondary teachers and principals. All of the secondary

principals studied were male but less than half the elemen-

tary principals were male (42%). Among teachers, 54 per-

cent of the secondary teachers were male, while 14 percent

of the elementary teachers were male. When the range of

variation among schools is considered, secondary schools

range from 37 to 64 percent male, while elementary schools

range from O to 47 percent male.

When the personal variable considered is age of

respondent, other differences emerge. Almost.half (47%)

the secondary principals are under 45 years while less than

a third (31%) of the elementary principals are under 45.

This suggests two possible further distinctions between

elementary and secondary principals: elementary principals

should have more teaching and administrative experience, on

the average and they should be more likely to retire from

the labOr-force from the position of principal. Secondary
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principals, younger and less experienced, seem to have a

later career ceiling, either moving to system administration

or moving out of education before retirement. A third

possibility exists but cannot be handled in this study-~it

is possible that the personnel policies of the districts

studied include a preference for young secondary principals

and for older elementary principals but this may not be a

universal pattern. Nevertheless, it appears that elementary

and secondary principals may have different career patterns,

in terms of timing of career ceiling, at least in the sample

studied.

For teachers, the relationship between age and level

is reversed: mean age of elementary teachers is 31, while

for secondary teachers it is 33. This small difference

does not meaningfully distinguish the two groups or suggest

distinctive career patterns for each.

Other personal variables may help to further differ-

entiate elementary and secondary levels. Table 16 allows

one to compare the occupations in terms of professional

training. Although all of the principals surveyed had

completed Masters' degrees, there was a small difference

by level in the percentage with Ed. Spec. degrees as well,

with secondary principals slightly ahead of elementary

principals. For teachers, the range of differences among

schools, as well as the means for each level, may be helpful.

While almost twice as many elementary teachers lacked

Masters' degrees, compared to secondary teachers, some
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elementary schools had a greater proportion of MA teachers

than did some secondary schools. Thus it appears that

educational level and occupation are related but that one

should not make inferences concerning the quality of staff

in any given school based simply upon these gross occupa-

tional differences. Educational level of teachers and

principals does not appear to be such a critical variable

in differentiating elementary and secondary occupations as

it may have been at one time (see Lieberman, 1956).

Another characteristic that earlier research has

suggested as a discriminant between elementary and secondary

teaching levels is the continuity of work experience (Hansen

and Gerstl, 1967). Elementary teachers should move in and

out of the labor force, just as most women workers supposedly

behave. While the survey did not include questions on

continuity of experience, years of professional experience

were established for both principals and teachers and are

reported in Table 17.

Comparing mean experience for the two groups of

teachers, only small differences appear. Since elementary

school teachers' average age is two years lower, one would

expect about two years less mean experience. Surprisingly,

it appears that elementary school teachers began teaching

before their twentieth birthday! Even allowing for vanity

and misinterpretation of the question, the data suggest

that both groups of teachers experienced continuous employ-

ment as teachers since finishing college, contradicting



TABLE 16.“?!
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Principal

Less than i.

i
MA but less

131- Spec.

Teachers

LESS than I".   
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TABLE l6.--Principals' and Teachers' Education, by School

 

 

Level.

Elementary Secondary Total N

Principal

Less than MA 0 0

MA but less than

Ed. Spec. 87.0% 80.0% 53

Teachers

Less than MA 90.0% 48.0% 1404

 

TABLE l7.--Mean Professional Experience of Principals and

Teachers, by Level.

 

 

Elementary Secondary Total N

Principal

Years Teaching 18.3 16.4 52*

Years Principal 10.1 6.5 52*I**

Teachers

Years Teaching 11.4 12.4 1404

 

*1 case NA.

**F significant at a S .09 for 2-tailed test.
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previous research concerning the labornmarket behavior of

elementary school teachers (such as Lortie, 1969). This

finding is especially interesting since the survey was

completed before the current over-supply of teachers became

a problem. In 1968, teachers were not faced with the poor

labor market conditions of the 19703. So it is improbable

that fear of difficult re-entry into the market is respon-

sible for the continuity of elementary teacher employment.

Returning to Table 17 to consider principals'

professional eXperience, the data here confirm the possi-

bilities raised in the section on age differences. As

expected, elementary principals had higher mean experience

in teaching than did secondary principals. To check whether

greater teaching experience is clearly an occupational

discriminant, one must consider the possible effects of

sex of principal. Perhaps female candidates for the posi-

tion of principal must have or, for some reason, usually do

have more years of teaching experience than male candidates.

To check that possibility, I compared the work backgrounds

of males and females at the elementary level only and found

that 18 of the 21 female principals had 11 or more years

of teaching experience, while only 4 of the 17 male princi-

pals had such extensive teaching backgrounds. Thus it

appears that sex best predicts timing of the move from

teaching positions to administrative positions. Sex does

not appear to affect length of tenure at the level of

principals, however--10 of the 17 male elementary principals
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had more than 5 years of experience as principal while 12

of the 21 females were in the same category. Evidently,

then, the differences between administrative experiences of

elementary and secondary principals, with the logical

implications of later career ceilings for those at the

secondary level, are real effects and are not attributable

to sex of principal.

Since secondary principals are younger, have less

teaching experience and significantly less administrative

experience, one might ask what happens to these principals

as they gain administrative experience. As I suggested

earlier, it is possible that experience administering a

large, complex school with more vocal clients is considered

by district authorities more valuable career preparation

than comparable years at the elementary administrative level.

If prospective career ceilings are higher for secondary

principals, this is an important occupational difference.

In summary, it appears that demographic differences

between elementary and secondary personnel are weak except

for sex of worker. Particularly, the usually described

differences between elementary and secondary teachers do

not appear to be very strong in this study, with the excep-

tion of sex and educational background (and probably curri-

cular content). There were only minor differences between

the two groups of teachers on age and year of professional

experience.
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When the demographic data on principals is summed up, the

most obvious difference also concerns sex of worker--all

secondary principals were male. Furthermore, secondary

principals are somewhat younger, slightly more educated and

report fewer years of teaching and administrative experie

ence. Sex appeared to be a critical variable in explaining

the timing of the move from elementary teaching to elemen-

tary administration but school level appears to be more

important than sex in predicting tenure at the level of

Principal.

P_§rceptions and Self-Definitions

Power Relations and Autonomy.-—As the earlier chapters

detailed, studies of professionals' adaptation to formal

oJi‘ganization frequently cite the difficulty of maintaining

autonomy in such settings as a major factor underlying

hoStility of professionals to bureaucratic settings. Thus it

is vital to consider the importance of power relations and

Professional autonomy in explaining variations in behavior

at work.

The propositions laid out in Chapter II posited that

Principals would exercise more power and have more

autonomy than teachers and that secondary personnel would

be more powerful and autonomous than elementary personnel.

The traditional expectation, however, would be that workers

in less bureaucratized settings would exercise more power

and be more autonomous. Meaningful resolution of these
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conflicting ideas requires data like that presented in

Table 18, which contains mean responses of each occupational

group to questions concerning these issues (see Appendix

A and B for specific questions from survey). There were

statistically significant differences between elementary

and secondary personnel on each set of items. In each case,

the secondary personnel reported a more decentralized

authority structure than did elementary staff.

Table 18 shows that secondary principals and teachers

reported that the decision-making structure allowed princi-

Pals and teachers to make many professional decisions,

While elementary personnel perceived a much more centralized

authority structure, with professional decisions made at

the district level. Furthermore, secondary principals

e"Eelscised greater power over other principals, district

officials and school boards than did elementary principals.

The same pattern was found for teachers, with secondary

tratchers exercising greater personal influence in all their

WOrkubased relationships. Finally, secondary principals

agreed much more strongly than elementary principals with

Statements that their authority was adequate to handle a

Variety of in-school problems. Teachers' perceptions of

principal authority corroborated those beliefs.

The data on decision-making patterns and personal

p("Mex confirms the original propositions that secondary

Personnel would report having more power and more autonomy

than elementary personnel. The evidence concerning
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teacmer-principal differences is less clear, however.

Although teachers reported slightly more personal power than

theuir principals, the elementary-secondary differences are

considerably stronger than the principal-teacher differ-

ences. Furthermore, the score for teachers included

refrerences to their relationships with several peOple within

flueigr building--other teachers, assistants and department

heads--while the score for principals refers only to their

interaction with other principals, the school board and the

superintendent. Since the district officials are the source

of nuost.of the principals' authority, it would be surprising

if purincipals all felt powerful vis-a-vis that group. In

faCtJ' the most we can infer from this data is that princi-

pals do not report more power or autonomy than do teachers.

Employee Relations.--Turning to another factor
 

POSSibly influencing the behavior of teachers and principals,

it is important to assess the character of the relationship

between worker and supervisor and between worker and other

9r°ups making demands on the organization. Several clusters

of Variables measured these relationships: administration

poor, principal supports teachers, teacher organization

hinders, cooperation expected of outsiders and cooperation

e"ipected inside school. The original propositions suggested

that schools with more hierarchical levels, greater

SPecialization, formalization, standardization and reliance

on universalistic criteria would be characterized by better
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supervisor-worker relations because the more clearly defined

worflc roles and the lack of particularism would reduce the

likralihood of conflict. Occupational differences should be

apparent as well, since workers with greater power and

autrnnomy (in this case, secondary personnel) should report

less; strain in the authority relations. Since secondary

schcxols fit the organizational requirements and secondary

personnel fit the autonomy requirements, I expected that

seccuidary personnel would report more c00peration and

smoother relations with school and district administration

than (elementary personnel. Table 19 presents the results of

analysis of variance for the effects of school level on

respcnnses concerning these variables.

Surprisingly, four of the five means indicate that

the Galementary teachers perceive their environments as more

COOPEErative and supportive than do secondary teachers, even

thOugh the latter report more autonomy, more influence and

cleazner, though more complex, organizational settings. In

exPlaining this unexpected reversal, one might propose

that“, in order to accomplish their jobs, elementary personnel

muSt; develop channels of cooperation with others because

0f tflneir individual lack of autonomy and power. The more

autonomous secondary teachers may be forced to bargain,

rather than cooperate freely, because of a more delicate

balance of power and autonomy in secondary schools. Also,

Since elementary principals are considered to have little

authority, it may be more difficult for teachers to blame
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TABLE l9.--Mean Reported Cooperation and Support, by

Occupation and School Level.

 

 

 

Significance

Elementary Secondary Level*

Principals:

COOp. Parents 4.03 > 3.67 .09

Coop. District 3.68 < 3.83 >.10

COOp. In School 4.92 > 4.73 >.10

Poor Adminis—

tration

(District

Level) 1.84 < 1.99 >.lO

TO Hinders

Teachers 1.69 > 1.51 >.10

Teachers:

C00p. Outsiders 4.14 > 3.99 .0002

COOp. Insiders 2.99 > 2.65 .0001

Poor Adminis-

tration (at

School Level) 2.27 < 2.53 .0001

Prin. Supports T. 3.58 > 3.13 .0001

T0 Hinders

Teachers 1.90 < 1.99 >.10

 

*Significance in F test with N = 52 principals, 1404

teachers.

See Appendix C and D for contents of clusters and exact

Wording of questions.

problems on these principals than for secondary teachers

to fault their more independent, more powerful principals.

Since teachers were not asked to evaluate the performance

of district officials, it is impossible to see whether

elementary teachers might be more critical of the adminis-

trators they see as most powerful.
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When principals' perceptions are considered, school

level makes a statistically significant difference only for

occuperation eXpected of parents, which is higher for elemen-

tarjf than secondary principals. Since this difference may

be aittributable to size of school, age of students and

othear non-structural variables, it is not critical to the

prognositions. Turning to the other variables, none of

whicdi resulted in statistically significant differences, it

is iriteresting to note that the elementary principals expect

more cooperation within school, from teachers and assistants,

fluni <30 secondary principals. This parallels the responses

of tenachers and suggests that cooperation may be more likely

when Iprincipals and teachers are equally powerless. Since

secoruflary principals expect somewhat more cooperation from

distazict officials but also have more criticism of these

officxials it is difficult to suggest any alternative

explinnation of elementary-secondary principal differences

on tile basis of this data. It is possible, however, that

the (Drganizations whose attributes are critical to the

Principal-superintendent relationship are the school dis-

trict organizations, not the schools. This possibility

Will-Ibe considered in detail in Chapter VII.

The most important individual variable in the

original prOpositions, the importance of work to self, can

Only be considered indirectly in this analysis, since no

SPecific questions in the original survey explicitly handled

this variable. The best available approximation on this
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variable comes from questions about why one remains in an

occupation, whether one would re-enter the occupation and

the: importance of various possible reference groups. The

prcupositions in Chapter II suggested that secondary per-

sonnel should have mainly intrinsic reasons for remaining

in eeducation, since work should be more important to those

whose jobs require Specialized training and offer a more

knOhflledgeable audience. Furthermore, secondary personnel

should be more willing to re-enter education than elementary

staff. Finally, principals should score higher than

teaclmers on most items because of their greater autonomy,

PrestLige and better chance to demonstrate ability to pro-

fessixonal audiences. Table 20 presents the data on these

Propositions, while a consideration of reference group

differences is taken up in Table 21.

Table 20 shows that intrinsic aspects of work were

the nuost important reasons why elementary and secondary

teaflfllers remained in their jobs, while one component of

the :intrinsic cluster, idealism about students, was most

important for both groups of principals, followed by the

intellectual aspect of the intrinsic cluster. There was

no Significant difference in the means by school level for

thiii‘variable, although elementary personnel had slightly

hi‘gher means on this variable, as on each variable in this

table. It appears that work is important to most of the

reSpondents, if the rationale already presented for using

this item as an approximation of overall importance of





TABLE 20.~-Importance of Work, by Occupation.
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Significance

Elementary Secondary Level*

Principals:

Importance Extrinsic 3.50 3.43 >.10

Importance Status 3.69 3.42 >.10

Importance Students 4.43 3.97 >.lO

Importance Intellect 3.81 3.57 >.10

Re-enter Education 4.37 4.00

Teachers:

Importance Extrinsic 3.28 3.17 >-10

Importance Status 3.44 3.21 .0001

Importance Intrinsic 3.67 3.58 >.lO

Re-enter Education 4.11 3.76 .0001

h

*Significance of F-test, 2-tai1ed, with N =

N = 1404 teachers.

(bf work to self is justified.

52 principals,

However, since elementary

‘teachers' means on extrinsic and status reasons for remain-

:ing are significantly higher than secondary teachers' means

<Jn those items, it is possible that the intrinsic aspects

Ellay a larger part in the secondary teachers' view than in

tflne elementary teachers' view, which would support the

Preposition in question.

Against that interpretation of the data on impor-

tant aspects of work is the data regarding willingness to

rerenter education. Although I expected secondary teachers

31161 principals to express greater eagerness, the reverse

was true for both principals and teachers and at a
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significant level for the latter. Since elementary staff's

emphasis on intrinsic motivation was not significantly

different than secondary staff means, perhaps greater

importance of status and extrinsic rewards of their jobs

plus their equal interest in intrinsic rewards combine to

produce greater overall willingness to re-enter education.

Although the data do not permit us to examine the effects

of expectations versus reality upon willingness to re-enter,

one might speculate that elementary teachers expected less

status and external rewards than secondary teachers and

that the expressed importance of these variables reflects

their pleasure with net (Expected-Actual).

The patterns for principals are similar to those

for teachers, except that none of the elementary-secondary

principal differences are statistically significant. Once

again, the elementary personnel expressed greater willing-

ness to re-enter education than did the secondary person-

nel. In this case, one might make some fairly justifiable

inferences regarding expectations. Especially since many

elementary principals were female, one might suppose that,

to elementary principals, their current position repre-

sents great career success. As the demographic data

showed, these are older people with many more years of

professional experience, many facing retirement. The

secondary principals, being younger and all male, may see

their jobs as steppingstones to higher career points and

may be more aware of alternative occupational choices that
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might have been equally rewarding. But to the elementary

principals, especially to the older females, their current

career success may be attributed by them to the choice of

education as their occupation.

When principals are compared to teachers, the data

support the prediction that principals would be more willing

to return to education than teachers and would cite the

importance of intrinsic reasons more strongly than teachers.

In fact, principals answered more positively than teachers

in each category but the strongest differences were in the

teacher and principal means for intrinsic (including student

and intellectual) reasons for remaining at work.

The data on reasons for remaining at work and

willingness to re-enter education offer, at best, weak

support for the proposition that secondary personnel find

work more important to self than do elementary and somewhat

stronger evidence that principals are more involved in their

work than teachers. According to these propositions, similar

relationships should hold for use of professional reference

groups.

I expected that elementary and secondary personnel

could be distinguished by their use of close colleagues,

rather than administrators or staff outside their own area

as an important reference group. Two sets of questions

will be considered in identifying reference groups: the

extent of idea exchange with several different groups of

people and the importance to the respondent of the good
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Opinion of various groups or individuals. Table 21 sets

out the means for principals and teachers, by school level

and the results of one-way analysis of variance where school

level is the independent variable.

My expectations regarding important reference

groups were borne out in the data displayed in Table 21.

Only secondary teachers reported that the opinion of teachers

in their specialty was most important (of the three opinion

sources) and their rating of the importance of colleague

opinion was significantly higher than the ratings by elemen-

tary teachers. The latter were most concerned about the

opinions of superiors and this group was of significantly

more concern to them than to secondary teachers. Further-

more, elementary teachers considered the opinions of friends

just as important as that of teachers in their specialty,

unlike secondary teachers.

While these facts suggest a greater awareness of an

expert professional audience at the secondary level, the

evidence regarding actual exchange networks seems a puzzling

contradiction to the elementary teachers' relative unconcern

about colleague opinion. As Table 21 illustrates, elemen-

tary and secondary teachers had similar perceptions of the

extent of information exchange within their schools but

elementary teachers reported more exchange of ideas with

specialist colleagues, as well as with non-school personnel.

This reversal of expectations suggests two possibilities

to me. Since out-school exchanges (share ideas with
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parents, friends and district officials) represent less

professional idea sources but exchanges with close

colleagues suggest a strong professional orientation as

well, perhaps elementary teachers simply talk about their

work more with everyone and have more opportunity to talk

to everyone, given the smaller size of staff. Since their

clients are very young, perhaps considered incapable of

relaying accurate information to parents and since these

children are put into programs rather than allowed to select

classes, elementary teachers may be forced to confer more

frequently with parents and other close teachers and may

need parental cooperation in order to carry out their tasks

of socializing incompetent clients. At the secondary level,

where students sign up for classes and are acknowledged as

semi—rational, almost fully socialized individuals, such

comprehensive efforts on the part of teachers are not

necessary. Data on the tOpics usually covered in idea-

exchange might illuminate this problem. If elementary

teachers continually search for ideas about how to work

with specific children or handle their parents, these

problems would require solution every year, as each teacher

meets a new group of students. If secondary teachers con-

sult on less socio-emotional problems, the need for con-

tinual interaction with colleagues might be less, the

observed differences between elementary and secondary

exchange networks would be understandable, and the refer-

ence group identification would not be problematic.
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Lacking this kind of data, we can only say that secondary

teachers are more concerned with the good Opinion of close

colleagues and that elementary teachers have stronger

exchange networks with close colleagues. Perhaps the real

answer is that secondary teachers are unwilling to solicit

ideas from the people whose opinions are most important to

them (see Blau's suggestion that consultation with a

colleague shows deference to that colleague, 1955).

When the principal data are considered, only one

variable shows statistically significant differences:

secondary principals report more idea exchange with their

teachers and assistants than do elementary principals, who

appeared to engage in fewer exchanges of any type. Support-

ing further, though not at a significant level, the idea

that secondary principals have a stronger professional

orientation than elementary principals are the level dif-

ferences in importance of superiors and colleagues.

Secondary principals are more concerned about the opinions

of close colleagues and less about the opinions of superiors

than are elementary principals.

On the whole, there seem to be somewhat stronger

reliance on professional, rather than organizational or

non-work reference groups among secondary personnel than

among elementary, confirming the original propositions.
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Job Satisfaction.--Turning to another variable that

has been assigned an important role in most research on

worker behavior, variations in job satisfaction levels will

be considered, so that one of the main alternatives to my

propositions about worker behavior can be compared to mine

on the basis of explanatory power. Table 22 presents the

mean scores for the four occupational types on satisfaction

with work. For contents of each cluster, see Appendix C

and D; for specific questions on the survey, see Appendix

A and B.

TABLE 22.--Job Satisfaction by Occupation.

