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JOB SATISFACTION OF TUE PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHER,

A FUNCTION OF SUBCULTURE CONSENSUS
WITH RESPECT TO PUPIL CONTROL

IDEOLOGY

Heuristically, the public sohool can be perceived as a social system

within which meaningful differences in administrator-teacher, teacher-

teacher, and teacher-pupil interactions can occur. These social inter-

actions are regulated in part hy normative attitudes within the teacher

subculture regarding behavioral restraints (control) of pupils. Several

reports, including those by Waller (1932) , Gordon (1955), Vredovoe (1965),

and Will -e (1967) , have called attention to teacher norms for pupil

control in the educational setting. Teacher-subculture pupil control ideo-

logy and supporting or conflicting attitudes of teachers appear to be

salient features of school life and are important enough in the teacher

subculture to have a s gnificant impact on teacher lob satisfaction.

The concern of industry with employee job satisfaction and its relation-

ship to a worker's involvement with his job, his relationship with his

colleagues, and other situational factors of the job, has provided some

historical continuity to the study of teacher job satisfaction. However,

the dimensions of job satisfaction in both settings have not been demonstr ted

to be the same. Hoppock (1935) conducted an extensive study of job satis-

faction across various occupational categories. Extensive research on

teacher job satisfaction has concentrated on such varied relationships as

participation in policy-making (Chase, 1951), productivity (Kahn, 1960)1

decision-making (Sharma, 1955), past experience (Guba, 1958), and respect

from students (Rettig and Pasamanick, 1959). In addition, Herzberg (1959)
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combined the views of satisfaction and dissatisfaction into a unified theory

in which certain job characteristics caused people to be satisfied (achieve-

ment, recognition, the work itself, responsibility, adv cement) and con-

versely, those job characteristics that caused people to be dissatisfied

(company policy and administration, supervision-technical, salary, inter-

personal relations with supervisors and working conditions). Vocational

satisfaction in education should not be assumed uniquely different from

other managerial-supervisory encounters.

The investigation reported here represents an extension and adaptation

of the Zaleznik and Moment "Sources of Satisfaction model. In this scheme

the organizational situation serves the individual as a source of external

reward (m ney, status, job interest, advancement, etc.) and internal reward

(emotional support, friendships help, relationships with aseociates, etc.).

Interpersonal relationships associated with group membership, therefore,

cnn be categorized as internal as opposed to externalexternal rewards

being those derived from the formal organization of the operating social

system. Although job satisfaction is dependent upon both internal and ex-

ternal rewards, this study focuses on those internal-r ward factors hypo-

thesized to be determinants of teacher job satisfaction prevalence and

magnitude.

The purpose of this empirical study was t_ evaluate several factors

believed related to job satisfaction: teachers' own attitudes toward pupil

control, teacher perceptions of their colleagues' attitudes toward pupil

control, and teacher perceptions of their principal's attitudes toward pupil

control. Specifically, two main hypotheses were evaluated:



1. Teacher job satisfaction is directly related to the congruence

between teacher held pupil control.ideologies and the pupil

control ideologies of colleagues, as perceived by the teacher.

2. Teacher job satisfaction is directly related to the congruence

between teacher held pupil control ideologies and the pupil

control ideologies of their principal, as perceived by the teacher.

In addition, pupil control ideology and job satisfaction data were evaluated

with respect to the variables of teaching level and teaching experience.

Biographic and demographic information on each sample element was used in

conjunction with pupil control ideology and congruence data to construct a

multivariate predication relationship, where job satisfaction SAT) was

the criterion variable.

A MODEL FOR PREDICTING JOB SATISFACTION AS A FUNCTION OF
INTERNAL REWARD

Satisfaction has been described by Zaleznik (1964, especiallly p. 379ff)

in terms of rewards and wants

Satisfaction -

What the individual wants from the situation is determined by his

personal history of rewards and deprivations....What he receives

from the situation is a function of his behavior and the behavior

of the other persons in his environment, as constrained by the

organizational and cultural systems. Once involved...the individ-
uai's wants become modified further in the process of being rewarded

and deprived; experiences in the organizational setting become part

of the individual's personal history. (p. 380)

In the present study internal rewards were approximated by the proxy

congruence--consensus--as expressed in terms of subculture associations.

Namely, it w s supposed that persons would derive some portion of their

individual mr.asure of job satisfaction from the congruence between their

personal beliefs and thuse held by others with whom they- the sample elements--

4
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interacted on a regular basis. Some fraction of the portion of satisfac-

tion attributable to all internal-type r wards has been evaluated; and

external-type rewards pointedly have been excluded from consideration.

It was hypothe ized that observed satisfaction scores would be higher

where consensus relative to pupil-control ideology was found. The theo-

retical model, developed for analysis purposes, is presented as Figure 1.