 

 

 

 

Significance

Elementary Secondary Level*

Principals:

General satisfaction 3.94 3.81 >.10

Teachers:

Satisfaction

Physical 3.54 > 3.22 .0001

Satisfaction

Non-Physical 3.16 > 3.08 .02

Satisfaction

Superiors 3.96 > 3.83 .0002

 

*Significance of F-test, 2-tailed, with N = 52 principals,

N = 1404 teachers.
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The data summed up in Table 22 show that elementary

personnel expressed higher levels of satisfaction than

secondary personnel for all categories of satisfaction,

although the principal differences are not statistically

significant. Since a score of 3.00 means "somewhat

satisfied," it appears that no major areas of dissatisfac-

tion were isolated for either level. Both sets of teachers

found greatest satisfaction in relations with superiors and

least in the non—physical aspects of their work. Comparing

principals and teachers, it is likely that a single summary

score for teachers would be lower than the very high princi—

pal scores on general satisfaction but both groups reported

the more than moderate satisfaction with their jobs that

countless studies have led us to expect (Department of

Labor, 1973).

In summing up the occupational differences in

perceptions of work situations and definitions of self,

there seem to be very great differences between elementary

and secondary teachers and between teachers and principals.

Level of school exerts fairly small effects on principal

variables, except in the areas of power and autonomy.

On the whole, compared to elementary personnel,

secondary personnel appear to feel more powerful, more

autonomous, and more concerned with poor administrative

practices; to get less c00peration from parents, superiors

and colleagues; to be more concerned about the opinions of

close colleagues but less concerned about superiors' and
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friends' Opinions; to be somewhat less satisfied with work

conditions, less willing to re—enter education and, finally,

to be less enthusiastic about any of the reasons for

remaining in their jobs. Since the demographic differences

between elementary and secondary personnel may influence

these variables, further analysis of the effects of the

independent variables will control for the sex of respondent,

which is the clearest demographic variable related to

occupation.

When teachers and principals are compared, principals

report greater willingness to re-enter education, greater

importance for each type of reason for remaining in educa-

tion, more emphasis on professional reference groups,

stronger collegial exchange networks, less awareness of

union or administrative impediments to job performance,

greater expectations of COOperation within the school but

less outside the schools, greater autonomy and authority

but slightly less personal influence over others at work

than did teachers at the same level.

The next step in analysis is to see whether there

are occupational differences in behavior, as the documented

differences in demographic and especially in perceptual and

self-definitional variables suggest.

Behavioral Differences by Occupation

In this section I will examine overall occupational

differences in the behavioral dependent variables. This
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preliminary step allows the eventual comparison of the-

importance of specific occupational variables (such as

demographic or perceptual) with organizational factors as

possible determinants of behavior at work. Absenteeism,

job turnover rates and several behaviors typically related

to dedication of professional workers will be considered

in this section. The propositions suggest that principals

should be more dedicated to work than are teachers and that

secondary personnel should be more dedicated than elementary

personnel. Table 23 presents data concerning these proposi-

tions.

The data presented in Table 23 suggest four overall

trends. Elementary and secondary principals are not signi-

ficantly different in their behavior; secondary teachers

report significantly more evidence of dedication than do

elementary teachers; secondary personnel in general, have

higher mean scores on dedication variables than do elemen-

tary staff; and, finally, for the items where comparable

data is available, principals generally exhibit more dedi-

cated behavior than do teachers.

Considering first the principal data, there is no

statistically significant evidence that secondary principals

Surpass elementary in dedication. However, the data do

n0t refute that possibility, since the mean scores for

Principals suggest that the trend is in the predicted

dtrection. Since elementary principals reported lower

hOPes of moving up the administrative hierarchy in any
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school district, the higher elementary turnover rate may

represent more lateral movement and more withdrawal from

the labor force.

Looking at the teacher data, statistically signi-

ficant effects of teaching level are plentiful. Although

elementary teachers attend more conventions and conferences

and read as many specialist journals as do secondary

teachers, every other indicator of dedication shows higher

scores for secondary teachers. Elementary teachers read

fewer work-related, non-course books, spend less time

reading for work, take fewer courses, not required by

their contracts, are absent more Often, have lower career

hopes and higher turnover rates than secondary teachers.

Furthermore, elementary teachers do not simply channel their

energy into union activities. While both groups of teachers

are members of unions, elementary teachers score higher

than secondary only on history as building representative,

which reflects not dedication to work but the much smaller

pool of candidates for the job in the elementary schools.

(Secondary schools average four or five times the number of

faculty members.)

For all other indicators of union activity, secondary

teachers scored significantly higher than elementary teachers.

Whether the same teachers are exhibiting both professional

and unionist dedication will be considered later in corre-

lation analysis of the dependent variables.
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Summarizing the teacher data, secondary teachers

exhibit considerably more dedication to work than do

elementary teachers. The only contradictory case is that

of attending conferences, for which the elementary mean was

significantly higher than the secondary. This activity does

not appear to be such clear evidence of pure dedication to

work as, for instance, time reading, so the contradictory

evidence in this dimension cannot be considered a strong

refutation of the prOpositions. A case could be made that

going to conferences and conventions represents an escape

from the job rather than an attempt to enhance job perfor-

mance. In the next chapter, correlational evidence will be

presented to further determine the relationship of conference-

going to the other variables representing dedication to work.

Finally, comparison of the few equivalent items for

principals and teachers Offers some support for the prOposi-

tion that principals are more dedicated than teachers.

Unfortunately, there is no way to compare the most critical

elements--reading and absenteeism-~although the ease of

substitutability for teachers suggests that their rate of

absenteeism would be considerably higher. Table 23 shows,

though, that principals are more likely to plan hierarchi-

cal career movement than are teachers, have lower turnover

rates (not a clearcut evidence of dedication on its own)

and are somewhat more likely to report being active in

their professional unions (using teacher responses about

local committees and local officers as indicators of
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low-level activity). Once again, the smaller numer of

principals in a district may require greater activity from

them than is required of most teachers.

Before proceeding to an examination of intra-

occupational differences in self-investment and dedication

to work, it is important to evaluate the current status Of

my general proposition that self—investment level determines

the level of dedication to work displayed by an individual.

Table 24 presents overall conclusions drawn from the evidence

regarding occupational differences in the two major indica-

tors of self-investment and summary occupational differences

in dedication (these are taken from Tables 20 and 21).

Support for my proposition would require that the occupa—

tions highest in level of self-investment also have higher

means for indicators of dedication to work.

The summary information in Table 24 shows that the

only statistically significant inter-occupational patterns

relating mean self-investment level and dedication to work

support the proposition that these are positively related.

Unfortunately, the correlational data do not permit one to

test the notion of causation at all, only the strength and

sign of a static relationship. Within these limits, it is

encouraging to note that principals exhibit both greater

self-investment and greater dedication than teachers.

While none of the occupational level differences in impor-

tance of intrinsic aspects of work is statistically signi-

ficant, it is somewhat surprising that the observed
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patterns on this dimension of self-investment are different

from the significant patterns on the other dimension of self-

investment, importance of close colleagues as reference

group. Using only the latter, significant data concerning

self-investment, secondary personnel do exhibit greater

self-investment and greater dedication to work, supporting

the proposition.

In summary, the data presented in this section

largely confirm the propositions that secondary personnel

are more dedicated than elementary and that principals are

more dedicated than teachers, although the lack of compara-

bility of some data weakens these conclusions. Since these

occupational variables and situations are critical in pre-

dicting behavior, further analysis of the effects of school

and district organization will be carried out separately

for each occupational type.

Conclusion
 

In this chapter, I have presented evidence that

elementary and secondary principals and teachers are dis-

tinctive in demographic characteristics, perceptions of

work situations and behavior. The next chapter will

consider the effects of organizational variables within

each occupational type, to answer the question whether

occupational type subsumes most of the variation in

organizational structure and, if not, whether organizational

structure has similar effects for across occupational types.



CHAPTER VI

FACTORS INFLUENCING INTRA-OCCUPATIONAL

DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS AND

BEHAVIOR OF TEACHERS

Introduction
 

This chapter will address the propositions that

certain school organizational variables influence percep-

tions, behavior and, less critical, attitudes of teachers

in the school. The preceding two chapters have established

some evidence supporting my predictions that occupation

helps predict teacher and principal perceptions and

behavior, and that the elementary-secondary occupational

distinction is strongly related to several school organiza-

tional variables. From these two sets of findings, one

can see that it is important to maintain the elementary-

secondary distinction in this chapter, in order to separate

occupational from organizational influences. At the same

time, controlling for occupational level will greatly

reduce the range of organizational variation whose influ-

ence is to be measured in this chapter.
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This approach, then, provides a very stringent test

of the propositions at issue. We have already observed

that secondary schools are significantly more hierarchical,

less centralized and have larger support staffs than do

elementary schools. Furthermore, we have seen that

secondary teachers exhibit more dedication to work (in both

professional and union activity) than do elementary

teachers. These observations, while supporting the original

propositions, are not conclusive, since the effects of

occupational and organizational variables are not isolated.

This chapter will attack that problem. Only if we observe

significant correlations between individual organizational

elements and the dependent variables, controlling for occu-

pation and personal characteristics of re3pondents, can we

be confident that the observed relationship between organi-

zational type and teacher responses is not due merely to

occupational or personal differences in responding teachers.

Since the range of organizational variation is significantly

narrowed by controls on school level, the difficulty of

establishing significant and meaningful support for the

propositions is magnified.

Before testing the critical propositions, I will

consider the major alternative explanations of variation

in dedication to work: personal, family and satisfaction

variable.
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Effects of Personal and Family‘Variables

'Upon Dedication to Work

 

 

Typical conventional explanations for differences

in worker dedication levels allude to the importance of

sex, age, experience, number and age of children as criti-

cal variables. To check the importance of these variables

in explaining differences in dedication levels of both

elementary and secondary teachers, correlations between

dedication indicators and personal and family variables

are presented in Table 25.

On the whole, the personal and family characteris-

tics of elementary and secondary teachers are only weakly

related to the indicators of self-investment and dedication.

The strongest relationships involve age and experience of

workers: older workers and those with more experience

participated in union activities significantly more often,

particularly at the local and building level, are signifi-

cantly less likely to take courses, whether required or

not and are slightly more likely to read educational

journals. Older secondary teachers are slightly less

likely than their younger colleagues to be enthusiastic

about re-entering education if they could make the choice

again. Age and experience have almost no effect on career

plans and have no significant effect on any of the indica-

tors of level of self-investment.

Looking at the other individual variables, one notes

that sex has almost no effect on self-investment or
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dedication of workers. At the secondary level only, males

are slightly more likely to read professional books, to be

absent and to express enthusiasm about re-entering education

and about career plans but females report slightly more

activity in teacher unions, especially at the elementary

level. Sex has almost no effect on level of self-investment

in work.

Turning to family compositional variables, teachers

with children under age 5 are distinguished only by slightly

less ambitious career plans at the secondary level, lower

attendance at conferences and slightly fewer journals read.

Children between ages 4 and 12 have the most depressing

effect on time teachers spend reading (-.l4 correlation)

and willingness to re-enter education. The presence of

children 5-12 is slightly correlated with rate of absenteeism

but is also positively correlated with taking courses not

required by contracts. The relationships between presence

of children and both self-investment in work and union

activities are very weak. However, the presence of chil-

dren aged 12 to 18, is related to lower career desires,

especially among elementary teachers and, at the secondary

level, less frequent enrollment in college courses. Chil-

dren over 18 strengthen the trends of the last category but

also correlate with teacher participation in union activity.

The total number of children of respondents has a

slight negative effect on teachers' desire for upward

career movement, on taking courses and on the eagerness of
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secondary teachers to re-enter education but a slight

positive effect on union activity of secondary teachers.

None of the correlations suggest any strong or

clear explanation of self-investment of teachers, although

age and experience appear to encourage union activities.

Since the data on effects of children are probably con-

founded by systematic variation in the ages of respondents,

a partial correlation, controlling for the effects of age,

was run to see the independent effects of presence of

children, sex and experience.

As Table 26 shows us, controlling for age made the

most difference in the relationships between experience

and several aspects of dedication. Eleven of these correla-

tions were reduced by .10 or more for both elementary and

secondary teachers, although experience does appear to play

an independent role in a few of these cases, notably hold-

ing local office, number TOs joined, working on state or

local committee, acting as building representative and

taking courses. The negative correlation between experi-

ence and taking only required courses was explained as an

effect of age for secondary teachers but not for elementary

teachers. Table 25 sets out all the cases where controlling

for age affected the original correlations by .10 or more.

None of the correlations between aspects of self-investment

and personal or family characteristics was affected by

controlling for age. Age greatly affects the importance of

family composition, reducing several correlations between
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presence of children and teacher responses. Respondent's

age does not affect any of the correlations involving chil-

dren under 18. For parents of older children, controlling

for age pushed the correlation between presence of children

and union activity close to zero in three cases, weakly

reversed the correlations between presence of children and

holding local office, serving on local committees and

serving as building representative. The most interesting

overall effect is that presence of children really explains

very little about teacher behavior, while experience plays

a weak role and age has the greatest effects of all the

personal and family variables.

The net effects of personal and family variables

upon teacher behavior are quite weak even though many of

the correlations are statistically significant with this

large N. Since age of respondent is empirically most

important and since sex of worker is traditionally expected

to discriminate between more and less dedicated workers,

even though this was not confirmed here, both of these

variables will be considered and controlled again when the

effects of organizational variables are examined.

Before leaving this topic, two factors underlying

the apparent importance of age as an explanatory variable

must be mentioned. First, older and more experienced

workers have had more chances to work on union activities.

Only a limited number of peOple can be elected to office,

contribute to programs or serve on committees in one year.
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Thus, the more years one has had these opportunities, the

greater the overall probability that one has been involved

in these activities. With respect to union activities, the

survey questions ask about one's history of union involve-

ment; the professional questions, however, are restricted

to recent or current involvements. For these items, older

and younger teachers have equal opportunity to display

dedication and, in fact, age does not greatly discriminate

workers on these variables, nor on evidence of self—

investment. It appears possible, then, that the importance

of age and career stage as determinants of self-investment

and dedication may have been overstated in some explanations

of work behavior.

Effects of Satisfaction on Dedication to Work
 

Another popular explanation for variations in worker

behavior has been the idea that more satisfied workers are

more productive, more efficient and, in general, more

dedicated to work (see U.S. Department of Labor Monograph

#30, 1974, summarizing this explanation). My proposed

explanation of worker dedication hinges on the assumption

that satisfaction does not affect dedication. As part of

the evaluation of my prOpositions, it is appropriate to

test the competing explanation as well; hence, this section

covers data regarding the connection between level of job

satisfaction and level of dedication to work.
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Using the data presented in Chapter V as clues, one

would expect to find either no relationship or a weak

negative relationship between satisfaction and dedication,

since elementary teachers were significantly more satisfied

and less dedicated than secondary teachers. The data

presented in Table 27 detail the observed relationship

between satisfaction and dedication within occupational type.

As we see from Table 27, the relationship between

job satisfaction and dedication to work is very weak for

both elementary and secondary teachers, with only one

correlation above .10. In that one case, satisfaction with

authority relations appears to slightly encourage secondary

teachers to express enthusiasm about re-entering education

if they had the chance.

Since age or sex of respondent might conceivably

suppress the actual relationship between some aspects of

satisfaction and of dedication, the effects of these personal

variables were partialled out. The resulting correlation

matrices are almost identical to that in Table 27 with no

more than .02 change in any correlation. Thus it seems safe

to conclude that age and sex are not suppressing any strong

relationship between satisfaction and dedication.

Since the correlations within occupations are so

weak (Table 28) and since the comparison of means across

occupations (Table 22, Chapter V) did not support the

popular idea that high job satisfaction produces greater
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TABLE 27.--Correlations Between Job Satisfaction and

Dedication, by Occupation.

 

 

 

Sat- Sat- Sat-

Dedication Physical NonPhysical Authority

Member TO .05/-.03 -.06/ 0 -.02/ 0

Local Office .03/-.05 —.06/ 0 .04/ 0

State Office -.02/—.09 -.O7/-.Ol -.Ol/-.Ol

State Prog. 0 /-.06 0 /-.01 .03/-.Ol

No. TOs Member .04/ .02 -.Ol/ .05 .04/ .05

State Comm. -.Ol/-.02 -.01/ .05 -.Ol/-.03

Local Comm. -.02/-.O7 -.07/ .04 O /-.03

Building Rep. .02/-.03 -.04/-.Ol .04/-.OS

Workshops .Ol/-.Ol -.04/ .03 -.02/ .03

Books Read -.03/-.O7 -.Ol/-.06 .01/ 0

Subscribe .06/-.02 -.Ol/ .05 0 / .04

Journals .05/-.06 -.04/ .02 .03/ .01

Time Read .02/-.04 .04/-.06 .03/-.09

Career Plan .05/-.04 -.04/ .02 -.02/-.03

Courses 0 /-.06 .06/-.05 -.Ol/-.Ol

Required -.02/ .09 .Ol/-.03 .06/ .05

Re-enter -.02/ .09 -.08/ .06 .Ol/ .16

Absent .03/ 0 .03/ .Ol -.02/-.03

Elementary/Secondary N = 505/793
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dedication to work, it appears that my propositions do not

underestimate the role of job satisfaction in explaining

worker behavior. However, it is possible that job satis-

faction is in some way critical to level of workers' self-

investment. To check that possibility, correlations between

the three types of job satisfaction and the three most

critical aspects of self-investment are presented in Table

28.

TABLE 28.--Correlations Between Job Satisfaction and Self-

Investment, by Occupation.

 

 

 

Sat— Sat- Sat-

Self-Investment Physical Nonphysical Authority

Intrinsic Import. .08/ .09 .09/ .10 .27/ .28

Close Coll. Import. .Ol/ .01 0 / O 0 / .04

Desire Career Up -.15/ .08 O / .02 -.06/-.Ol

Elementary/Secondary N = 606/798

Table 28 presents contradictory data regarding the

relationship between job satisfaction and self-investment

in work. While none of the aspects of satisfaction has any

effect on importance of close colleagues as a reference

group, satisfaction with physical aspects of the job has a

slight negative influence on desired mobility, especially

among elementary teachers. Furthermore, satisfaction with
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authority relations shows a moderate positive correlation

with importance of intrinsic aspects of work for both

elementary and secondary teachers, while the other aspects

of satisfaction are very weakly supportive of expressed

importance of intrinsic aspects of work. The observed data

do not permit one to conclude that satisfaction produces

self-investment; it is at least as likely that teachers who

are very concerned with intrinsic aspects of work simply do

not attend much to extrinsic circumstances. Whatever the

explanation, the positive relationship between satisfaction

and intrinsic importance of work challenges my assumption

that satisfaction is unrelated to self-investment, although

the character of that relationship cannot be determined

from the data at hand.

In summary, the data show that satisfaction is in

some way related to one indicator of self-investment but

that satisfaction does not at all explain observed varia-

tions in any of the indicators of dedication to work.

Effects of Self-Investment Upon

Dedication to Work

 

 

Having verified the limitations in competing

explanations of worker dedication, I will now present data

directly bearing on the proposition that level of self-

investment in work is the best predictor of level of

dedication to work.
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As a preliminary step in that analysis, I examined

the internal consistency of the survey items used as indica-

tors of self-investment. Six possible indicators of level

of self-investment were used in the original survey: use

of work-related reference groups (with close colleagues

representing a more ideal answer than superiors), the

importance of work to the respondent (with intrinsic bases

most closely meeting criteria for high self-investment but

also including the possibility that concern for status as

a professional represents an evidence of more self—investment

than does concern for pay, vacations and hours of work), and,

finally, mobility orientation, as evidenced by teacher per-

ceptions of where they will be in five years. If these six

are equally valid indicators of a unidimensional variable,

self-investment, the correlations among these items should

be strong and positive. Table 29 presents the actual corre-

lations among these indicators.

The data presented in Table 29 suggest that there

are at least two dimensions underlying the self—investment

variable. The two types of work-based reference groups

show a much stronger correlation with each other than with

any other variable, for both elementary and secondary

teachers, although the reference group items are moderately

related to desired career mobility. By the same token,

importance of status and importance of intrinsic aspects

of work show moderate correlations for both groups of

teachers but neither is much related to any of the other
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aspects of self-investment in work. Finally, plans for

upward career either do not represent self-investment or

represent yet a third dimension of that variable, since

plans show no significant correlation to any other item.

This may be due to the low variability on the item--only

10 percent of the teachers expect to hold administrative

jobs within five years. It is further possible that

teachers planning an imminent move to administration may

withdraw their self-investment from the teaching role in

anticipation of that move. This explanation would suggest

either that career planning is not part of self-investment

in work or that workers distinguish clearly between self-

investment in current position and self-investment in a

total career.

In assessing the evidence regarding internal corre-

lations among hypothesized indicators of self-investment,

one must check whether the items actually form a scale.

Perhaps use of work—related reference groups is the core of

self-investment, with career desires, then importance of

intrinsic and status aSpects to work, then actual plans

as increasingly stringent tests of level of self-investment.

If this is the case, one would expect differential impor-

tance among these items as predictors of level of dedica-

tion to work. Both to check this possibility and also

because the lack of internal correlation among the items

prohibits aggregating the indices of self-investment,

separate correlations were calculated between each
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indicator of self-investment and each evidence of dedica-

tion to work. Table 30 presents these correlations.

Contrary to the prOposition that level Of self-

investment predicts level of dedication to work, the data

presented in Table 30 show no strong correlations between

these two variables. A few interesting, though weak,

tendencies can be mentioned, though: anticipation of

imminent career moves almost always correlates negatively

with behavior indicating dedication to work, both at elemen-

tary and secondary levels, while desire for upward career

movement has a less consistent relationship with dedication.

Use of either superiors or close colleagues as important

reference groups appears to encourage elementary teachers

to spend time reading but has no effect at the secondary

level. Neither importance of status nor importance of

intrinsic aspects of work fared any better as predictors

of dedication: correlations with these two variables are

weak, insignificant and contradictory.

In searching for an explanation for these disap-

pointing results, I controlled the effects of personal

characteristics to see if age, sex or presence of children

might be suppressing stronger relationships. Sex of worker

did not affect any of the correlations by more than .02.

The other controls showed no effects on correlations

involving career plans, desired career, intrinsic or status

aspects of work or importance of superiors as reference

group. However, age, number of children under 5 and total
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number of children each suppressed a stronger relationship

between importance of close colleagues and participation

as a building representative for elementary teachers only

and a slightly stronger positive relationship between close

colleagues and number of job-related books read by both

elementary and secondary teachers. Despite these controls,

the correlations between self-investment and dedication

remain very weak. It appears, though, that collegial

reference groups have a slightly greater effect on the

behavior of teachers who are younger, have smaller families

and/or fewer young children.

The net effect of controlling for personal and

family characteristics is a very slight increase in support

for the propositions. However, from the data at hand, the

proposition that high self-investment in work produces

dedication to work for both occupations cannot be confirmed.

Nevertheless one piece of information may be a useful pro-

duct of this limited data. If self-investment at work is

only one kind of self-investment and if work competes with

other activities like family and recreational activities,

then the discovery that one indicator of self-investment is

most centrally affected by evidence of other types of

commitment suggests that this indicator, importance of close

colleagues as a reference group, may be the best indicator

of self-investment in work. On the other hand, it is

possible that the questions about whose opinion is



162

important to the respondents had different meanings for

those committed to young families and to other teachers.

In summing up the effects of self-investment in work

upon dedication to work for elementary and secondary

teachers, it is apparent that the prOposition linking the

two has not received significant support from the data at

hand, despite the introduction of controls on possible

suppressor variables. Nevertheless, it remains possible

that the organizational variables hypothesized to explain

variations in both self-investment and dedication may exert

some effects on either or both of these variables.

Effects of Organizational Variables Upon

Self-Investment and Dedication
 

According to the propositions presented in Chapter

III, even when occupation of worker is controlled, several

organizational variables should encourage high self—

investment in work and, hence, greater dedication. While

the connection between self-investment and dedication has

not been supported by the intra-occupational data, it is

still possible that some effects due to variation on organi-

zational dimensions might be isolated, particularly if the

problems encountered above stem from inadequate measurement

of self-investment. The organizational variables expected

to encourage self-investment and dedication are: greater

hierarchy, specialization, standardization, formalization,

universalism, expertise of staff and lower levels of

centralization.
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The first step in the analysis of organizational

effects is to see how variations in the organizational

setting influence teachers' perception of work setting,

since these perceptions are assumed to be critical to self-

investment in work. Table 31 sets forth the correlations

between organizational variables and perceptions of work

by occupational group. Several school compositional

variables are considered as possible independent variables

as well.

From Table 31, one sees that the relationship between

organizational structure and perceptions of work environment

are weak and, in many cases, inconsistent across occupa-

tional lines. It is important to remember here that the

range of variation in organizational structure is very

narrow for both elementary and secondary schools. It is

possible that the actual differences are too small to

produce great differences in teachers' perceptions. Since

there is more difference between elementary and secondary

schools than within either category alone, the fact that

effects of several organizational variables appear to be

inconsistent by occupation may indicate a curvilinear

relationship between structure and perceived problems or

advantages for some items.

Looking at specific organizational influences, it

is apparent that only four variables can claim any real

effect at all upon teacher perceptions of organizational

setting. The three types of specialization each appear to
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make the administration appear more competent to teachers and

also lead teachers to say that their principals support

teachers (except for secondary teachers in schools with

many specialists, a condition that appears to make principals

seem less supportive of teachers). The only other charac-

teristic of organizational structure that has even minimal

effects on teachers' perceptions of work setting is the

principals' assessment of centralization of decision-making

in each school, which is negatively related to in-school

c00peration among secondary teachers and which inhibits

idea exchange with secondary teachers' close colleagues.

To check whether any organizational characteristics,

structural or compositional, meaningfully affect teachers'

perceptions of work situations, I examined correlations

between these perceptions and several school compositional

variables. Since these variables are not central to the

propositions being tested, I will not consider them in

detail. However, it is essential to note that none of the

compositional variable, either--including student ability,

SES, homogeneity, percentage of female teachers, sex and

experience of principals--show any significant correlation

with teacher perceptions of school features. Each of the

correlations involved is S .14. Thus, it seems safe to

conclude that teachers' perceptions of good and bad aspects

of their schools are only tenuously related to identifi-

able features of school structure or composition.
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Given this setback to the propositions, the next

question to be considered is the determination of the best

predictor of teachers' self-investment and dedication to

work--teacher perceptions of organizational problems or

structural features identified by the researcher? Turning

to Table 32 one can observe the correlations between teachers'

perceptions of work setting and the indicators of level of

self-investment in work.

The data in Table 32 suggest a moderate positive

correlation between favorable perceptions of the job

setting and level of self—investment in work. Once again,

the teachers who actually plan to move up to administrative

posts within five years show different responses to percep-

tions about school than do teachers exhibiting other evidence

of self-investment in work. None of the perceived charac-

teristics or settings appear to have much effect on planned

upward movement, although there are some moderate effects

upon desire for upward movement. These facts add to the

evidence that planned career movement is quite different

than the other five variables in meaning and implication.

Whether it belongs as an indicator of self-investment or

not, it appears quite conclusive that planned mobility is

not produced by any of the variables I had thought would

affect it.

Turning to the indicators of self-investment that

do appear to be affected by teacher perceptions of setting,

one sees that two types of perceived problems, TO hindrance
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of teacher performance and poor administration, each

moderately encourage teachers to express a desire for upward

career movement. However, the strongest single correlate

of desired career movement is the teachers' perception of

extent of own influence over others at work. Thus, in

explaining the bases of teachers' differential eagerness for

career movement, the most significant influences appear to be

the perception of difficulties in the school environment

plus the respondent's feeling of efficacy in the present

school setting. It is possible that perceived efficacy,

however, is not a determinant of career planning but that

both stem from a common source, such as the teachers'

confidence in own abilities and willingness to initiate

action. Since perceptions regarding own influence were not

found to correlate significantly with level of centraliza-

tion in the schools, it is possible that perceived efficacy

is based on each teacher's comparison of self with others in

the school, thereby holding constant actual centralization

of authority.

Turning back to Table 32 to look for other possible

effects of teachers' perception of problems in their

schools, the only other indicator of self-investment that

appears to be related to such perceptions is teachers'

reliance upon superiors as an important reference group.

Surprisingly, teachers who saw poor administration also tend

to use superiors as an important reference group. This

suggests to me the possibility that teachers who see
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administrators as a major source of problems find it

necessary to try to avoid administrative action or attention

concerning their own work, making it important that superiors

hold good or neutral opinions about the teacher.

Teachers who use superiors as an important refer-

ence group also see the Teacher Organization as a source

of problems hindering the achievement of educational objec-

tives. It would be useful to know whether difficult unions

drive teachers into alliance with administrators or whether

concern for the opinions of superiors leads teachers to

agree with administrators about the extent of difficulties

caused by the unions. This intriguing question cannot be

answered with cross-sectional data.

Turning to teachers' favorable perceptions regard-

ing work environment, the propositions lead us to expect

that more favorable perceptions will produce greater self-

investment in work on the part of teachers. The correlations

reported in Table 32 lend some support to these ideas;

except for one indicator of self-investment, planned upward

movement, correlations between favorable perceptions and

self-investment are positive and, in some cases, fairly

strong. In general, it appears that cooperative work

settings with frequent exchange of ideas among personnel,

support of teachers by principals and feelings of efficacy

on the part of teachers promote self-investment in work.

Considering differences in the strength of these correlations,
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one notes that perceived principal support and perceived

efficacy affect career plans and importance of status or

intrinsic aspects of work very little but greatly encour-

age the use of work-related reference groups and teachers'

desire for upward mobility. Cooperation within the school

moderately correlates with importance of status and

intrinsic aspects of work but has slightly less effect on

the importance of Opinions of coworkers. Extent of idea

exchange of all sorts positively correlate with the impor-

tance of status and intrinsic aspects of work and the

importance of coworkers Opinions but these correlations are

fairly weak, ranging from .10 to .29.

Comparing elementary and secondary teacher data,

one sees great consistency in the relationship between

variables across school level. Except for a few pairs of

correlations near zero, the elementary and secondary teacher

coefficients for each relationship are the same in sign and,

in most cases, very close in degree of association. This

evidence supports my expectation that occupational and

personal variables would not explain all the variation in

level of teachers' self-investment in work. Instead, the

data suggest that similar perceptions of work structure

produce some similarities in teacher reactions across occu-

pational lines and despite differences in personal and

family characteristics by level.

In summing up the evidence presented in Table 32,

the proposition linking favorable perception of work climate
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to extent of self-investment in work is moderately supported

for both occupational groups. Whether teacher's perception

of structure is superior to more objective indicators of

structure in predicting teacher's self-investment remains

to be seen, however. Although my propositions suggested

that perceptual indicators would be superior, I had assumed

that there would be significant correlation between percep-

tual and documentary data about work setting. The lack of

any strong correlation (already noted in Table 31 and con—

sistent with other research evidence showing typical low

correlations between perceptual and objective measures)

invalidates that assumption and transforms this attempt at

proposition-testing into a more exploratory endeavor. At

this point, one must ask whether the non-perceptual data on

school structure can exert any independent effect on level

of self—investment in work. Data presented in Table 33 may

suggest an answer to that question.

Contrary to the propositions, the correlations

reported in Table 33 do not offer any support for the idea

that structural or compositional school variables affect

teachers' level of selfvinvestment in work. Not only are

the correlations very low (all under .12) but also they are

inconsistent by school level. Since it is conceivable that

structural variables might have differential impact depend-

ing upon certain characteristics of teachers, partial corre-

lations were run to control for the effects of age, sex,

number of children and teacher's level of education. Also,



T
A
B
L
E

3
3
.
-
—
E
f
f
e
c
t
s

o
f

S
c
h
o
o
l

O
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

a
n
d

C
o
m
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

U
p
o
n

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
'

S
e
l
f
-
I
n
v
e
s
t
m
e
n
t

i
n

W
o
r
k
.

 S
c
h
o
o
l

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

P
l
a
n

C
a
r
.

I
m
p

S
t
a
t

S
e
l
f
-
I
n
v
e
s
t
m
e
n
t

I
m
p

I
n
t
r
.

I
m
p
.

‘

S
u
p
e
r
.

4

I
m
p
.

C
o
l
l
e
a
g
u
e

D
e
s
i
r
e

C
a
r
e
e
r

 H
i
e
r
a
r
c
h
y

S
t
a
n
d
.

F
o
r
m
a
l
.

S
p
e
c
.

i
n

S
u
b
j
e
c
t

S
p
e
c
.

i
n

M
a
j
o
r

U
n
i
v
e
r
s
a
l
.

E
x
p
e
r
t
i
s
e

C
e
n
t
r
.

P
r
.

C
e
n
t
r
.

T
s
.

S
i
z
e

S
p
e
c
.

S
t
a
f
f

S
E
S

H
o
m
o
g
.

A
b
i
l
i
t
y

P
r
i
n
.

E
x
p
e
r
.

P
r
i
n
.

S
e
x
*

%
F

T
e
a
c
h
.
*
*

-
0
0
1
/
-
0
0
3

.
0
1
/

.
0
2

.
0
3
/
-
.
0
1

0
/
-
0
0
5

-
.
0
3
/
-
.
0
5

.
0
2
/

.
0
6

-
.
0
5
/
-
.
0
8

-
.
0
8
/

.
0
4

.
0
5
/

.
0
1

.
0
3
/

0

0
/
-
.
0
5

-
.
0
4
/

.
0
3

.
0
1
/
-
.
0
1

.
0
2
/
-
.
0
2

.
0
4

.
0
5

.
0
2
/

.
0
3

-
0
0
2
/
-
0
0
6

.
0
5
/
-
.
1
2

0
/
-
.
0
4

.
0
6
/

.
0
2

.
0
3
/

.
0
4

-
.
0
2
/
-
.
0
2

.
0
7
/
-
.
0
6

-
.
0
5
/
-
.
0
3

0
/

.
0
5

0
/
-
.
0
7

-
.
0
1
/
-
.
0
3

0
/
-
.
0
6

.
0
2
/

.
0
4

-
.
0
1

.
0
1

.
0
3
/

.
0
3

-
0
0
2
/
-
0
0
3

-
0
0
2
/
-
0
0
1

-
.
0
1
/
-
.
0
4

.
0
7
/

.
0
3

-
.
0
4
/

.
0
2

-
.
0
2
/

.
0
1

-
.
0
2
/
-
.
0
3

-
.
0
1
/
-
.
0
4

.
0
3
/

.
0
2

.
0
4
/
-
.
0
4

.
0
1
/
-
.
0
1

.
0
6
/
-
.
0
5

.
0
7
/

.
0
2

.
0
1

.
0
9

.
0
1
/
-
.
0
6

.
1
2
/

.
0
4

.
0
8
/
-
0
0
2

0
/
-
.
0
6

.
0
7
/
-
.
0
3

-
.
0
6
/
-
.
0
8

.
0
1
/

0
0

-
.
0
3
/

.
0
7

-
.
0
2
/

.
0
3

.
0
2
/

.
0
2

-
.
0
3
/

.
0
1

.
0
2
/

.
0
4

-
.
0
4
/
-
.
0
3

-
.
0
3
/
-
.
0
2

-
.
0
2

0

-
.
0
2
/
-
.
0
6

.
0
2
/
-
0
0
2

.
0
4
/
-
0
0
8

-
.
0
4
/
-
.
1
0

.
0
3
/
-
.
0
4

.
0
1
/

.
0
3

-
.
0
7
/
-
.
0
5

0
/
-
.
0
6

.
0
3
/
-
.
0
1

-
.
0
3
/
-
.
0
2

-
.
0
8
/
-
.
0
4

-
.
0
5
/

.
0
2

-
.
0
4
/
-
.
0
7

-
.
0
1
/

.
0
7

.
0
3

.
0
8

.
0
1
/
-
.
0
8

-
0
0
2
/

0
0
6

.
0
2
/

.
0
1

0
/
-
.
1
0

-
.
0
2
/
-
.
0
8

.
0
5
/

0

-
.
0
8
/
-
.
0
4

.
0
5
/

.
0
4

.
0
1
/

.
0
4

-
.
0
9
/
-
.
0
6

-
.
0
7
/
-
.
0
2

-
.
0
5
/
-
.
0
4

-
.
0
9
/
-
.
0
4

-
.
0
1
/
-
.
0
2

0

0
.
0
1

 E
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
/
S
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

*
A
l
l

s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

p
r
i
n
.

=

M
a
l
e

=
1
;

F
e
m
a
l
e

=
5
.

m
a
l
e

*
*
A
l
l

s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

s
c
h
o
o
l
s

s
c
o
r
e
d

"
l
o
w
"

o
n
p
e
r
c
e
n
t

f
e
m
a
l
e
.

N
=

6
0
6
/
7
9
8

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
;

3
8
/
1
5

s
c
h
o
o
l
s

172



173

to eliminate the possible effects of teacher interaction

with more or less able principals and students, effects of

principal experience and mean student ability level were

partialled out as well. Nevertheless, it appears that none

of these variables affect the correlations between a3pects

of school structure and teachers' level of self—investment

by more than .04. Thus, I conclude that, if there is a

relationship between structure and self-investment within

the fairly narrow range of variation found in elementary

schools or in secondary schools, that relationship either

is masked by the effects of some unknown variable or requires

finer measurement of the relevant variables than was achieved

in this study. Data from this study suggest that teacher

perceptions of setting are much more critical than other

indicators of structure as predictors of level of self-

investment.

The final check on the relative importance of struc-

tural factors and teachers' perceptions of setting in

explaining teacher activity is to consider the effects of

each variable upon teachers' dedication to work. Given the

lack of correlation between structural variables and both

the expected sets of intervening variables, perceptions of

structure and level of self-investment, one cannot antici-

pate much support for the prOpositions. Data presented in

Table 34 confirm those gloomy predictions, since school

structure and teacher behavior appear to be totally unrelated.

None of the correlations exceed .18 and most fall between
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.05 and -.05. When partial correlations are run to separate

out the effects of age, sex, number of children, teacher

education, student ability, SES, principal sex and experi-

ence and teacher career plans, only a few correlations are

changed by more than .05, and each of these changes involves

only the effects of universalistic criteria of evaluation

for secondary teachers. At the secondary level, control-

ling for teachers' education raises the correlation between

UNIV and #TOs from .16 to .23; controlling for student

ability raises the correlation between UNIV and Local Office

holding to -.15; controlling for age reverses the weak

correlation of UNIV with reading journals (from -.13 to

.06) and of UNIV with time reading (from .06 to -.15).

None of the other controls have any noticeable

effect on the correlations between organizational aSpects

and teacher dedication to work. Even those noticeable

changes do not offer significant support for the proposi-

tions, since universalism was expected to encourage all

types of teacher dedication to work. Furthermore, one also

wonders why those particular controls affected the influence

of use of universalistic criteria in schools. It makes some

sense that universalism and age would have joint effects

upon dedication, since age might easily be a basis for dis-

crimination in schools relying upon particularistic criteria

of evaluation. From that line of reasoning, one would also

expect sex or family composition to interact with univer-

salism, rather than extent of teacher education or student
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ability levels, which do not suggest any basis for discrimi-

nation. Looking at the data from a different perspective,

though, one might expect both teacher education and student

ability to affect the appearance of teacher's success when

universalistic standards of evaluation are used. From this

perspective, it makes sense that education and student

ability interact with universalism in affecting level of

dedication, although the reason for a lack of interaction

with sex or family composition as well as the failure of

elementary school variables to show similar interactive

effects remain unexplained.

Since Table 34 and further refinements of these

data show the proposition that school structure determines

level of dedication when occupation is controlled to be

lacking in support, one must ask whether the revised

proposition, that teachers' perception of work setting

determines intra-occupational differences in dedication to

work, receives any more support from the data than did the

original structural proposition. Table 35 presents correla-

tions between the several aspects of teacher perceptions of

structure and dedication to work for both elementary and

secondary teachers. Since perception of setting did prove

to be a better predictor than structural variables when

self-investment was the dependent variable, one might expect

the same pattern to hold when dedication is the dependent

variable. However, the data in Table 34 do not support that

expectation, since there are only weak correlations between
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the two sets of variables. Furthermore, when partial

correlations were run to separate the effects of age, sex,

number of children, teacher's education level, career plans,

student ability and SES, none of these controls affect any

of the original correlations by .05 or more, for either

elementary or secondary teachers.

The unexpected data presented in Tables 34 and 35

do not offer any meaningful support for the proposition that

school structure affects teacher dedication to work, either

directly or through teacher perceptions of setting. Several

interpretations can be made regarding this lack of support:

it is possible that the propositions are wrong (although the

initial support drawn from comparison of elementary and

secondary schools and teacher behavior opposes that inter-

pretation); it is possible that the variables supposedly

measuring dedication are not valid indicators of dedication;

finally, it is possible that the range of structural varia-

tion within the occupational categories is too narrow to

be discriminated by teachers-~although that explanation does

not appear to be the case for the range of differences in

perceptions of work setting, since we did observe that per-

ceptions of setting significantly affected teachers' level

of self-investment in work (Table 32).

Finally, turning to another possible indicator of

dedication, in trying to predict teacher turnover rates,

one might draw two different explanations of turnover from

the original propositions. First, if it is true that
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teachers have, on the average, lower self-investment in

work and hence less concern for upward career movement than

do principals, one might expect teacher turnover rates to

depend largely on random or extraneous factors. However,

one might also draw from the prOpositions the idea that

some school organizational variables might play a role in

determining turnover rates, since some teachers do evidence

strong self-investment in work.