This model for teacher job satisfaction was adapted from the Zaleznik

internal-external reward scheme. The scheme has been expanded to include

important personal variables of the teacher and interactions of the teacher

within the social system of the scho

The completed model depicts the public school as a sub ystem of our

existing social system outside the school. Individual teachers become

part of this subsystem of interactive, inf rmal relationships. In the

model above five sets of social relationships can be identified: teacher-

colleagues interaction (a); colleagues-principal interaction (b) ; principal-

students interaction (c); students-teacher interaction (d) ; and teacher-

principal inte action (e). The principal-students interaction (c) is

represented by a broken line because of less direct social contact between

them. The model also includes personal variables characterizing the teacher;

e.g" sex, age, marital status, etc., that may or may not be important deter

minants of job satisfaction. In addition, the for_al organization of the

school serves the teacher as a source of job satisfaction relative to the

rewards he receives, categorized in the model as (A) internal and (B)

external (defined in an earlier part of this report).

PrimarilybuuQt exclusively, two relationships indicated in the
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general model are crammed in this study. Teacher interactions with

coiLengues (a) and with the principal (e) , (tested in terms of hypotheses

1 and 2). In addition, the effect of personal variables of teachers as

related to job satisfaction (0 have been investiga ed within the frame-

work of the influence of internal rewards derived from the school environ-

ment upon job satisfaction (A). To a lesser degree teacher colle sues-

principal (b) and students-teacher (d) interactions are considered. Though

no effort was made here to examine the influence of external rewards upon

teacher satisfaction (b) or the indirect relationship between principal

and students (c) , these influences are not considered less important as

probable, additional determinants of teacher job satisfaction.

PROCEDURE

Pupil control ideology was operationally defined for the purpose of

this study in terms of the Pupil Control ictILagy Form (PCI Form) developed

by Willower (1967). Teacher control orientation was measured on a continuum

of pupil control that ranged from custodial to humanistic: teachers holding

a custodial orientation perceive the school as a highly structured organi-

zation where students must be controlled through the impersonal mechanisms

of punitive sanctions; teachers holding a humanistic orientation perceive

the school as a loosely structured organization in which students are

perceived as being m _e self-controlled. The PC1 Form consists of twenty

items with five Likert-type response categories in relation to end-points

of custodial or humanistic orientation. The higher the score, the more
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custodial the individual is determined to be; the lower the score, the

more humanistic. Data relevant to the orie tation definitions and to

the validity and reliability of the PCI Form are available in the litera-

ture (Willower, 1967) and will not be presented in depth here.

Teacher job satisfaction was defined operation lly as a general measure

of job satisf ction determined by scores from the Index of Job Satisfacti n

developed by Brayfield and Rothe (1951) . This index was developed to

pr vide a global appraisal of job satisfaction applicable across occupa-

tional categories. This 18-item instrument was designed to measure the

individual's attitude toward his work. Attributes considered desirable

by the authors were as folio s:

1. The instrument should give an index to "over-all" job satis-

faction rather than to specific aspects of the job situation.

2. It should be applicable to a wide variety of jobs.

3. It should be sensitive to variations in attitude.

4. The items should be of such a nature (interesting, realistic,

and varied) that the scale would evoke cooperation from both

management and employees.
5. These items should yield a reliable index.

6. They should yield a valid index.

7. They should be brief and easily scored.

The instrument consists of five response categories for each item

utilizing the Likert scoring system. A low total score represents a

dissatisfied respondent; a high total score represents a satisfied respon-

dent. Reliability and validity of the Job Satisfaction Index were calculated

on the basis of the 18-item revised version of the instrument. yhe odd-even

product-moment reliability coefficient in a sample of female office employees

(N231) was 0.77 and when corrected by application of the well-known Spear-

man-Brown formula was 0.87. In validating the job satisfaction instrument,



8

91 adult night school students in Personnel PS' 1 logy were administered

the test. A mean of 70.4 and standnrd deviation of 13.2 were cal-

culated. The total sample was then divided into t _ groups-Tersonnel and

non-personnel-- ith respect to their employment position. The Behrens'-

Fisher technique wa_ applied for testing of differences of means and respec-

tive variances between the two groups. Differences between means and

variances were found to be significant at the 0.01 level. The product-

moment correlation betweeascores on the 112ap2c±k Job Satisfaction Blank

and on the Brayfield-Rothe Blank was 0.92 (Brayfield 1957).

Public school classroom teachers in six school districts located in

the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania were the units for investigation. Two

urban, two rural, and two suburban school systems were sampled. Samples

were drawn from elementary and secondary classroom teachers in each of the

districts; 910 usable survey instruments--473 elementary and 437 secondary--

were analyzed.

Respondents were requested to complete a questionnaire consisting

of four forms from which the obtained values were defined as follows:

1. PCITS - teacher-self pupil control ideology score.

2. PCIPC teacher-perceived pupil control ideology score of colleagues.

3. PCIPP - teacher-perceived pupil control ideology score of the

principal.

4. SAT - teacher job satisfaction score.

For the analyses two additional scores were derived from the primary

measures.

1. CS1 - a congruency score that is the absolute value of the differ-

ence between PCITS and PCIPC.