If the latter perspective is at all true,«one would

expect that higher scores on school hierarchy would predict

lower teacher turnover, since those teachers interested in

mobility would find hierarchical schools to offer more

potential for such mobility. Furthermore, other bureaucra-

tic features of schools, such as standardization, formaliza-

tion, required expertise, specialization and the use of

universalistic criteria of evaluation, might also be expected

to depress teacher turnover rates if these features make

the schools better places to carry out educational objec-

tives. The most critical feature of school structure that

I would expect to find linked to turnover rates is centrali-

zation of decision—making, which determines the autonomy

teachers can exercise at work and probably affects even

teachers lacking strong self-investment in work.

To test these ideas and, by implication, the original

propositions, I checked the relationship between such struc-

tural variable plus student ability, SES and homogeneity

and total teacher turnover rates for 1965-68. Schools with
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less than 50 percent turnover were considered "low" in

turnover; the 20 schools with turnover ranging from 50 to

more than 100 percent were considered "high" in turnover.

Table 36 presents Yule's Q coefficients for each pair of

categories for the 53 schools in the sample. With only 15

secondary schools, it is not meaningful to calculate separate

Q coefficients for elementary and secondary schools.

TABLE 36.—-Organizational Characteristics Correlated with

Teacher Turnover Rates.

 

School Turnover Rates,

 

School Characteristic 1965-68, N = 53

Hierarchy -.86

Standardization -.65

Formalization —.58

Specialization by Subject -.21

Specializaton--Major -.34

Universalism .39

Expertise -.05

Centralizaton--Principal P. .36

Centralization-~Teacher Perc. .60

Specialized Auxiliary Staff -.12

Student SES .25

Student Ability .25

Student Homogeneity -.03
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Data presented in Table 36 offer fairly substantial

support for the idea that school structure does affect

teacher turnover rates. Particularly, school scores on

hierarchy show a strong negative correlation with teacher

turnover (although this relationship is complicated by the

fact that secondary schools tended to have both high scores

on hierarchy and low scores on turnover); a modern negative

correlation is established between turnover and both

standardization and formalization; teacher perceptions of

centralization of schools are moderately and positively

related to teacher turnover rates. Surprisingly, univer-

salism in schools is positively related to teacher turnover,

although the correlation is not strong. Yet another

unexpected finding is that specialization (by subject, by

major, presence of staff and expertise of teachers) does

not have the strong negative effects on turnover that I

had anticipated. Since Specialization by Subject and

Expertise of teachers were not significantly related to

school level (see Chapter V), the low correlations for these

two variables, at least, cannot be attributed to some occupa-

tional variable. The best way to check the meaning of these

low correlations would be to obtain turnover rates for

teachers with high self-investment in work and for those

with low self-investment and see whether Specialization of

various types has different effects within each group.

Unfortunately, the data on teacher turnover concerns mainly
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teachers who left before the survey was made, so that the

characteristics of teachers who left are unknown.

Turning to the contextual variables, student ability

and SES weakly encourage turnover while homogeneity of

students appears unrelated to actual turnover rates.

On the whole, it appears that certain characteris—

tics of school structure underly variations in school turn-

over rates, although the exact specification of the roles

of occupational and organizational variables cannot be

determined from this data.

Conclusion
 

This chapter tested the proposition that certain

school organizational variables influence perceptions,

behavior and attitudes of teachers. Confirmation of this

proposition required that the data show significant and

meaningful correlations between organizational elements

and the dependent variables, when occupation and personal

characteristics of the respondents are controlled. The

explanatory power of two alternative explanations of worker

behavior, involving personal/family characteristics and

level of satisfaction with various aspects of work, was

considered as well, so that the usefulness of the proposed

explanation of work behavior could be compared with that of

the major competingexplanations.

In testing the propositions and the alternative

explanations on worker behavior, the following conclusions

were established:
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Personal and family variables do not signifi-

cantly affect teachers' level of self-

investment in work and have only weak effects

on non-union indicators of dedication, except

for likelihood of taking non-required courses.

When union activities are considered, age and

experience positively correlate with history

of union participation, probably reflecting the

differences in Opportunity of old and young

workers to have such a history. My expectations

that young and female workers would be more

militaristic, because of lack of advancement

opportunities through regular channels, was not

supported.

Teachers' level of satisfaction with three

aspects of work--physical, non-physical and

authority relations--has no significant effects

upon level of dedication to work but satisfaction

with authority was mildly related to one indicator

of self-investment. However the most plausible

explanation of that phenomenon is that concern

with intrinsic aspects of work leaves teachers

inattentive to power problems, yielding a high

score on satisfaction with authority.

The indicators of level of self-investment in

work do not correlate internally enough to support

the idea that each is a critical element of a
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unidimensional variable, self-investment. Instead,

three separate groups can be identified, although

it is difficult to say if these dimensions are

equally part of self-investment.

Contrary to expectations, none of the aspects

of self-investment strongly correlate with any

of indicators of level of dedication to work..

When partial correlations are run to isolate the

effects of personal and family variables, we see

that collegial reference group have slightly more

impact on dedication for teachers who are younger,

have smaller families and/or fewer young children.

The original propositions suggested that teachers'

perceptions of good and bad aspects of work setting

would be determined by school structure. Correla-

tions between each aspect of structure and each

perceptual variable are very weak and offer no

support for this idea. However, it is possible

that the intra-level organizational variation is so

narrow that teachers do not discriminate these fine

differences. The proposition remains "not proven"

rather than conclusively refuted because of that

possibility.

The proposition linking favorable perception of

work environment to level of self-investment in

work is moderately supported for both occupational

groups. However, school structure does not appear
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to have any effects upon level of self-investment

within occupational categories.

7. Neither school structure nor teachers' perceptions

of the work climate meaningfully explain variations

in teachers' level of dedication to work. At the

secondary level only, controls on level of teachers'

education raise the correlation between universalism

in schools and the number of teacher unions a

teacher joins to .23, the strongest relationship

uncovered. Structure does influence turnover

rates, although controls on level are lacking.

While the data presented in this chapter support only a

few aspects of my prOpositions, two critical facts

must be kept in mind: of the major alternative explanations

of dedication and attachment to work, neither personal/

family characteristics nor satisfaction with work better

explained level of self—investment in work, compared to

structural variables, while teachers' perception of struc-

ture proved to be the best predictor of self-investment;

furthermore, comparing the three explanations of dedication,

only age and experience of worker had significant effects

and only upon historical aSpects of dedication to work, not

upon current behavior. Thus, while my propositions are not

fully supported, the independent variables I expected to be

critical fared no worse as predictors than did the competing

explanations of variations in worker behavior and, in a few
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cases, my perceptions of structure proved to be better pre-

dictors of teacher responses.

Finally, it is important to bear in mind that this

chapter considered a very stringent set of tests of the

propositions at issue, since occupational and organizational

influences were separated, thereby wiping out most of the

variation along organizational dimensions. If this stringent

test of the propositions had yielded much support, one could

have been quite certain that organizational dimensions are

critical to worker behavior. As it stands, one can only

say that the propositions were not confirmed. However,

neither did we find any evidence that bureaucratization of

schools discourages teachers from exhibiting self-investment

in work or from behaving in a dedicated manner. Further

research in which a broader range of organizations can be

studied, holding occupation constant, is required in order

to make any more conclusive statement about the status of

the propositions.





CHAPTER VII

CHARACTERISTICS AND EFFECTS OF

DISTRICT ORGANIZATION

The hypotheses regarding behavioral and perceptual

responses to organizational setting require specification

of different organizational settings for principals and

teachers. Since teachers carry out most of their activity

and interaction in individual schools, rarely moving into

district administration, the effects of school organiza-

tion upon teachers was expected to be more critical than

the effects of district organization, although broad

corrolaries of district variables will be considered later

in this chapter.

When principals' perceptions and responses are

under consideration, however, only occupational level and

district organization are expected to affect them. School

organization is of less importance than district organi-

zation in opportunity for advancement, for reOOgnition and

in interaction with close colleagues (other principals and

assistant superintendents). Thus it is necessary to relate

187
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the organization of the five school districts to the

:principal data.

Unfortunately, there are only five school districts

in the sample and a great many ways in which these dis-

tricts might be differentiated. In considering possible

organizational differences at the district level, the

following procedure was used: documentary sources of data

were consulted and coded to yield a score for each district

on each variable and then Spearman rho correlations were

calculated between each pair of variables to ascertain

patterns of district organization. Eventually, these

patterns of organization will be related to those aspects

of principals' perceptions and behavior that show statisti-

cally significant variations in a one-way analysis of

variance where district is the independent variable.

Patterns in District Organization
 

The dimension usually considered most critical in

determining level of bureaucratization is hierarchy,

involving the number of levels of authority in an organi-

zation. From the propositions developed in the first

chapters, I expect hierarchy to be of critical importance

in explaining principal behavior, since the major element

in the intra-district career possibilities Open to princi-

pals is the number of higher positions in which vacancies

might occur. Using criteria described in Chapter III, the

number of "assistant superintendent" and "administrative
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assistant" positions in each district organization were

established. Table 37 presents the number of such positions

in each district as well as the ratio of possible career

moves to possible competitors (i.e., all principals) in

each district.

TABLE 37.--Distribution and Mean Scores on System Hierarchy.

 

Number of Positions

 

 

Ratio

Assistant Administrative Prin.

District Superintendent Assistant Positions Rank

1 5 3 .267 l

2 3 2 .093 3

3 3 2 .048 5

4 4 2 .111 0

5 3 2 .077 4

 

From Table 37 we see that District 1 has more

administrative positions between the principal and the

superintendent and that the ratio of such positions to

principals is highest in that district. Districts 3 and

5, with the lowest number of such positions also have the

lowest ratio of administrators to principals. In terms

of the original propositions, then, one would say that

District 1 offers the best organizational advancement

structure, while District 3 and 5 offer fewer possibilities
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for principal promotion inside the district. There is no

evidence regarding differences in opportunity for secondary

and elementary principals, except that secondary principals

probably have an advantage based on greater administrative

experience because of the generally more complex adminis-

tration of secondary schools.

Formalization of rules and procedures is another

organizational variable that could be detected from documen-

tary sources. Each of the 5 districts worked out teacher-

district contracts for 1968. While each of the contracts

included provisions specifying salary, school calendar,

status of the teacher organizations and grievance procedures,

the contracts differed along two main dimensions: the extent

to which authority was explicitly granted or denied teachers

in a number of disputed areas and the total number of pro-

visions explicitly setting the locus of authority for

various decisions and procedures in each district. Using

these items as indicators of the formalization of authority

relations, I gave each district a score on formalization

corresponding to the number of separate contract provisions

dealing with authority and autonomy. Separate analyses

of the contract provisions were carried out by two coders.

For the few items where interpretations of contract pro-

visions differed, mutually satisfactory compromises in

coding were reached. From this coding procedure, 55

limits on administrative or teacher decision-making and

autonomy were identified. None of the districts had each



191

of the 55 provisions in its contract. Table 38 sets out

the actual incidence of these items in each district.

TABLE 38.--Formalization of Authority Relations, by School

District.

 

Number of Provisions

 

District on Authority Rank: Formalization

1 .618 3

2 .636 2

3 .382 5

4 .582 4

5 .800 l

 

Looking at Table 38, one observes that District 5

has a much more formalized authority structure, Districts

1, 2 and 4 are similar and moderate in formalization while

District 3 has the least concern with formalization, con-

siderably lower than the others.

Data from the district handbooks and contracts did

not suggest any major variation by district in adherence

to universalistic criteria of evaluation, expertise of

administrative staff or in standardization of procedures

and content (all districts had standard texts and a set

school calendar). While there may actually be variation

on these dimensions, such variation could not be inferred

from the district documents.
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The provisions of teacher-district contracts did,

however, suggest some differences in the centralization of

authority in the 5 districts, independent of level of

formalization. In coding the contract provisions regarding

locus of authority and retention of autonomy, coders kept

two tallies for each district: the number of provisions in

each contract that explicitly limit the authority or

autonomy of district officials and the number of provisions

restricting the autonomy of teachers. In the contracts,

principals appear as agents of the school board and super-

intendent, so the few cases of explicit restrictions on

principals are considered equivalent to other restrictions

on district authority. Table 39 sets out the number of

restrictions of eacy type observed in each district con-

tract, as well as the ratio of limits on administrators to

limits on teachers that I use as an index of centralization.

Using this ratio, rather than any simple measure of number

of provisions, assures that level of formalization does not

intrude on this measure of centralization.

When the substance of the contract provisions is

at issue, other district differences appear. Some district

contracts emphasize teacher professional autonomy, some

are largely concerned with benefits, hours and security,

while others strongly emphasize procedures to be followed

in resolving conflicts. Each of these types of emphasis

involves some restrictions on teachers, some on district
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officials. Table 40 sets out a ranking of the districts

according to the number of provisions covering each content

area.

TABLE 40.--Areas of Emphasis in District Contracts.

 

District and Rank

 

 

Area of Emphasis 1 2 3 4 5

Professional Autonomy 4 3 5 1.5 1.5

Benefits, Hours 1 3 5 4 2

Board Role 2.5 2.5 4 5 1

Safety, Security 1.5 4 5 3 1.5

Resolution of Conflict 1 5 3 4 2

 

From Table 40 one can observe considerable

similarity between District 1 and District 5 on four of the

five types of emphasis. District 3 seems to be consistently

low on all dimensions, while Districts 2 and 4 put different

emphases on professional autonomy and role of school board.

These ranks are linked to total number of provisions in the

contracts, showing that none of the districts devoted

disproportionate attention to one area of emphasis on the

neglect of other concerns. A few contract provisions could

not easily be fitted into the five groups above, repres-

enting idiosyncratic but minor concerns of one district

or another, such as limits on the length of meetings or
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procedures the board must follow in making millage proposals.

DeSpite these limitations, I expect that district ranks on

areas of emphasis may correlate with district ranks on

teachers' self investment and dedication levels.

The last organizational variable that could be

ascertained from the district documents was the functional

specialization of each district. All districts had central

administration, a business division and elementary and

secondary divisions. Despite these basic similarities,

there was great variation in the number of separate depart-

ments of specialized staff headed by a coordinator or

manager. The number of departments as well as the total

number of professional staff members in these auxiliary

professional departments are set out in Table 41. In

determining the number of professional staff members, I

used two criteria: some districts conventionally noted

earned degrees for each staff member in the directory, so

in these cases I counted all members of auxiliary depart-

ments who had at least a BA or BS after their names;

besides this, in districts not reporting degrees, I coded

as professional any member of an auxiliary department with

a title like "nurse," "librarian," "specialist," "coun-

selling," "testing," "researcher," etc. Basically, this

technique eliminated clerical, janitorial and most cafe—

teria employees (except for dietitians) from the final

determination of size of professional auxiliary staff.
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TABLE 41.--Number of Departments and Size of Auxiliary

Professional Staff, by District.

 

 

 

District

1 2 3 4 5

Number of Departments 24 46 19 20 14

Rank 2 l 4 3 5

Size of Auxiliary

Professional Staff 54 72 58 145 120

Rank 5 3 4 l 2

 

District 2 appears to have many more functional

Specialties but few professional staff members, while

Districts 4 and 5 employ many auxiliary professional

Specialists but separate them into only a few departments.

Fitting these data to the original prOpositions suggesting

that specialization encourages self-investment in work and

consequently high levels of dedication, one can only

speculate about the relative importance of each of these

aspects of specialization to principals and teachers in

these districts. Presumably, specialization will make more

difference to the members of these auxiliary staffs than to

school personnel. However, if the ranks of these special-

ists are taken into account, the number of district level

specialist positions may indicate promotional opportunities

for teachers in the district. One would anticipate, then,

a stronger positive effect of district specialization upon

self-investment and dedication of teachers than of princi-

pals in the same district.
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Interrelationships in District

Structural Variables
 

The principles Weber used to describe the ideal

type of bureaucratic organization, which were mildly

supported in the school data, would lead one to expect two

loose clusters of organizational variables at the district

level as well. One group should consist of the various

aspects of district centralization while the other should

include hierarchy, Specialization and formalization. Fur-

thermore, one would expect student ability and SES to

correlate strongly at the district level. The overall

pattern of district organizational variation is set forth

in Table 42, which Shows Spearman rho correlations between

District ranks on each of the structural and student aggre-

gate variables.

In general, the predictions about organizational

patterns are confirmed by the data. The three measures of

centralization of authority in each district are strongly

related, since the districts had identical ranks for

principal and teacher perceptions of the centralization of

decision-making. These perceptions are strongly, though

not Significantly, correlated with contractually derived

ranks on centralization. Furthermore, the measures of

centralization Show weak positive and strong negative

correlations with bureaucratic variables. However, the

remaining organizational variables show only weak to

moderate intercorrelations, possibly reflecting the crudity
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of measurement of these variables. At least the data Show

that hierarchy, formalization and specialization have

stronger positive intercorrelations than their correlations

with centralization.

As expected, student ability and SES levels are

significantly related, with districts having identical ranks

on these variables. One interesting and unanticipated find-

ing is the strong yet not significant correlation between

contractual evidence of centralization and student homo-

geneity. Perhaps the recurrence of similar problems and

the probable existence of community consensus about education

encourage the standardization of problem-solving at the

district level. In districts where students are very dif—

ferent and problems in teaching and administration are very

different depending upon neighborhood characteristics, it

may be much more difficult to handle anticipated problems

at the district level. The greater diversity of students

may encourage greater autonomy of principals and teachers in

those districts.

Since the correlations among organizational elements

approach statistical significance only in a few cases

(although the trends that emerge are consistent with pre-

dictions based on Weber's exclusion of centralization from

the list of elements of ideal bureaucracy further analysis

of the effects of these variables will consider each

organizational dimension separately.
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Effects of District Organization

Upon Principals

The first step in uncovering the relationships

between district structure and principal reactions is to

see whether or not there are any significant differences

in principal perceptions and responses by school district.

Accordingly, a one-way analysis of variance was run to

check the importance of district identity as an independent

variable. For those variables that Show a significant

district effect, I will then attempt to identify the

specific components of overall district identity that are

responsible for these patterns of district differences.

Table 43 presents two sets of data: the results of the

analysis of variance for the six principal variables that

Showed a significant district effect (5.10) and data on

principal turnover in each district from 1967 to 1969,

which were subjected to a Chi-Square test for significance.

The data in Table 43 present several interesting

items of information. First, there are no significant

district differences for most of the principal perceptual

and behavioral clusters. Despite the many differences in

district structure already established, these structural

differences had no effect upon extent of idea exchange,

cooperation with others, job satisfaction, perceived own

influence, reference groups, career plans or turnover among

the sampled principals. Although the turnover rates varied
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from 8 percent to 45 percent, even these apparently large

differences were not statistically significant.

Second, for those variables that do Show significant

district effects, distinctive patterns in the data emerge.

In District 1, principals show least concern for interfer-

ence or criticism by the Teacher Organization or the com-

munity and report the greatest importance of both intrinsic

and extrinsic aSpects of work, believe their authority is

adequate and are most active in the Principal Organization.

That pattern is almost exactly reversed in District 4,

where TO and community problems are greatest and where

principals are inactive in their organization andsee little

importance in extrinsic aspects of work. Districts 3 and 2

have more moderate scores on all the variables, while Dis-

trict 5 is like District 1 in some ways.

Perhaps a better way of handling this data is to

ask how much the principal variables interrelate, rather

than labelling each district. Table 44 presents Spearman

rho correlations for the district ranks on each of these

variables, so that one can check the evidence pertaining to

the proposition that favorable perceptions of the organi-

zation (such as greater adequacy of own authority, less TO

interference, less community criticism) Should produce

greater levels of self-investment in work, suggested by

the importance of intrinsic rather than extrinsic aspects

of work and greater dedication to work, suggested by

activity in principal organization mobility orientation.
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The only statistically significant positive correla-

tion presented in Table 44 is that between principal per-

ception of adequacy of own authority and importance of

intrinsic aspects of work, which provides some support

for the proposition that favorable perceptions of the

organization induce greater self-investment in work. Fur-

thermore, importance of intrinsic aSpects of work and

perceived adequacy of authority were also strongly, though

not significantly, related to principal turnover rates.

For this sample, it appears that favorable organizational

climate and high self-investment in work produce higher

turnover rates among principals than do negative aspects of

the organizational setting. Unfavorable settings, here

indicated by community criticism and interference by

teacher organizations, do not lead to Significant principal

turnover (or escape) while favorable organizational features

not only produce greater self-investment but also more

mobility, suggesting that these principals are not escaping

from a bad situation but more probably, maximizing important

rewards through job mobility.

Looking at the other predicted patterns, perceived

adequacy of authority is the best single predictor of

greater activity in principal organizations, followed by

importance of extrinsic, then intrinsic, aspects of work.

This mild confirmation of my propositions runs counter to

another possible explanation of principals' concern with

their principal organizations, that unfavorable aspects of
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work settings leads to such concern. On the contrary, we

see that difficulties with teacher organizations and level

of community criticism greatly decrease principal to

involvement in principal in principal organizations.

It is important to distinguish here between prin-

cipal perceptions of organizational support or problems

and other evidence regarding organizational structure, in

assessing the true importance of structure and of percep-

tions of structure upon principal responses. The original

prOpositions suggest that self-investment in work, here

Shown by the importance of intrinsic aspects of work, and

dedication to work, suggested by activity in principal

organization and district turnover rate, Should be higher

in diStricts that score higher on hierarchy, formalization,

and specialization and that have lower scores on centrali-

zation of authority. Student ability and SES might also

exert an independent effect upon principal self-investment

and dedication. Furthermore, perceived adequacy of own

authority should be related to lower centralization in the

decision-making structure of the district. The pattern

Of relationships between organizational variables and these

intervening and dependent variables is set forth in Table

45, which shows the Spearman rho correlations between each

set of variables, based upon the district ranks on each

variable.

The data in Table 45 present some interesting sur-

prises. First, although hierarchy, the best Single
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indicator of level of bureaucratization, is moderately

and positively related to degree of emphasis principals

put on the intrinsic aspects of work, none of the other

purely organizational variables correlates much with level

of importance of intrinsic factors. Only one organiza-

tional factor, number of specialist departments, moderately

correlates with principals' expressed emphasis on extrinsic

aspects of works and this correlation neither supports nor

challenges the propositions, except in that I had antici-

pated that each aspect of bureaucratization would encourage

importance of intrinsic rather than extrinsic factors of

work. That does not appear to be the case, except for a

slight difference according to district rank on hierarchy.

The propositions are futher challenged by the fact

that level of activity in principal organization and prin-

cipal turnover rates do not Show the expected strong corre-

lations with organizational features. Except for a strong

negative correlation between district formalization and

principal turnover, it appears that organizational variables

have little impact on these two measures of principal

dedication.

A final set of unexpected results concerns the

effects of size of district auxiliary staff, which shows a

negative correlation with adequacy of principal authority

and a significant positive correlation with principal

awareness of community criticism. It is possible that the

auxiliary professionals, mostly experts in some curricular
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field, are felt by principals to have too much influence

over the programs and procedures of the district and to

compete with principals for the attention of teachers. It

is also possible that the community may be critical of

the expense such large staffs require, or the types of

programs such staff members initiate. Using cross-sectional

data, however, it is impossible to rule out the chance that

community problems that produce criticism of schools also

produce greater district efforts, in the form of larger

staffs of consultants and advisors trying to correct these

problems.

Turning to the effects of contextual variables,

student ability and SES are significantly related to

principal emphasis on intrinsic aspects of work and moder-

ately related to perceptions that principal's own authority

is adequate, suggesting that principals find student compo-

sition to be an important part of their work climate.

Furthermore SES and student ability are moderately related

to principsls' turnover rate, further indicating that stu-

dents may affect principals' dedication and career orienta—

tion. An alternative explanation must also be conSidered--

officials in higher SES districts may renew fewer principal

contracts and may require more evidence of high self—

investment in work as a condition of contract renewal.

Since the data do not distinguish voluntary from involun-

tary job turnover, it is impossible to confirm either

explanation.
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Finally, student homogeneity is moderately related

to principal perceptions of community criticism, perhaps

because more homogeneous communities presenting one con-

sistent brand of criticism are more effective in presenting

these items of criticism. However, the repercussions of

student contextual variables will not be considered in more

detail since they do not directly bear on the propositions

at hand. It is possible, though, that contextual variables

have affected the develOpment of district structure and

patterns.

Of the many non-organizational factors differenti—

ating the five districts, two critical aspects of district

history appear to be most relevant to a discussion of

teacher reactions and behavior. When this survey was con-

ducted, collective bargaining for teachers was a new pheno-

menon and there was competition between two unions to see

which would represent teachers in each district. Four of

the districts studied were represented in collective bar-

gaining by locals of the Michigan Educational Association,

which played the role of a professional association rather

than a traditional union. Teachers in District 1, however,

had voted to be represented by the Michigan Federation of

Teachers, a branch of the AFL-CIO, which held a more tradi-

tional, trade-unionist approach to bargaining.

Along with these differences in representation,

the five districts varied greatly in the amount of conflict

associated with contract negotiations completed just prior
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to the survey. District 1 had experienced a lengthy strike,

District 5 a Short strike, District 3 had no strike but

very difficult negotiations, while District 4 had fewer

problems and negotiations were easiest in District 2.

While the effects of such differences in the history

of collective bargaining in the 5 districts are beyond the

scope of the present research project, it is important to

recognize that these and other district contextual differ-

ences may be responsible for the observed differences in

contract emphases and may have effects on teacher and

principal perceptions and behavior.

In summing up the status of the original proposi-

tions, taking into account this set of data on district

organization and principal responses it is only possible to

say that bureaucratization at the district level does not

significantly discourage principal self-investment and

dedication but there is no significant evidence that bureau-

cratization encourages these positive principal responses.

However, student SES and ability levels do significantly

correlate with indices of self-investment in work and both

are strongly related to perceived adequacy of principal

authority and to principal turnover rates. Thus, any fur-

ther research on principal behavior should consider pro-

positions linking student contextual variables to principal

behavior and should distinguish voluntary and involuntary

turnover.
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Effects of District Organization

Upon Teachers
 

Although the school organization's characteristics

are presumed to be most critical to teacher behavior, it is

conceivable that district organization may affect teachers

both directly and through limits on school organization.

For instance, the auxiliary professional staffs at the

district level are composed of specialists in curricular

areas, many of whom began their careers as teachers. Hence,

the teachers in a given district may see these positions not

only as potential aids for planning and evaluating programs

but also as potentials for upward career movement. Other

aspects of district organization may affect teacher behavior

as well, affecting possibilities for OOOperation, idea

exchange and importance of various reference groups.

In fact, when the perceptual variables are subjected

to analysis of variance to check the independent effects of

district, thirteen of the 21 variables Show a strong dis-

trict effect, as Table 46 shows.

Table 46 shows that, despite my expectation that

school level and organizational characteristics would be

most important in explaining variations in teacher responses,

some dimensions of district organization must be responsible

for the significant district effects shown for thirteen of

the teacher perceptual and response variables.

Those teacher variables that showed a Significant

district effect must be further analyzed, to see which
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TABLE 46.--Effects of District Upon Teacher Variables.

 

 

Significance

of F for

District

Variable Effects*

Importance of Extrinsic ASpects .0001

Importance of Status >.10

Importance of Intrinsic Aspects >.10

Cooperate Outside School .06

Cooperate Inside School .01

Exchange Ideas with Outsiders .06

Exchange Ideas with Insiders >.10

Exchange with Close Colleagues .01

Satisfaction--Physical ASpects .0001

Satisfaction--Non-Physical .0001

Satisfaction--Relations with Superiors >.10

Poor Administration >.10

Principal Supports Teachers .0001

Teacher Org. Hinders Teachers .0001

Own Influence >.10

Reference Group: Close Teachers .06

Reference: Superiors .002

Reference: Friends Outside Education >.10

Adequacy of Principal Authority .0003

Career HOpes--Teaching Level .003

Career Hopes--Administration >.10

 

*Part of a 2-way Friedman Analysis of Variance checking the

independent effects of district and school level. Data on

effects of level is in Tables 18-23.
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specific features of district organization can be isolated

as probable reasons for these strong district differences.

Recalling the original prOpositions, I expect that hier-

archy, formalization and Specialization will encourage self-

investment in work, indicated here by reliance on colleagues

rather than superiors as reference persons, by providing a

more professional climate (one in which principals support

teachers, COOperation is high, teachers and administrators

exchange ideas and principal authority is considered ade-

quate). Furthermore, more bureaucratic districts should,

from the propositions, encourage stronger career orienta-

tions on the part of teachers, with the typical low mobility

teaching career characteristic only of the less bureaucra-

tized districts. Since centralization of authority is a

non-bureaucratic form of organization, offering few advan-

tages for professional employees, low centralization should

be related to each of the anticipated effects of bureau-

cratized structure.

Emphases displayed in teacher contract provisions

should bear out individual teachers' perceptions of prob-

lems in their districts. Thus bureaucratic districts

should permit more emphasis on protection of professional

autonomy while less bureaucratic districts should display

more concern with benefits, safety and other extrinsic

asPects of work, since those districts do not encourage a

strong professional orientation on the part of teachers,

aCoording to the prOpositions.
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To test these expectations with the available data,

districts were ranked on the mean teacher responses for

each of the thirteen significantly different teacher vari-

ables. Each set of rankings on teacher responses was then

apired with each rank on district characteristics so that

Spearman rho correlations could be calculated. These

correlations between organizational characteristics, con-

tract provisions and teacher responses are presented in

Table 47.

The correlations presented in Table 47 offer several

interesting confirmations and contradictions to the prOposi-

tions in question. First, there is only moderate evidence

that more bureaucratized districts encourage greater

reliance on professional or collegial reference groups.

Although the correlations of reference group use with both

hierarchy and number of departments suggest some support

for greater reliance on colleagues than superiors, staff

size and formalization, as well as centralization, appear

to discourage relative importance of colleagues as refer-

ence group. These trends, though not statistically signi-

ficant, suggest that district specialization does not

greatly encourage teacher self-investment in work (indi-

cated by choice of reference group). The correlations

With size of staff might be interpreted in another fashion,

though, as indication of the importance of a reference

group composed of superiors who are experts in curricular

fields, hence colleagues.
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The most surprising data concern the strong rela—

tionship between both SES and student ability and the

relative importance of colleagues rather than superiors.

It is possible that districts with high SES, high ability

students attract more expert teachers who bring with them

a strong interest in colleague ideas and opinions but it

is also possible that student composition exerts some

independent effect upon teachers, whatever their backgrounds.

These rival explanations cannot be tested with the available

data since the small N for districts makes it impossible to

consider more than one possible source of variation at a

time.

Leaving for the moment the effects of district

organization upon teachers' choice of reference group, let

us turn to a consideration of the effects of district

variables upon dedication to work, and importance of work

even though the role of the hypothetical intervening vari-

able cannot be completely determined. The original prOposi-

tions suggested that the more bureaucratic the work struc-

ture, the greater the employees' dedication to work. The

rationale for this proposition was the belief that bureau-

cratic structures offer more Opportunity for advancement,

more autonomy and support from superiors, more opportunity

for observation by close colleagues and as a further conse-

quence, a different.less anti-professional role for the

teacher union to play. The data in Table 46 Show that

district hierarchy significantly encourages exchanges outside
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schools, satisfaction with non-physical aspects of work

and greater principal support for teachers. Furthermore,

in more hierarchical districts, teacher organizations are

not seen by teachers as Significant hindrances to profes-

sional objectives of educators.

Not all the indicators of bureaucratization have

such positive effects upon teachers, however. Contrary to

the propositions, formalization does not significantly

correlate with any of the variables, though it shows a sur-

prisingly strong relationship with teacher perceptions of

their unions as hindering educatinal objectives. Number of

Specialized departments and size of auxiliary professional

staff show only weak and insignificant correlations with

perceptions of work climate, level of self-investment in

work and teacher dedication. Size of staff is strongly

related to teacher perceptions that principals had adequate

authority, however, supporting the original propositions.

On the whole, the correlations between each aspect

of district centralization and teacher perceptions of the

character of relationships and problems in the districts

support the propositions I offered. Table 46 shows us?

significant negative correlations between centralization

and principal support of teachers, and a moderate but

insignificant correlation between centralization and

teachers' perceptions that the teacher organization hinders

teachers. Highly centralized districts are characterized

by little idea exchange between teachers and others
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outside their schools, little satisfaction with physical or

non-physical aspects of work and little reliance upon

collegial reference groups. These results were predicted

by the propositions, where centralization appeared as an

alternative to bureaucratization and centralization was

expected to produce an unprofessional work setting.

The strongest support for the propositions being

tested comes from the data concerning teachers' career plans.

Only centralization of authority is strongly and positively

related to planned immobility (i.e., plans to remain in

teaching with no upward movement). District scores on hier-

archy and number of specialized departments seem to encour-

age teachers to plan upward career movement, as the proposi-

tions predicted. It is interesting to note here that the

only other variable significantly encouraging immobility is

student homogeneity. Presumably, when students are very

similar, the problems teachers face are more predictable

hence less threatening, perhaps encouraging teachers to

remain in a stable and predictable environment.

When data on actual teacher turnover are considered,

though, one realizes that none of the district variables

significantly affects actual turnover. It must be remem-

bered that not all such turnover is voluntary, since

probationary teachers are not necessarily granted tenure

and since mandatory retirement and maternity leaves might

account for some of the observed turnover in each district.

However, the teacher turnover rates probably have a higher
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component of voluntary turnover than do the principal rates,

since principals have only two year contracts.

Turning to the relationships between observed areas

of emphasis in teacher contracts and district ranks on

teacher reSponse variables, Table 46 shows us, not

unexpectedly, that teachers' expressed concern for extrinsic

aspects of work is strongly correlated with contract emphasis

on benefits, on safety and on retention of board authority.

Another unsurprising strong correlation pairs contract

emphasis on professional aspects of work and expressed

teacher satisfaction with non-physical aspects of work.

Contrary to expectations, there are no significant correla-

tions between contract emphasis on professionalism and

either use of colleagues as important reference group, or

extent of idea exchange with close teachers.

Extent of contract emphasis on retention of rights

of the school board shows a strong positive correlation

with teacher perception that teacher organizations hinder

educational concerns, a rather intriguing finding. It is

possible that the struggle between conservative school

boards and aggressive teacher organizations requires the

teacher unions to ask more of teachers. Unfortunately, the

cross-sectional data cannot tell us whether teacher organi-

zations are forced to use more aggressive tactics by

resistant boards or whether school boards take tougher

positions when threatened by aggressive teacher organiza-

tions.
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Not all the correlations from Table 47 are so easily

explained. For instance, teacher perception of cooperation

with those outside own school building is significantly

correlated to three kinds of contract emphasis: benefits,

board rights and safety. Perhaps COOperation is possible

between teachers and district officials when these extrinsic

aspects of school and district activity are at issue, pro-

ducing consensus in the form of contract provisions on

these items. When intrinsic aSpects of work, such as limits

on professional autonomy in conducting courses, rights to

privacy and appeal for punishments, etc. are at issue, there

may be less agreement that these constitute approPriate

areas for bargaining. Thus, teachers concerned with profes-

sional rights and autonomy may find COOperation with district

officials much more difficult both for contract negotiations

and for everyday problem—solving. Emphasis on typical union

bargaining areas like benefits and safety is more in line

with administrative perceptions of what issues are nego-

tiable, hence contributing to COOperative interaction within

the district. However, the absence of strong collegial

reference groups undermines this interpretation somewhat.

Considering all the aSpectS of district organization

and their effects upon teacher perceptions, the data provide

mild support for the prOpositions that more bureaucratic

structures provide favorable environments for professionals,

hence encourage self-investment and probably dedication to

work. Looking at the array of Significantly different
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teacher responses, only 3 of the 14 areas showing strong

district effects cannot be partially explained using one

or more of the district characteristics identified in this

study. Idea exchange with close teachers, satisfaction with

physical aspects of work and actual turnover rates are not

Significantly related to any of the district characteris-

tics studied. Even if we treat the data regarding

emphases in contract provisions with special caution, since

these could most plausibly be considered either dependent

or independent variables Since contract contents change

every year, these differences in contract provisios were

the sole significant correlates of only three teacher

variables: importance of extrinsic aspects of work, and

cooperation outside and inside school, none of which are

central to the propositions being tested. The eight most

important sets of teacher variables can be at least parti-

ally attributed to structural and compositional district

characteristics, more enduring than contract provisions and

more likely to independently affect teacher variables.

But do district structural characteristics have

similar effects on teachers' dedication? Table 48 presents

correlations between structure and those indicators of

dedication showing a strong overall district effect.

The data presented in Table 48 show that district

structure appears to be more important in explaining

teacher behavior than I had originally anticipated. I had

expected bureaucratization at the district level to have
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only weak effects on teacher dedication, though in the same

direction as the anticipated effects of school organization.

It is interesting that district organization appears to be

related to the variation in teacher dedication more than

school organization appeared to be and in a manner that

largely supports the ideas, if not the form, of my proposi-

tions.

For instance, looking at Table 48 one notes that

district ranks on hierarchy are strongly and positively

correlated with district means on number of books read,

time spent reading for work, taking non—required courses

and participating in state programs. Furthermore, number

of specialist departments also moderately correlates with

time reading and size of auxiliary staff positively corre-

lates with several indicators of dedication--committee work,

building representation, attendance at conferences and

membership in many teacher organizations--while negatively

correlating with absenteeism. Further confirmation of my

ideas about the effects of structural variables upon workers

is apparent in the very different effects of centralization

of authority, which is negatively related to participation

in state programs, attending conferences, reading books,

time spent reading and enrollment in only required courses.

The only observations that strongly contradict my

expectations are the negative correlations between district

formalization and teacher willingness to re-enter education

and the positive correlation between number of specialist
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departments and days absent, as well as the overall depres-

sing effect of number of departments upon teacher partici-

pation in union activities. However, since the implications

for teachers of district specialization are not immediately

apparent, these apparent contradictions are less interest—

ing to me than the unexpected strong support for the notion

that bureaucratization encourages teacher dedication

detailed in the last paragraph.

Turning to the other district characteristics, it

is interesting to note that SES and student ability appear

to encourage teachers to Spend more time reading and to take

courses other than those required by their contracts,

although these two variables do not encourage any union

activity except for participation in state programs.

When the areas of contract emphasis are related to

teacher dedication, several interesting patterns emerge.

First, emphasis on professional autonomy is strongly related

to participation in union activities and at conferences and

to low absenteeism, but not to any evidence of truly pro-

fessional dedication. On the contrary, one sees that the

best contractual predictor of time reading is emphasis on

benefits, while emphasis on safety and on conflict also

positively correlate with reading books and journals and

taking courses not required by contract. Emphases on

safety and conflict resolution appear to predominate in

districts where teachers are active in union activities

other than local committee or representative work. Once
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again, the correlations on teacher behavior and contract

emphases cannot be interpreted causally, since both may

undergo major changes from year to year and since correla-

tional data alone cannot suggest direction of relationships.

In summary, the proposition that bureaucratic forms

of organization encourage dedication to work received sur-

prisingly strong confirmation from data on district charac-

teristics, although not all supportive evidence met the

criteria of statistical Significance for the small number

of districts. Since each district had approximately the

same percentage of secondary teachers, compared to elemen-

tary teachers, these effects cannot be attributed to occu-

pational differences but appear to reflect a genuine reac-

tion to structural differences.

Conclusion
 

Data on the structure and effects of other aSpects

of district organization mildly confirm the propositions of

this study. As expected, the measures of centralization

were moderately correlated but were only weakly related to

other organizational dimensions. However, hierarchy,

formalization and specialization showed only weak and

inconsistent intercorrelation, offering no adequate basis

for choosing between the models of bureaucratization other

writers have propounded (see Chapter II for summary).

As the data on schools led us to expect, district

scores on SES and ability of students were significantly
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correlated and showed little correlation with homogeneity

of students.

The observed variations in district structure seem

to have only a few important effects on principal percep-

tions and responses. While bureaucratization at the dis-

trict level does not appear to discourage principals'

self-investment and dedication to work, there is no

Significant evidence that it encourages these responses, L.

although the data suggest moderate tendencies in that direc-

tion. Student composition variables seem to play a more

important role in predicting principal responses than was

anticipated, since SES and ability levels of students

correlated strongly with indicators of principals' mean

levels of self-investment and dedication.

Surprisingly, the district variables appear

to be more critical in explaining significant differences '

in teacher responses across districts than in explaining

principal differences. Particularly, hierarchy at the dis-

trict level affects teachers more than principals, contrary

to my expectations. Although not all the evidence is sta-

tistically significant, data on district effects upon

teachers offer somewhat more support for the prOpositions

relating bureaucratization to high self-investment and

dedication than did the principal data.

Considering the role various district characteris-

tics appear to play in explaining variations in teacher

responses, district hierarchy appears to be the most
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Significant single element, strongly correlating with three

sets of teacher responses that indicate that teachers in

more hierarchical districts find more support fOr self-

investment and dedication to work. Since hierarchy is often

considered the best Single indicator of level of bureau-

cratization (see Hall, 1967), this set of data must be

considered to at least moderately support the propositions

in question. For teachers as well as for principals,

though, SES and ability of students,which are related to

hierarchy, appear to encourage self-investment in work,

evidenced by greater reliance on close colleagues as a

reference group for teachers.

Data concerning possible causes and effects of

teacher contract emphasis showed that districts where

teachers cooperated with outsiders and expressed concern

with extrinsic aspects of work produced contracts emphasiz-

ing extrinsic aspects of work. Contracts emphasizing pro-

fessionalism occurred in districts where teachers derived

great satisfaction from non-physical aspects of work.

Less purposive career orientations of teachers

predominated in districts higher in centralization of

authority, as my propositions predicted, although actual

turnover rates could not be attributed to any organizational

variables.

On the whole, the data on district structure and

effects provide moderate support for the prOpositions that

bureaucratization encourages self-investment and dedication
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by providing a favorable environment for professional

employees. Since several aspects of organizational struc-

ture could not be considered, due to limitations in the data

making differentiation of districts impossible, it is encour-

aging to find that the few variables that could be measured

yielded some confirmation of the propositions.
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like age and sex in order to distinguish the role each

factor plays in explaining dedication to work, self-

investment and job-leaving of teachers and principals.

As a basic step in accomplishing these objectives,

the project also investigated the interrelationships between

bureaucratic elements and rational elements in formal

organizations, providing new information in an area of

major concern to students of bureaucracy. This explication

of the patterns of organization in public schools also

makes an important contribution to a neglected area of

educational research.

Theoretical Background of the Research
 

To reiterate the rationale for these research

activities, I will summarize the basic arguments presented

in Chapter I and II:

1. Previous studies of worker behavior have failed

to explain bases for behavior variations of

workers except as a function of hierarchical

differences.

2. Particularly, research on job satisfaction as

a determinant of behavior has produced no ade-

quate, consistent explanation of worker behavior.

Not only that, but job satisfaction hypotheses

do not clearly link behavior at work to any

accepted social-psychological explanation of

human behavior in general.
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Faunce, Vroom and Dubin each contributed to a more

promising approach to understanding variations in

worker behavior. Basically, they suggested that

job conditions will greatly affect behavior only

if workers see their occupational roles as very

critical to self-esteem or ego. Those workers to

whom the job is an unimportant necessity of life

will be unwilling to devote_more than minimum time

or energy to work, regardless of extrinsic induce-

ments or managerial warmth.

Finally, my extension of these ideas focused on

the importance of structural (occupational and

organizational) determinants of probably worker

self-investment and consequent dedication to work.

I expected that structural factors would be more

important than personal or family characteristics

of workers and also more important than reported

level of job satisfaction in predicting behavior

at work.

Definitions of the key concepts and specification of the

general propositions plus adaptations to the case of public

education follow.

General Propositions

Definitions
 

A. Self—investment: a process through which the

degree of importance of social encounters upon
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self esteem becomes differentially distributed

among social roles (see Faunce, 1972). Indicators

of area of self-investment include use of various

standards of performance, use of various refer-

ence groups.

B. Rewards: intrinsic or extrinsically derived

gains from activity, perceived by individual to

be contingent on own behavior, within limits

imposed by structure (such as rules).

C. Dedication to work: efforts to perform the work
 

role well. "Well" is determined subjectively,

based upon reference group standards. Indicators

include low absenteeism, preparation for work in

free time, extra time and attention devoted to

work (or improving work situation) beyond that

formally required for employment.

D. Purposive mobility orientation: Career planning

strategy aimed at moves to more rewarding jobs;

random, geographic and affiliative factors are

unimportant in decision to quit or stay.

Bropositions

Given that an individual believes rewards crucial

to self—esteem are contingent upon own efforts, then

1. +perceived potential for reward at work+

+self-investment in work.
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2. +self-investment in work+ +P (dedication to work

roles).

a. +perceived potential for reward at work+

+P (dedication to work).

3. +dedication to work+ +P (decision to quit is

based on mobility orientation).

a. +self-investment to work+ +P (decision to

.
F
E
W
“
!

quit based on mobility orientation).

b. tperceived potential for reward at work+

+P (decision to quit is based on mobility

orientation).

4. If occupational and/or organizational structure

make purposive career orientation impossible to

achieve (or to continue achieving), iself-

investment in work+ +attempt to change structure

of work (such as through unionization).

Thus attempts to change structure may be equivalent

to dedication activity. Furthermore, it appears that per-

ceived potential for reward at work includes perceptions

regarding likely success of attempts to change structure.

Thus,

a. +perceived success of change efforts+

+p (continued self-investment in work).
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Adaptation of the General Propositions to

the Case of Public Education
 

Given the evidence regarding references in oppor-

tunity structure among the occupations in public education,

the general propositions lead us to expect that:

1. In general, the occupation of school principal

offers more rewards than does the occupation

of school teacher. (Principals have more auto-

nomy, more scope for decision-making, less

routinized work, earn higher salaries, receive

greater status in the community, have later career

ceilings and are more visible to collegial and

organizational evaluators than are teachers.)

In general, occupations at the secondary level

offer more rewards than occupations at the

elementary level. (Greater Specialization at

the secondary level permits concentration of

energy in areas of expertise, making work more

interesting and allowing the recognized expert

more freedom from parental interference or

organizational rules on course content; the

possibility of later career ceilings and expert

peer audiences become important in department-

alized schools. The prestige of secondary

personnel is higher than that of elementary,

the "clients" of secondary personnel have higher

social status, and the activities of secondary
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schools are usually the subject of community,

not just neighborhood interest, making the per-

formance of secondary teachers and principals more

visible.)

a. Thus, ceteris paribus, principals should have

higher levels of self—investment in work and

«
1

"
C
a
l

behave in a more dedicated manner than

1
'

'
-

teachers. Secondary personnel should have

'
2
'

1
r

#
-

higher self—investment in work than elementary

personnel and should behave in a more dedicated

manner than elementary personnel.

Within each occupational category, variations in

organizational structure should have noticeable

effects on self-investment levels and dedication

to work. Personnel in schools with more hierarchi-

cal levels, greater division of labor, greater

expertise of employees, greater emphasis on

universalistic standards of evaluation and per-

mitting decision-making at the level of appro-

priate expertise should exhibit greater self-

investment in work and greater dedication,

behaviorally, than do their counterparts in

other schools.

Sex and age of worker may affect perceptions of

reward structure because of societal discrimina-

tion against older and female workers. The

relative importance of sex and age of worker,
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compared to structural variables, will decline in

school offering evidence that Older and female

workers can achieve career success.

5. Principals should exhibit a more purposive

mobility orientation than teachers; secondary

personnel should have stronger mobility orienta-

tion than elementary staff.

Research Evidence Bearing Upon

the Propositions
 

The next step in this chapter iS to evaluate the

propositions in the light of the data presented in Chapters

IV, V, VI, and VII. Table 49 presents a summary of the

evidence that was required to test each prOpositions and

the status of each tested prOposition.

In general, it appears that the prOpositions con-

cerning the effects of occupational differences in reward

structure were largely confirmed by the data on mean self-

investment and dedication levels of elementary and secondary

teachers and principals. These differences could not be

attributed to differences in age, experience or educa-

tional background of respondents and, although secondary

personnel had a lower proposition of females than did

elementary occupations, the predominantly female elementary

principals exhibited higher mean self-investment and

dedication than the predominantly male secondary teachers.

Contradicting my expectations, though, these respondents

did not perceive the organizational dimensions of reward
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structure as I thought they would. Hence, the proposition

that perceived setting influences behavior was confirmed,

while the proposition that one can use observable aspects

of organizational structure to predict intra—occupational

variations in behavior across organizational settings was

not confirmed. Since the summary presented in Table 49

requires some elaboration, I will recapitulate the major

conclusions of each data chapter.

Differences in Organizational

Patterns (Chapters IV-VII)

At the school level, two main clusters of organiza-

tional variables were identified. The correlations among

the variables supported somewhat the idea that hierarchy,

universalism, expertise and all aspects of Specialization

of task and worker covary; at the same time, however, the

data also show that formalization, standardization and

centralization of authority covary. I had not expected

centralization to correlate with any aspects of ideal type

bureaucracy, but the data really only suggest that school

organizations do not conform perfectly to the ideal type.

The major contradictions to Weber's ideas of patterns of

organization receive little support either: it would be

difficult to label either cluster "bureaucratic" or

"rational," as Udy (1959) suggested.

Far less information was available for measurement

of district organizational patterns. However, even the
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existing data suggested somewhat different organizational

patterns than we observed at the school level. In parti-

cular, formalization of decision—making was moderately and

positively related to each of the other organizational

variables, although the two measures of centralization

showed only weak correlations with hierarchy and aspects of

specialization, just as at the School level. It is possible

that the different problems, audiences and responsibilities

connected with schools and with school districts account

for some of the differences in patterns. Since the proposi-

tions could be tested for the effects of each dimension of

organization, I did not attempt to classify either school

or district organizations into only two or three overall

categories.

Moving from a consideration of organizational

patterns, the next step in this chapter is to summarize the

evidence that occupational differences exist and permit

ranking on the bases of reward Opportunity.

Occupational Differences

(Chapter V)
 

In summing the data concerning the variety of

possible occupational differences between elementary and

secondary teachers, it is sufficient to note that the most

important difference found was the proportion of female

teachers--more elementary teachers are female, more

secondary teachers are male. Differences in educational

background, while not strong, correlated with school level,
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so that fewer elementary than secondary teachers had com—

pleted the Masters' degree. There were only minor differ-

ences between the two groups when age and years of

professional experience were considered. Among teachers,

salary differences depend absolutely upon degrees completed

and years of experience; neither group had a higher salary

level when those two factors were controlled.

Summing up the data on demographic differences at

the principal level, the most obvious difference here, too,

concerned sex of worker. All secondary principals are male,

less than half the elementary principals sampled are male.

Furthermore, secondary principals are somewhat younger,

slightly better educated and report fewer years of teaching

and administrative experience. Sex of worker interacted

with the latter variables, since females appeared to wait

longer than males before making the move from teaching to

administration. Salaries of principals are higher than

those of teachers but since almost all principals checked

the highest category for salary, school level differences

cannot be established.

Turning to occupational differences in perceptions

of favorable and rewarding work settings, we saw in Chapter

V that, compared to elementary personnel, secondary per-

sonnel feel more powerful, more autonomous and more con-

cerned about poor administrative practices but report less

cooperation from parents, superiors and colleagues, and

report lower satisfaction with working conditions and
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somewhat greater self-investment in work (that is, secondary

personnel place greater importance on the judgment of

colleagues than superiors and outsiders but they also express

less enthusiasm about each of the reasons for remaining in

education, including intrinsic aspects of work).

When teachers and principals are compared, principals

perceive greater autonomy and authority but Slightly less

personal influence than teachers, less awareness of union

or administrative impediments to job performance and greater

expectations of cooperation within the school but less

cooperation with outsiders than teachers expected. On the

whole, principals appear to see a more rewarding and more

advantageous work environment than teachers. This difference

in perception is reflected in differences in level of self-

investment in work, Since principals report greater willing-

ness to re-enter education, more emphasis on professional

reference groups and stronger collegial exchange networks

than teachers.

The above differences in perceived setting and self—

investment suggest corrolary differences in dedication to

work. Data presented in Chapter V largely confirm the

propositions that secondary personnel are more dedicated

than elementary and that principals are more dedicated than

teachers.

The next step is to consider the effects of organi-

zational variation for each occupational type, to see

whether my structural eXplanation of self-investment and

dedication can be confirmed intra—occupationally as well.
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Aelative Effects of Organizational

Factors, Personal and Job I

Satisfaction Factors on Intra-

Occgpational Variations in Self—

'Investment and Dedication to Work
 

In Chapter VI I ascertained the relative importance

of organizational features, personal and family character-

istics and level of job satisfaction in predicting variations

in teacher responses and behavior. I expected to find strong

correlations between each characteristic of bureaucracy

(including a strong negative correlation with centraliza-

tion) and teacher responses. Furthermore, I expected that

variations in perceived favorableness of the school environ-

ment would also correlate with variations in responses of

teachers. The latter expectation received some support but

none of the other independent variables significantly

influenced teacher responses. The following conclusions

were established in Chapter VI:

1. Personal and family variables do not significantly

affect teachers' level of self—investment in work

and have only weak effects on non-union indicators

of dedication, except for likelihood of taking

non-required courses. When union activities are

considered, age and experience positively corre-

late with history of union participation, probably

reflecting the differences in Opportunity of old

and young workers to have such a history. My

expectations that young and female workers would
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be more militaristic, because of lack of

advancement Opportunities through regular

channels, was not supported.

Teachers' level of satisfaction with three

aspects of work-~physical, non—physical and

authority relations--had no significant effects

upon level of dedication to work but satisfaction

with authority was mildly related to one indica-

tor of self-investment. However, the most

plausible explanation of that phenomenon is that

concern with intrinsic aspects of work leaves

teachers inattentive to power problems, yielding

a high score on satisfaction with authority.

The indicators of level of self—investment in work

do not correlate internally enough to support the

idea that each is a critical element of a unidimen-

sional variable, self-investment. Instead, three

separate groups can be identified, although it is

difficult to say if these dimensions are equally

part of self-investment.

Contrary to expectations, none of the aspects

of self-investment strongly correlated with any

of indicators of level of dedication to work.

When partial correlations are run to isolate the

effects of personal and family variables, we

see that collegial reference group have slightly

more impact on dedication for teachers who are
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younger, have smaller families and/or fewer

young children.

The original propositions suggested that teachers'

perceptions of good and bad aspects of work setting

would be determined by school structure. Correla-

tions between each aspect of structure and each

perceptual variable are very weak and offer no

support for this idea. However, it is possible

that the intra-level organizational variable is

so narrow that teachers do not discriminate these

fine differences. The prOposition remains "not

proven" rather than conclusively refuted because

of that possibility.

The prOposition linking favorable perception of

work environment to level of self-investment in

work is moderately supported for both occupa-

tional groups. However, school structure does

not appear to have any effects upon level of

self-investment within occupational categories.

Neither school structure nor teachers' percep-

tions of the work climate meaningfully explain

variations in teachers' level of dedication to

work. At the secondary level only, controls

on level of teachers' education raise the

correlation between universalism in schools and

the number of teacher unions a teacher joins to

.23, the strongest relationship uncovered.
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It is necessary to recall at this point that the inra—

occupational tests of the propositions were extremely

stringent ones, since most of the variations along organiza-

tional lines was wiped out in the separation of elementary

and secondary schools. The data do not permit one to

decide whether the propositions could be supported if the

range of organizational variation were wider.

The last step in this recapitulation of the evidence

is a consideration of the effects of district structure

upon principals and teachers.

District Effects upon Teachers

and Principals
 

Data on the structure and effects of district organi-

zation mildly confirm the prOpositions of this study. As

expected, the measures of centralization were moderately

(correlated but were only weakly related to other organiza-

tional dimensions. However, hierarchy, formalization and

Specialization Showed only weak and inconsistent moderate

intercorrelation, offering no adequate basis for choosing

between the models of bureaucratization other writers have

propounded (see Chapter II for summary).

As the data on schools led us to expect, district

scores on SES and ability of students were significantly

correlated and showed little correlation with homogeneity

of students.

The Observed variations in district structure

appeared to have only a few important effects on principal
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perceptions and responses. While bureaucratization at the

district level does not appear to discourage principals'

self-investment and dedication to work, there is no signifi-

cant evidence that it encourages these responses, although

the data suggest moderate tendencies in that direction.

Student composition variables seem to play a more important

role in predicting principal responses than was anticipated,

Since SES and ability levels of students correlate strongly

with indicators of principals' mean levels of self-

investment and dedication.

Surprisingly, the district-level variables appear

to be more critical in explaining significant differences

in teacher responses across districts than in explaining

principal differences. Particularly, hierarchy at the

district level affects teachers more than principals,

contrary to my expectations. Although not all the evidence

is statistically Significant, data on district effects upon

teachers offer somewhat more support for the propositions

relating bureaucratization to high self-investment and

dedication than do the principal data. For teachers as

well as principals, though, SES and ability Of students

encourage self—investment in work, evidenced by greater

reliance on close colleagues as a reference group for

teachers in high SES schools.

Data concerning possible causes and effects of

teacher contract emphasis Show that districts where teachers

cooperate with outsiders and express concern with extrinsic
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aspects of work produce contracts emphasizing extrinsic

aspects of work. Contracts emphasizing professionalism

occur in districts where teachers derive great satisfaction

from non-physical aspects of work.

Less purposive career orientations of teachers

predominate in districts higher in centralization of

authority, as my propositions predicted, although actual

turnover rates can not be attributed to any organizational

variable.

On the whole, the data on district structure and

effects provide moderate support for the propositions that

bureaucratization encourages self-investment and dedication

providing a favorable environment for professional employees.

Since several aspects of organizational structure could not

be considered, due to limitations in the data making dif-

ferentiation of districts impossible, it is encouraging to

find that the few variables that could be measured yielded

some confirmation of the propositions.

General Conclusions
 

In drawing some overall conclusions regarding the

contributions of this dissertation research to scientific

explanation of worker behavior it is apparent to me that

this study illuminated some aspects of the phenomenon

while, at the same time, uncovering new difficulties that

could not be handled with the available data and resources.
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I will attempt now to list the major contributions and areas

for future refinement:

1. Distinctive elementary-secondary school patterns of

organization have been revealed; at the district

level, organizational patterns appeared to be less

coherent, perhaps reflecting the need for a larger

sample size.

The predicted relationship between favorable

perceptions of work environment and self-investment

in work received substantiation. However, the

indicators of self-investment either lack equal

validity or suggest that self-investment is a

multi-dimensional concept. Further research and

consideration of this problem is indicated.

Predicted occupational differences in both self-

investment and dedication to work have been con-

firmed; furthermore, the inter-occupational

patterns support the expected positive relation-

ship between these two variables.

When occupation is controlled, no meaningful

effects of school structure upon teachers' self-

investment and dedication were revealed. However,

neither did bureaucratization of structure appear

to depress levels of self-investment or dedica-

tion of teachers. Thus one assumption running

through social science, namely, that formalized

work settings alienate workers, appears to be in
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error. However, it would be premature to con-

clude that organizational characteristics are

irrelevant to worker behavior until a replication

of this study, using a broader range of organiza—

tional structures but still intra-occupationally

focused. The difficulty with this approach will

be the separation of organizational from occupa-

tional influences, requiring selection of an

occupation whose members are distributed across

a broad spectrum of organizational forms-~perhaps

accounting or engineering specialists.

None of the prOposed interrelations between career

orientation and either self-investment or dedica-

tion to work received confirmation from the data.

When actual turnover rates were considered,

principals and secondary personnel showed lower

turnover, even when sex of worker was controlled.

However, since it was impossible to distinguish

quitting from involuntary termination or, among

those who quit, establish bases for quitting, the

prOpositions could not be tested completely.

Further research on this question would have to

establish more comprehensive information on career

plans and desires than the present data yielded,

as well as separating voluntary from involuntary

turnover.



254

Two major weaknesses in the data on dedication to

work were revealed in the analysis. First, the

questions asked principals were not nearly as com—

prehensive as those asked teachers. Not only was

it difficult to compare principals and teachers,

it was difficult to ignore the fact that possible

areas of principals dedication were insufficiently

covered. Since the original survey was not designed

with an eye to the propositions I tried to test, it

naturally did not cover in detail all aspects of

the problems of interest to me. For this reason,

my conclusions regarding relative strength of

principals' and teachers' dedication to work must

be considered tentative.

The second weakness in the measures of dedica-

tion stems from the phrasing of questions on the

teacher survey. Although teachers are asked about

current professional activities (reading, course

work, etc.) they are asked about the history of

their union involvement, not just current parti-

cipation. This difference in phrasing has two

important effects: an inflation in scores on

union activity relative to professional involve-

ment and a bias in favor of older, more experi-

enced teachers, who have had more years in which

they could participate in union activity and more

years of interaction with other teachers,
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probably essential to achieving union office. To

be really comparable with other measures of dedica-

tion, measures of union involvement should refer

only to present involvements.

Despite the problems and inconsistencies in data

supporting my prOpositions, this study strongly

suggests that two alternative explanations of worker

behavior are inadequate. Neither level of job

satisfaction nor personal and family characteris-

tics predict self-investment or dedication levels

as well as occupational factors do. Furthermore,

neither alternative explanation fared better than

my propositions regarding the effects of intra-

occupational organizational structure upon workers.

It is at least as important to clear away mistaken

explanations of phenomena as it is to establish a

correct explanation, so I believe that this

dissertation makes a valuable contribution from

that perspective, apart from the status of my

alternative explanation of worker behavior.

Socio-economic status of the community is critical

in at least two ways: in its effects upon

principals' level of self-investment in work and

in its effects upon the pattern of organization

of secondary schools. The data showed that the

original prOpositionS should be refined to include

the idea that SES of students somehow affects the
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reward potential for principals~~perhaps community

SES is a major determinant of the prestige asso-

ciated with principalship of given schools. How-

ever, SES did not play any such role for teachers.

With respect to the second point about the role of

SES, the data showed that secondary school organi-

zational patterns were considerably strengthened

when SES was controlled. Perhaps different organi-

zational practices are required to process teenage

students of different SES or, perhaps different

kinds of Specialists, and procedures are demanded

by high and low SES communities. The implications

of SES for organizational structure require further

investigation for adequate explanation.

Detailed study of the effects of district variables

upon teachers might be fruitful, since my data

suffered from a paucity of cases (only 5 districts)

and an overabundance Of variables, both structural

and dependent. Even this problematic data, though,

suggested that district variables may be more

important determinants of teacher behavior than I

had expected. Particularly, district specializa-

tion may affect potential career moves for teachers,

while district hierarchy, formalization and cen-

tralization may place limits on school organiza—

tional patterns. The latter possibility opens up

a whole new area of potential importance in the
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explanation of school structure and is certainly

worthy of further attention. If the district

variables actually are critical in determining

teacher and principal behavior, one would expect

to find considerably lower levels of self-

investment and dedication in smaller districts,

although comparison across any broad range of

districts probably would introduce variations on

many other dimensions as well.

The complex data and inconsistent results of this

dissertation underscore the need for further

research on the range of variables potentially

affecting variation in self-investment in work.

It is apparent that organizational and occupational

factors alone cannot account for all the variation

in teacher and principal responses. At the same

time, the data demonstrate the failure of variables

like sex and marital status as adequate predictors

of level of self-investment in work. It is possi-

ble that some previously neglected factor, like

family economic background, occupation of spouse,

parents or friends or individual differences in

the importance of self-esteem (relative to other

personal and interpersonal needs, such as needs

for love, companionship, power, security, etc.)

may play some role in determining variations in

self—investment in work. Further research should
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focus upon the independent and joint effects of

these variables, as well as the structural variables

this dissertation considered.

As an example of how these variables might

interact to influence self—investment in work,

consider the many male teachers from working class

backgrounds. It seems very possible that teachers

(or principals) from such families may feel great

self-esteem just from achieving entrance into a

"profession"--that is, they may make only inter-

occupational comparisons Of achievement and decide

they have proved their worth relative to others in

their family (Faunce, 1972). In such a case there

may be no motivational basis for continued striving

for occupational success. Furthermore, one could

argue that peOple who go into teaching may be more

concerned about security than self-esteem, have low

levels of need-achievement, like their position of

authority relative to students, or in some other

way do not require continued testing of own abili-

ties and performance of the sort that high self-

investment in work involves. Quite clearly,

Faunce's idea that need for self esteem is a

variable, not an absolute, must be taken into

account in more detailed future research. One

would expect organizational and occupational

structure to affect self—investment only for
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workers who have some minimum interest in self-

esteem maintenance through intra—occupational

comparison of performance. My assumption that

teachers and principals would not completely lack

interest in self-esteem could not be tested with

the data at hand; furthermore, there may be

critical differences in the degree of concern for

self-esteem of various individuals in the sample,

although one would expect such differences to be

random across schools and hence not confound the

effects of structural variables. Any further

testing of the bases of self-investment in work

must consider these problems.

This dissertation indicates the need for investi-

gation in at least one more area--the presumed

effects of teacher dedication to work. How do

school structure and teacher behavior affect student

learning? It is possible, for instance, that some

indicators of teacher self-investment in work may

actually inhibit learning for some kinds of stu-

dents. More generally, one might ask if

"professionalism" always works for the good of the

client. This line of inquiry deserves further

attention. In a Similar vein, one might ask

whether increasing self—investment and dedication

of teachers and principals has any implications

for the school district organizations. For
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instance, what happens if teachers begin to emphasize

purely professional concerns in collective bargain-

ing? In fact, what happens to teachers as a

special interest group when dedication to work leads

teachers to identify only others in their specialty

as colleagues? In this dissertation and in most

research on worker behavior, investigators assume

that dedication to work encourages goal-attainment

for the organization, i.e., that dedicated workers

are better workers. This basic assumption should

not be left unchallenged.

Summary

In summarizing this concluding chapter, it is

apparent to me that this research, while not consistently

supportive of my original propositions, at least suggests

some of the advantages to be gained from this new way of

looking at work behavior. The perspective of Faunce,

Dubin and Vroom, modified in this dissertation to include

structural determinants of importance of work, is a

reasonable synthesis of ideas borrowed from research on

formal organizations, in occupations and in the field of

symbolic interactionism. (This dissertation has not only

offered some confirmation of the idea that self-investment

in work is critical to dedication and is dependent upon

work structure, but it has also produced evidence seriously

damaging the conventional explanations of variations in
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worker behavior--that over-bureaucratization, low job

satisfaction or certain personal and family characteristics

lead workers to disengage themselves from work. Whether or

not the structural and self-investment explanations of

worker behavior are adequate on their own must be determined

by further research.

Despite the tentative state of the conclusions in

this dissertation and despite the clear need for continued

investigation of many of these problems, I believe that this

research has presented a useful and workable integration

of organizational theory and logically grounded social-

psychological explanations of behavior, producing a synthesis

that considers human behavior in structural context. Further-

more, this dissertation goes far beyond typical research on

the topic of worker behavior with its over-reliance upon

measures of group composition and supervisory style as

measures of work context. In demonstrating that occupational

and organizational factors can affect perceptions and

behavior of workers, this dissertation helps to retrieve

the study of worker behavior from the realm of predominantly

psychological, individual problems and to show that the

common problems and restraints faced by individuals in

similar structural settings may be an important factor in

behavior.
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APPENDIX A

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE



EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION STUDY

Department of Sociology

Michigan State University

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

In what grades are you teaching? (Include any pre—

first grade under "K." Please circle all the grades in

which you are teaching this year.)

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll 12 13

What is your employment status in the school system?

CHECK ONE.

a. I have a regular full—time appointment with

tenure.

b. I have a regular full-time appointment but

not on tenure.

c. I am a substitute teacher part-time.
 

Counting the present year, what is the total number of

ears of full—time teaching experience you have had?

(Consider counseling as teaching experience.) (Write

in number)

I have had years of full-time teaching experience

Counting the present year, what is the total number of

years of full-time teaching experience you have had ig’

this school? (Consider counseling as teaching experi-

ence.) (Write in number)

 

I have had years of full-time teaching experience

in this school.

Are you a member of an affiliate of MBA or MFT?

CHECK ONE

NO .Go to Question 6)

Yes
w
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lo.

11.

12.

13.
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a. If yes, which one? CHECK ONE. MEA MFT
 

b. How many years have you been a member?

(Write in number) years

c. Have you held an office in the local organization?

CHECK ONE. Yes No
 

 d. Have you held an office in the state organization?

CHECK ONE. Yes No

  

e. Have you presented or contributed to one or more

state program(s)? CHECK ONE. Yes No
 

How many other teacher organizations do you belong to?

(Write in number) teacher organizations

W
m
-
-
H
i
r
-
'

w
‘

‘
q

Have you ever served on a committee, commission, council

or held office in the MBA or MFT?

a. At the state level? CHECK ONE. Yes No

b. At the local level? CHECK ONE. Yes No
 

Are you now, or have you ever been, a building

representative? CHECK ONE. Yes No

How many teacher conferences, conventions, and workshops

have you attended since September, 1966? (Write in

number) meetings

How many books have you read in the last 6 months that

are related to your teaching or teaching subject area?

(Do not include reading required by college courses you

may be taking. Write in the number of books.)

books -

Do you subscribe to any teaching or subject-matter

journals other than MBA or MFT membership publications?

CHECK ONE. Yes No
 

How many teaching journals do you read regularly other

than the MBA or MFT membership publication? (Write in

number) journals

About how much time do you spend reading teacher

journals in a typical month? (Do 225 include reading

by college courses you may be taking.) (Write in

number.) hours per month
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14. People remain in an occupation for many different rea-

sons. How important are each of the following for

remaining in teaching? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

Very Great Some Slightly Not

great impor- impor- impor- impor-

impor- tance tance tant tant ’

tance at all

a. The students with

whom I have contact

in this school

b. The friend-

ships I develop

with the people

at work

c. The opportunity

to be creative and

original in the

work I do

d. My salary com-

pared to others

at my level of

education

e. My present job

in the light of

my career expec-

tations

f. The physical

conditions under

which I work

g. The number of

duties I have

besides actual

teaching

h. My teaching

load

i. Educating the

future genera-

tion

j. The opportunity

to be a profes-

sional
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Very Great Some Slightly Not

 

great impor- impor- impor- impor-

impor- tance tance tant tant

tance at all

k. My vacations

and free time

1. The prestige and

respect I receive )

from the community pl)

m. Working with

books and ideas N

 

15. To what extent can you expect cooperation and support for

your ideas about doing your job from each of the follow-

ing? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

To a To a To To a To no

very great some slight extent

great extent extent extent at all

extent

a. Member(s) of the

school board

b. Other teachers in

your specialty in

your school

c. Your department

head

d. Superintendent

of schools

e. Officers of the

local chapter of your

teacher organization

(not the building

representatives)

f. Principal of

your school

g. Officer(s) of the

PTA in your school
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To a To a To To a To no

very great some slight extent

great extent extent extent at all

extent

h. Parents of the

children in your

classroom

i. The superin-

tendent's staff

j. Other teachers

not in your

specialty in your

school

 

k. The principal's

assistants
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17. To what extent do you exchange information, opinions,

and ideas about doing your job with each of the

following? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

 
To a To a To : To a To no

very great some slight extent

great extent extent extent at all

extent

a. Member(s) of the

school board

b. Other teachers in

your specialty in

your school

 

c. Your department

head

d. Superintendent

of schools

e. Officers of the

local chapter of

your teacher organ—

ization (not the

building repre-

sentatives)

f. Principal of

your school

g. Officer(s) of the

PTA in your school

h. Parents of the

children in your-

classroom

i. The superinten-

dent's staff

j. Other teachers

not in your specialty

in your school

k. The principal's

assistants
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18. To what extent do each of the following interfere with

educational objectives? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.
 

 

To a To a To To a To no

very great some slight extent

great extent extent extent at all

extent

a. PTA criticism of

classroom operations 1

b. Community criti- )1

cism of school

operations

 c. Collective nego- Na

tiations changing '

the teacher-

principal

relationship

d. Grievances chang-

ing the teacher-

principal

relationships

e. Teacher organi-

zations requiring

too much involvement

and participation

for the teachers in

this school
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19. How satisfied are you with each of the following?

CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

 

Very Greatly Some- Slightly Not

greatly satis- what satis- satis-

satis- fied satis- fied fied

fied fied at all

a. The prestige

and respect I '

receive from the P

community 5"

b. My teaching

load

 
c. The relation-

ships I have

with the princi-

pal's assistants

d. My vacations

and free time

e. The physical

conditions under

which I work

f. The amount of

autonomy given me

by the principal

to do my job

9. The fairness

with which duties

are distributed

in this school

building

h. The students

with whom I

have contact

i. My fringe

benefits

j. The relation-

ships I have with

the superinten-

dent's assistants

k. The subjects

I teach

 



283

Very Greatly Some- Slightly Not

greatly satis- what satis- satis-

satis— fied satis- fied fied

fied fied at all

1. My salary com-

pared to others

at my level of

education

 m. The friend-

ships I develop

with the people

at work ‘

n. My present job

in the light of

my career

expectations

0. The size of

the classes I

teach

 
p. The adequacy of

the supervision I

receive from the

superintendent's

staff
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20. How frequently do the following events occur within your

school building? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

Very Quite Some- Not too Not

fre- fre— what fre- fre-

quently quently fre- quently quently

quently at all

a. Teachers are

pressured to join

a professional

organization

against their

will

b. School build- 4

ing rules are

changed so often

that one never

really gets

accustomed to

anything

c. The principal

stresses results

rather than

methods

d. The principal

protects his

faculty from

pressures of stu-

dent's parents

e. Teachers'

organizations

interfere with

administrative

requirements

f. The loyalty of

teachers to the

administration is

used as a criteria

for promotion

rather than their

professional

merits





g. The principal

obtains staff

members' approval

on important

matters before

taking action

h. The school

board's compe-

tence to judge

on many educa-

tional matters

is questioned

by the staff

i. The superin-

tendent and his

administration

is responsive to

Suggestions made

Very

fre-

quently

by the principal

j. The teacher

has to go through

unnecessary chan-

nels to get

something accom-

plished

k. Teachers'

organizations

interfere with

teaching prac-

tices

l. The principal

treats all staff

members as his

equals

m. Teachers are

pressured by othe

faculty members

to comply with

unwritten rules

(e.g., don't com-

plain, don't be

bossy)

I"
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Quite

fre—

quently

Some-

what

fre-

quently

Not too

fre-

quently

Not

fre-

quently

at all  
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21. What do you actually expect to be doing five (5) years

from now? CHECK ONLY ONE.

I expect to be:

 

a. Teaching in the same school system, same job.

b. Teaching in the same school system, different

job.

c. Doing administration in the same school system.

d. Teaching in a different school system, same job.

e. Doing administration in a different school

system.

f. Teaching part-time.

9. Leaving the labor force.

h. Not in education at all, but in another type

of work.

What kind of work? WRITE IN

1. Returning full-time to university for more

education.

If you checked "i" above, will you probably: CHECK ONE

j. Return to teaching.

k. Return to administration.

1. Not return to education

 

a
)
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22. In general, how much say or influence do you have over

what the following persons or groups actually do on

their jobs ?

a. The principal in

your school

b. Officers of local

MBA or MFT (not the

building representa-

tives)

c. Teachers in your

building

d. The school board

e. The district

superintendent

f. Department heads

in your school

g. The principal's

assistants

h. The building

representatives of

the MBA or MFT in

your school

 

CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

A very A great Some

great amount

amount

A

slight

amount

 

None

at all
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23. For each of the following persons or groups, how impor—

tant is it that you maintain their good opinion of you

and your professional accomplishments? CHECK ONE ON

EACH LINE.

Very Great Some Slightly Not

great impor- impor- impor- impor-

impor- tance tance tant tant

tance at all

a. The departmental

chairman

b. Other teachers in

my specialty

c. The district

superintendent

d. The students

e. The principal

in this school

f. Local MBA or MFT

officials (not

building represen-

tatives)

g. The school board

h. Friends who are

not in education

i. Other teachers

not in my specialty



289

24. Do you think the principal of your school has as much

authority as he or she needs in regard to the following

things? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

As much authority Not as much

as he or she needs authority as

he or she needs

a. Deciding to take or

reject new or trans-

ferred staff

b. Speaking to a staff

member about being

late or quitting

early

c. Initiating action

to remove unsatisfac-

tory staff

d. Setting building

policy to coordinate

a smooth Operation

e. Disciplining staff

f. Initiating action

to promote staff

g. Granting a few hours

off to staff

h. Changing staff

procedures
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25. To what extent are you eager to do the following?

CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

To a To a To To a To no

very great some slight extent

great extent extent extent at all

extent ~

 
a. Obtain a teaching

position which would

pay more

b. Teach with less

interference from

my principal

 

c. Obtain a teaching

position in a larger

school

d. Become an official

in my teaching

organization

e. Obtain a teaching

position in a better

school

f. Obtain an admin-

istrative position

in education

9. Become a princi-

pal at your present

salary

26. To what extent are you active in your teacher

organization? CHECK ONE.

a. To a very great extent.

b. To a great extent.

l
l
l
l
l

c. To some extent.

d. To a slight extent.

e. To no extent at all

Now we would like a little background information.



27.

28.

29.

30.
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How old were you on your last birthday? CHECK ONE.

a. Under 26

b. 26-35

c. 36-45

d. 46-55

e. 56-65

f. 66 or older

Are you presently taking or have you completed any

college courses since last September, 1966? (Include

summer school, extension courses and night school.)

CHECK ONE. No Yes

a. If yes, was this further education required by your

contract? CHECK ONE.

0 Yes2

What is the highest college degree you hold? (If you

hold a degree not listed below, check the one that is

most nearly equivalent to the one you hold. Do not

report honorary degrees.) CHECK ONE.

a. No degree

b. A degree based on less than four years' work

c. Master's degree

e. Education Specialist

f. Doctor's degree

Suppose you could go back in time and start college

over; in view of your present knowledge, would you

enter the field of education again? CHECK ONE.

a. Definitely no
 

b. Probably no

c. Undecided

d. Probably yes

e. Definitely yes

 



292

31. Please indicate your sex and marital status. CHECK ONE.

32.

33.

a. Man, unmarried. (Go to question 65)

Man, married.

Man, widowed, divorced, or separated. (Go

to question 65)

Woman, unmarried. (Go to question 65)

Woman, married.

Woman, widowed, divorced, or separated.

(Go to question 65)

g. Is your husband or wife gainfully employed? CHECK ONE

 

 

 

 

1. Yes; full-time employment.

. Yes: part-time employment.

. No, but draws retirement pay.

. No.

Which of the following most nearly describes your present

position in this school? CHECK ONE.

a. Classroom teacher, teaching all or nearly all

subjects to one Class.

b. Classroom teacher, teaching a few subjects to

several different classes.

c. Classroom teacher, teaching many different

subjects to several different classes.

d. Specialist (e.g., librarian, counselor, nurse,

psychologist, etc.) giving less than half-time

to classroom teaching.

e. Teaching principal.

f. Other (please write in)

Are you certified to teach? CHECK ONE. No Yes

If yes:

My area of certification is in
 

  





34.

35.
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Thinking about last year and this year only, have you

taught a grade or subject at this school: CHECK ONE ON

EACH LINE . ._..

a. outside your major in college? No Yes

b. outside your minor in college? No Yes
 

If yes to either a or b, answer the following by

writing in a number.

 

c. How many grades gr subjects have you taught outside

your major in college?

grades or subjects outside my major.

d. How many grades 9; subjects have you taught outside

your minor in college?

grades or subjects outside my minor.

How many children do you have at each of the following

age groups? Enter number for each category.

a. Under 5 years of age

5-12 years of age

13-18 years of age

Over 18 years old

Total number of childrenH
M
!

CHECK HERE IF YOU HAVE NO CHILDREN.
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36. What will be your gross salary for the school year

1967-68? Include extra pay for extra school duties.

Before taxes, my gross salary will probably be:

CHECK ONE.

a. Less than $6,000

b. $6,000-$6,999

c. $7,000-$7,999

d. $8,000-$8,999

e. $9,000-$9,999

f. $10,000-$10,000

g. $11,000-$ll,999

h. $12,000 or more

37. How many days were you absent from work during the

1966-67 school year? (Write in number)

days absent

Thank you very much for contributing to this study. We

would greatly appreciate here your comments on any points

we have neglected or not emphasized enough.
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APPENDIX B

PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE

 



EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION STUDY

Department of Sociology

Michigan State University

PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE

 

1. In how many other school systems have you worked previous

to your present position? (write in number) q_‘

school systems

2. In how many different schools in the present system have

you worked? (write in number) different schools

 3. What was the total number of years of full-time teaching

experience you have had? (Consider counseling as teach-

ing experience.) Put 0 if no experience. (write in

number) I have had total years of full-time

teaching experience.

 

4. How many years have you been a school principal?

(write in number)

 years

5. How many years have you been principal of this school?

(write in number)

years

6. Do you belong to any principal associations? CHECK ONE.

Yes No
  

If yes, which one(s)? Write in name(s).

 

 

 

7. How many professional conferences, conventions, and

workshops have you attended since September, 1966?

(write in number)

295
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8. To what extent do you exchange information, opinions,

and ideas about doing your job with each of the

following? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

To a To a To To a To no

very great some slight extent

great extent extent extent at all

extent

a. Member(s) of the

school board

b. Other principals

in your school

district

c. Your department

head(s)

d. Superintendent

of schools

e. The superinten-

dent's staff

f. The building

representative of

the MBA or MFT in

your school

g. Your assistants
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9. People remain in an occupation for many different reasons.

How important are each of the following for your remaining

in education administration? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

Very Great Some Slight No

great impor- impor- impor- impor-

impor— tance tance tance tance

tance at all

a. The students with

whom I have contact

in this school

b. The friendships I

develop with the

peOple at work

c. The opportunity to

be creative and

original in the work

I do

d. My salary compared

to others at my level

of education

e. My present job

in the light of my

career expectations

f. The physical

conditions under

which I work

9. My work

responsibilities

h. Educating the

future generation

i. The opportunity

to be a professional

j. The prestige and

respect I receive

from.the community

k. Working with

books and ideas
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10. How satisfied are you with each of the following?

CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

 
Very Greatly Some- Slightly Not

greatly satis- what satis- satis-

satis- fied satis- fied fied

fied fied at all

a. The prestige

and respect I

receive from the

community

b. My work

responsibilities

-
‘
.
.
-
—
-
.
3
3
:
3
9
“

c. The relation-

ships I have with

my assistants

 

d. The amount of

autonomy given

me by the super-

intendent to do

my job

e. The fairness

with which duties

are distributed

in this school

district

f. The students

with whom I

have contact

g. My teaching

staff

h. The relation-

ships I have

with the super-

intendent's

assistants

i. My relation-

ship with the

teachers' organ-

ization in this

building
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Very Greatly Some— Slightly Not

greatly satis— what satis— satis-

satis-- fied satis- fied fied

fied fied at all

j. My salary com-

pared to others

at my level of

education

k. The friend-

ships I develop

with the peOple

at work

 
1. My present i»;

job in the

light of my

career

expectations

 

m. My degree

of freedom from

school board

interference

n. The adequacy

of the assis-

tance I receive

from the

superintendent's

staff  
o. The support I

get from parents
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11. In general, how much say or influence do each of the

following persons or groups have over what actually

goes on in your school building? CHECK ONE ON EACH

 

LINE.

A very A Some A None

great great slight at all

amount amount amount

a. Teachers in your

school I

b. The district

superintendent

c. The school board Le

 
d. Officials in the

local MBA or MFT

(not the building

representatives)

e. The PTA in your

school

f. You, personally

g. Department heads

in your school

h. The superinten-

dent's assistants

i. The building

representatives of

the MBA or MFT in

your school
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13. How frequently do the following events occur within your

school building? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

Very Quite Some- Not too Not

fre- fre- what fre- fre—

quently quently fre— quently quently

quently at all

a. Teachers are

pressured to join

a professional

organization

against their

will

b. School district

rules are changed

so often that one

never really gets

accustomed to

anything

 

c. The superin-

tendent stresses

results rather

than methods

d. Teachers'

organizations

interfere with

administrative

requirements

e. The loyalty

of teachers to

the administra-

tion is used as

a criterion for

promotion rather

than their

professional

merits

f. The school

board's compe-

tence to judge

on many educa-

tional matters

is questioned

by the staff
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 Very Quite Some- Not too Not

fre— fre- what fre- fre-

quently quently fre- quently quently

quently at all

g. The principal

has to go through

unnecessary chan-

nels to get

something

accomplished

h. Teachers'

organizations

interfere with

teaching

practices

 

14. In general, how much say or influence do you have over

what the following persons or groups actuallygdo on

their jobs? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

A very A . Some A None

great great slight at all

amount amount amount

a. Other principals in

your school district

b. Officers of local

MBA or MFT (not the

building representa-

tives)

c. The school board

d. The district

superintendent

e. The superinten-

dent's assistants
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15. To what extent can you expect cooPeration and support

for your ideas about doing your job from each of the

following?

To a

very

great

a. Member(s) of the

school board

b. Other principals

in your district

c. Your department

head(s)

d. Superintendent of

schools

e. Officers of the local

chapter of your teacher

organization (not the

building representa-

tives)

f. Officer(s) of the

PTA in your school

9. Parents of the

children in your

school

h. The superinten-

dent's staff

i. The building

representatives of

the MBA or MFT in

your school

j. Your assistants

CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE

To a

great

extent

To

some

extent

'To a

slight

extent

To no

extent

at all
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16. Do you have as much authority as you need in regard to

the following things? CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

As much authority Not as much authority

as I need as I need

a. Deciding to take

or reject a new or

transferred employee

b. Speaking to a

staff member about

being late or quit-

ting early

c. Initiating action

to remove unsatis-

factory staff

d. Disciplining staff

e. Initiating action

to promote staff

f. Granting a few hours

off to staff
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17. For each of the following persons or groups, how impor-

tant is it that you maintain their good Opinion of you

and your professional accomplishments? CHECK ONE ON

EACH LINE.

Very' Great Some Slight No

great imporn impor- impor- impor-

impor- tance tance tance tance

tance at all

a. The departmental

chairmen

b. My teaching staff

c. The district

superintendent

 

d. The building

representatives of

the MBA or MFT in

my school

e. The students

f. Other principals

in this school

district

9. The school board

h. Friends who are

not in education

i. Loca1 MBA or MFT

officials (not

building represen-

tatives)
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18. To what extent are you eager to do the following?

CHECK ONE ON EACH LINE.

To a To a To To a

very great some slight

great extent extent extent

extent

a. Obtain a position

in education which

could pay more

b. Administer with

less interference

from my school

superintendent

c. Obtain a principal

position in a larger

school

d. Become official

in principal organ-

ization

19. What do you actually expect to be doing five (5)

ifrom now? CHECK ONLY ONE.

I expect to be:

a. Doing exactly what I am now doing.

but at a higher level.

To no

extent

at all  

 

years

Doing administration in the same school system,

c. Doing administration in a different school

system.

d. Leaving the labor force.

e. Not in education at all, but in another type

of work.

f. Returning full time to university for more

education.

If you checked "f" above, will you probably: CHECK ONE

return to administration?

not return to education?
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20. To what extent are you active in your principal

21.

22.

23.

organization? CHECK ONE.

a. To a very great extent.

b. _____ To a great extent.

c. To some extent.

d. To a slight extent.

e. To no extent at all.

Who most encourages teachers in your school to use

standardized exams for students? CHECK ONE.

 

’a. The district superintendent's office.

The principal's office in this school.

Many of the teachers in this school.

l
l
|
|

Officials of the local teacher organization in

this district.

e. Absolutely no one encourages teachers to use

standardized exams in this school.

About what percentage of teachers in your school use

standardized exams for students? CHECK ONE.

a. 0-20%

b. 21-40%

c. 41-60%

d. 61—80%

e. 81-100%

Does your school have a manual of rules or regulations

which is to be followed seriously? CHECK ONE.

Yes No

 

 

If yes, who exerts most influence or has most say about

what goes into the manual? CHECK ONE.

a. The district superintendent's office.

b. The principal's office in this school.

0. Many of the teachers in this school.

d. Officials of the local teacher organization

in this district.
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Are those who teach the same subject in this school

required to follow the same kind of lesson plan?

CHECK ONE. " Yes ' No

If yes, who exerts the most influence or has the most say

about what is to be included in the lesson plan?

CHECK ONE.

 

a. The district superintendent's office.

b. The principal's office in this school.

c. 5 Many of the teachers in this school.

d. Officials of the local teacher organization

in this district.

About what percentage of teachers who teach the same

subject in your school follow the same kind of lesson

plan? CHECK ONE.

a. 0-20%

b. 21-40%

c. 41-60%

d. 6l-80%

e. 8l-lOO%

Are teachers required to handle courses in such a way

that a substitute can take over at a moment's notice

without interruption? CHECK ONE.

Yes No
  

If yes, who most encourages this requirement? CHECK ONE.

a. The district superintendent's office

b. The principal's office in this school

c. Many of the teachers in this school

c. Officials of the local teacher organization

in this district
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27. Are teachers required to plan their work so that most

children taking the same course will cover the same

material at the same time? CHECK ONE.

Yes No
  

If yes, who most encourages this requirement? CHECK ONE.  
a. The district superintendent's office

b. The principal's office in this school

c. Many of the teachers in this school

d. Officials of the local teacher organization

in this district

28. Do you have department chairmen in this school? CHECK

ONE I

 

Yes NO
 

 

If yes, how many department chairmen do you have?

(write in number)

department chairmen

29. Do you have administrative assistants in this school?

CHECK ONE.

Yes NO
  

If es, how many administrative assistants do you have?

(write in number)

administrative assistants

30. How many different courses are offered in this school

during the year?w (e.g., English 1 & 2 are to be con-

sidered two different courses; French and Spanish are

to be considered two different courses, etc.) (write

in number)

 

different courses are offered in this school

during the year.

Now we would like a little background information.





312

31. How old were you on your last birthday? CHECK ONE.

32.

33.

34.

a. Under 26

b. 26 -35

c. 36-45

d. 46-55

e. 56-65

f. 66 or older

Are you presently taking or have you completed any

college courses since last September, 1966? (Include

summer school, extension courses and night school.)

CHECK ONE. Yes No

If yes, was this further education required by your

contract?

Yes NO

What is the highest college degree you hold? (If you

hold a degree not listed below, check the one that is

most nearly equivalent to the one you hold. Do not

report honorary degrees.) CHECK ONE.

a. No degree

b. A degree based on less than four years' work

0. Bachelor's degree

d. Master's degree

e. Education Specialist

f. Doctor's degree

Suppose you could go back in time and start college over;

in view of your present knowledge, would you enter the

field of education again? CHECK ONE.

a. Definitely no.

b. Probably no.

0. Undecided.

d. Probably yes.

e. Definitely yes.
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35. How many children do you have at each of the following

36.

37.

age groups? Enter number for each category.

a. Under 5 years of age

b. 5-12 years of age

0. 13-18 years of age

d. Over 18 years old

e.

 
Total number of children :3

Check here if you have no children.
 

Please indicate your sex and marital status. CHECK ONE.

 
a. Man, unmarried. (Go to question 65)

l

I

I

b. Man, married.

Man, widowed, divorced, or separated. (Go to

question 65)

ll
ll

d. Woman, unmarried. (Go to question 65)

e. Woman, married.

f. Woman, widowed, divorced, or separated.

(Go to question 65

Is your husband or wife gainfully employed? CHECK ONE.

1. Yes; full-time employment.

2.

3.

4.

Yes; part-time employment.

No, but draws retirement pay.

l
l
l
l

Z 0

What will be your gross salary for the school year 1967-68?

Include extra pay for extra school duties.

Before taxes, my gross salary will probably be: CHECK ONE.

a. Less than $6,000

b. $6,000-$6,999

c. $7,000-$7,999

d. $8,000-$8,999

e. $9,000-$9,999

f. $10,000-$10,999

g. $ll,OOO-$ll,999

h. $12,000 or more
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Thank you very much for contributing to this study. We

would greatly appreciate here your comments on any points

we have neglected or not emphasized enough.
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CLUSTERED VARIABLES: TEACHER DATA

 

 





CLUSTERED VARIABLES: TEACHER DATA

 

Variable Name and Items Reliability Level

Belonging to Cluster A

 __f  
Extrinsic Reasons for Remaining

in Teaching. .74

1. Salary (relative to others with

similar training)

. Physical conditions

. Duties besides teaching

. Teaching load

. VacationsU
l
u
b
U
J
N

 

Status Reasons for Remaining

in Teaching. .57

l. Opportunity to be a professional

2. Prestige

3. Career expectations

Intrinsic Reasons for Remaining

in Teaching. .63

1. Students in this school

2. Friendship with people at work

3. Opportunity to be creative at work

4. Educating the future generation

5. Working with books and ideas

Cooperation and Support Received from

Outside This School. .83

1. School Board

2. Superintendent

3. Teacher Organization

4. PTA

5. Parents

6. Superintendent's staff

Cooperation I Receive from Inside

this School. .74

1. Teachers in my specialty

2. Department heads

3. Principal

4. Teachers outside my specialty

5. Principal's assistant

315



 

 



316

 

Variable Name and Items ReliabilityLevel

Belonging to Cluster

 

Idea and Information Exchange with

Outside Personnel. .72

1. School board

2. Superintendent

3. Officers of Teacher Organization

4. PTA

5. Superintendent's staff

Idea Exchange within My School .60

1. Teachers outside my specialty

2. Principal

3. Principal's assistants

Idea Exchange with Close Colleagues .57

1. Teachers in my specialty

2. Department chairman

Interference of Problems with

Educational Objectives .79

l. Collective negotiations changes

principal-teacher relationship

2. Grievances change principal-

teacher relations

3. Teacher organization requires

too much involvement of teachers

Interference of Outsiders with Education

in School .64

l. PTA criticism of classroom

operations

2. Community criticism of school

operations

Satisfaction with Physical Job

Characteristics .71

1. Work load

2. Physical conditions

3. Class size

Satisfaction with Non-Physical Job

Characteristics .66

1. Students in this school

2. Subjects I teach

3. Friendships at school

4. Present job in light of

career expectations
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Variable Name and Items Reliability Level

Belonging to Cluster

 

Satisfaction with Authority

Relationships .69

1. My relations with Principal's

assistants

2. Autonomy from principal

3. Distribution of duties in

this school

4. Relations with Superintendent's

staff

5. Adequacy of supervision from

superintendent's staff

Events occur--Poor Administration .60

 

1. Rules change too frequently

2. Principal emphasizes results

not methods

3. Promotion based on loyalty,

not merit

4. Unnecessary channels required

for action

Events occur-~Principal Supports Faculty .71

1. Principal protects faculty from

parents

2. Principal seeks staff approval

on important matters

3. Principal treats staff as equals

Events Occur--Teacher Organization Hinders .65

1. Teachers pressured to join

against own will

2. TO interfers with administrative

requirements

3. TO interferes with teaching

practices

4. Teachers pressured by peers-

unwritten rules

Own Influence Over Others .83

1. Principal

2. TO officers

3. Other teacher

4. School board

5. Superintendent

6. Department heads

7. Principal's assistants

8. Building representatives of T0
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Variable Name and Items

Belonging to Cluster

Reliability Level

 

Concern for Opinions of Superiors

and Clients.

1. Superintendent

2. Students

3. Principal

4. TO officials

5. School Board

Concern for Opinion of Close Colleagues

1. Department chairman

2. Teachers in specialty

Concern for Opinion of Friends

(not experts)

1. Friends not in education

2. Teachers not in specialty

Anxious to Change Teaching Positions

1. Position with more pay

2. Teach with less interference

from principal

3. Teach in larger school

4. Teach in better school

Anxious to Move to Administration

1. Become TO official

2. Obtain administrative post

in education

3. Become principal at own salary

.84

.61

.56

.68

.59
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CLUSTERED VARIABLES: PRINCIPAL DATA

 



CLUSTERED VARIABLES: PRINCIPAL DATA

 

Variable Name and Items Reliability Level

Belonging to Cluster

 

Principal's Experience .87

a. number of school systems

b. number schools this system where

I have been principal

c. years teaching experience

d. years as principal in total

e. years principal this school

Exchange Ideas with Subordinates .79

 

a. with assistants

b. with department heads

c. with teachers

Exchange Ideas with Superiors .72

a. with superintendent's staff

b. with superintendent

c. with school board

Exchange Ideas with Colleagues 1.00

a. other principals

Importance of Various Reasons for

Remaining in Education--Importance

of Students .71

a. in this school

b. educating future generations

Importance of Intrinsic Factors .66

a. being creative

b. working with books and ideas

Importance of Status .68

a. opportunity to be a professional

b. prestige

Importance of Extrinsic Factors .61

a. career expectations

b. physical conditions

c. work responsibilities

d. friendships at work
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variable Name and Items Reliability Level

Belonging to Cluster

 

Job Satisfaction .87

a. satisfaction with students

b. fairness of duties

c. relationships with assistants

d. work responsibilities

e. prestige and respect

f. physical conditions

9. autonomy from superintendent

h. teaching staff

i. relationships with superintendent's

assistants

j. relationship with teachers'

organization

R. my salary compared to others at

my educational level

1. friendship with peOple at work

m. my job in light of career

expectations

n. freedom from board interference

o. adequacy of assistance from

superintendent's staff

p. support from parents

Teacher Organization Interferes With

Educational Objectives .83

a. collective negotiation changing

teacher-principal relationship

b. grievances

c. teacher organizations require too

much involvement from teachers

Community Interferes with Educational

Objectives .78

a. PTA criticism of classroom

Operations

b. community criticism

Poor District Administration .65

a. rules changed too often

b. superintendent stresses results

rather than methods

c. loyalty of teachers, not merit,

used as basis for promotion

d. staff questions school board's

competence on educational matters

e. principal must go through unnecessary

channels to accomplish aims
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Variable Name and Items Reliability Level

Belonging to Cluster

 

Teacher Organization Impedes Teachers .80

a. teachers are pressured to join

unions against their wills

b. teachers' organizations interfere

with administrative requirements

c. teachers' organizations interfere

with teaching practices

Own Influence over Others Outside

School Building .71

a. other principals in district

b. officers of local MBA or MFT

c. the school board

d. district superintendent

e. superintendent's assistants

Cooperation with Teachers' Organization .64

a. officers of local chapter

b. building representatives of MBA or MFT

Cooperation Expected Inside School .62

a. from department heads

b. assistants

Cooperation Expected from Parents .61

a. officers of PTA

b. parents of children in school

COOperation from District Officials

(Outside School) .77

a. school board

b. principals

c. superintendent

d. superintendent's staff

Adequacy of Own Authority .71

a. deciding to accept or reject

transferred teacher

b. speaking to staff about tardiness

c. initiating action to remove

unsatisfactory staff

d. disciplining staff

e. initiating action to promote staff

f. granting a few hours off to staff
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Variable Name and Items

Belonging to Cluster

Reliability Level

 

Importance to You of Opinions of Those

Inside School (and Colleagues)

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

my teaching staff

building representatives of

MBA or MFT

students

departmental chairmen

other principals

Importance of Opinions of Those Outside

School Building

a.

b.

c.

d.

district superintendent

friends outside school

school board

local MBA or MFT officials

Eagerness for Upward Career Movement

a.

b.

C.

d.

obtain a better paying position

less interference from

superintendent

obtain a principal position in

a larger school

become an official in principal

organization

.84

.82

.71
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OR AUTHORITY

 





CONTRACT PROVISIONS LIMITING AUTONOMY

OR AUTHORITY

Limits on Teachers:
 

1. Teaching hours set.

2. Teachers must serve on at least one committee.

3. Teachers must attend a minimum number of

faculty meetings.

4. Teachers must attend extra-curricular events.

5. Teachers are prohibited from leaving school

before official end.

6. Teachers may be required to take an involuntary

leave of absence.

7. Leave of absence rules explicitly limit conditions

of leave.

8. Teachers may be required to product MD certificate

for sick days.

9. Teachers must perform record-keeping.

10. Teachers must accept assignment to over-sized class.

11. Teachers must accept involuntary transfer--

grievance is only option.

12. Non-teaching duties are explicitly spelled out.

13. Teachers are not permitted to tutor for payment.

14. Limits set on grievances: contractual

obligations only.

15. Tenure decisions are not open to grievance.

16. Teachers must accept verdict of arbitrators.

l7. Probationary teachers must permit teachers to

observe class.

Limits on Board, Superintendent and Principals:

l8. Arbitration is totally binding.

19. Only areas mentioned in contract as not subject

to grievance can be dismissed by school board.

20. Time limits set for board's written responses

to grievances.

21. Officials must post all job vacancies.

22. If qualified candidates apply, promotions or

transfers of current employees are required.

23. Criteria for promotion and transfers must be

formally described.

24. Reasons for failure of employee to get promotion

or transfer must be given in writing if applicant

requests this.

25. Teachers cannot be required to teach beyond

regular work day.

26. Teachers must be given a free hour for lunch.
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27. Teachers must be given preparation time free

from other duties.

28. District officials cannot increase class sizes

beyond certain limits.

29. Officials cannot require teachers to teach more

than given number of classes.

30. Teachers must be assigned to courses in area of

major or minor.

31. District officials can hire only teachers with at

least bachelor's degree.

32. Discrimination on the basis of religion, race and

sex is prohibited.

33. Officials must allow teachers to see their own

personnel files.

34. Layoffs must follow priority established by teacher

seniority.

35. Officials must not use principal's evaluation as

basis for decisions on personnel.

36. No secret monitoring of classrooms is permitted.

37. Any discipline of teachers must be done privately.

38. Disturbed students must be removed from regular

classrooms.

39. Board must pay legal fees of teachers accused of

assault.

40. Board must support teachers' grading policy.

41. Limits set on the duties of supervising teachers.

42. Board cannot assign student teachers unless

supervising teacher agrees.

43. Board must provide counsel for assaulted teachers.

44. Board must suspend students who assault teachers.

45. Board must follow policy in permitting teacher

absences.

46. Board must pay teachers for attending workshops.

47. Board must present budget proposal to union

before presenting it to public.

48. Board must present millage proposals to union

before made public.

49. Board must adhere to set salary schedule for

teachers.

50. Board must provide life insurance for teachers.

51. Limits are set on the number of leaves the board

can grant per year.

52. Board must recognize catastrophes (i.e., snow days).

53. Board must provide for longevity pay.

54. Limits set on length of faculty meetings.

55. Limits set on material that can be put on

teacher records.

 



325

Emphasis in Contract Provisions:
 

Professional autonomy, rights and protections:

55, 42, 41, 40, 39, 37, 36, 35, 33, 32, 31, 30, 28, 27

Benefits:

53, 52, so, 49, 48, 47, 46, 45, 34, 29, 26, 25, 23, 22,

21, 13, 12

Board Authority:

1' 2, 3’ 4' 5, 6, 7’ 8’ 9’ 10' 11' 17

Safety:

44, 43, 39, 38

Conflict Resolution:

24, 20, 19, 18, 16, 15, 14

 



"I7'111117'111111'111ITS

 