CS1 = 1PCITS - PCIPC1



2. CS2 - a congruency score that is the absolute value of the
difference between PCITS and PCIPP.

(3)

CS2 CITS - PCIPPI

The analysis of the data consisted of :

tests for the degree of covariability for each proposed
hypothesis by a Pearson product-moment coefficient of
correlation. Coefficients of correlation.were the bases
for evaluating all bivariate distribution relationships.
CS1 scores were correlated with SAT scores. CS2 scores
were correlated SAT scores. Coefficients of determination
(r2) were also calculated to measure the degree of close-
ness or variability of the proposed relationship. For
each of the hypotheses the appropriate r was evaluated.

t-tests for the difference between the means of two non-
correlated samples. The test was employed to compare
mean scores of PCITS, PCIPC, PCIPP, and SAT on the basis
of teaching level and teaching experience. The test
used the lowest frequency minus one as the number of
degrees of freedom in cases having unequal N's. Two-
tailed tests of significance were employed. In all cases,
the probability of making a Type I error was set at the
0.05 level.

evaluation of SAT scores in terms of a multivariate analysis,
where the "main effects"--those variables observed to be directly
related to aAT--were evaluated using ordinary least squares
linear regression techniques. See APPENDIX A for an overview
of the multivariate procedures.

10
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FINDINGS

R lative to CS1 (teacher-c lleague congruence) , agreement between

the pupil control ideology of a teacher and his perception of the pupil

control Ideology held by colleagues shows a strong relationship to that

teach r's level of j b satisfaction. Teachers tend,to derive a higher

degree of satisfaction from their professional activities when they

perceive colleagues as exhibiting a control orientation that is in close

agreement with their own control orientation--either humanistic or

custodial. When a teacher's perception of his colleague's control orien-

tation strongly disagrees with his own control orientation, he derives

less satisfaction from his activities as an educat__ Table 1 summarizes

the relevant data in testing the first hypothesis. Tables 2 and 3 extend

the first hypothesis to separate levels, elementary and secondary groups.

Note that the negative relationship observed between CS1 and SAT is a

function of the scaling of CS1, where increasing divergence between P ITS

and PCIPC is associated with decreasing SAT values. About 18% of the

variability in SAT values can be attributed to CSI. This fundamental

relationship is observed at both instructional level_ although it is con-

siderably stronger when referring to elementary teachers.

With respect to CS2 (teacher-principal congruence), the data indicate

that agreement between the pupil control ideology a teacher holds and

his perception of the pupil control ideology held by his principal has a

strong relationship to the teacher's job satisfaction. This is somewhat

stronger than in the CS1 evaluation. Teachers who perceive their principal
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TABLE 1

CONGRUENCY SCORE 1 AND JOB SATISFACTION
OF CLASSROOM TEACHERS

Variable r2 Level of
Si nificance

Congruency Score 1 (CS1)a

910

Job Satisfaction (SAT)

-43 18 0.001

aAbsolute value of difference between teacher held pupil control ideology
and teacher-perceived pupil control ideology of their colleagues.

bAll correlations are reported without leading zero and decimal point.

TABLE 2

CONGRUENCY SCORE 1 AND JOB SATISFACTION
OF ELEMENTARY CLASSROOM TEACHERS

Variable
Level of
Significance

Congruency Score 1 (CS1)

473

Job Satisfaction (SAT)

-50 25 0.001

TABLE 3

CONGRUENCY SCORE 1 AND JOB SATISFACTION
OF SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHERS

Variable r
2 Level of

Significance

Congruency Score 1 (CS1)

437

Job Satisfaction (SAT)

-35 12 0.001
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as holding a control orientation sim lar to their own will tend to be more

satisfied. Divergence in pupil control ideology perceived by _ teacher

with regard to his principal tends to be associated with a low (1,14gree of

teacher job satisfaction. Tables 4 through 6 outline the pertinent data

in relation to testing of the second hypothesis. The fundamental relation-

ship observed for CS1-SAT was replicated for CS2-SAT, and the magnitude

by level factor also was replicated. The association is considerably

greater for elementary teachers, wh
2
= 0.32.

Thus, f-r the present sample each of the theoretical positions under-

lying two hypotheses was supported empirically. A teacher can be either

humanistically or custodially oriented in his attitude toward pupil control,

but the more closely a teacher's control orientation is related to his

perception of his collEngues' and/or his principal's control orientation,

the greater the likelihood that the teacher will be satisfied with his job.

Conversely, the more divergent a teacher's personal and perceived control

orientation is from his colleagues' and/or principal's, the less likely

the teacher will be satisfied with his job. Given that job satisfaction

is a viable concern, teachers should, therefo e, be assigned to stations

where similar control orientation, with respect to all facultrinoluding

administrators--would be readily ascertained.

Willower (1967) has shown that secondary teachers are more custodial

in pupil control ideology than elementary teachers. The mean scores for

elementary and secondary teachers in this study as presented in Table 7

support this proposition. The PCI mean scores of these groups (X = 52.84

and X= 59.47, re pectively) were significantly different at the 0.001

level using a ttest for diff r nce between means of two independent samples.

13



13

TABLE 4

CONGRUENCY SCORE 2 AND JOB SATISFACTION
OF CLASSROOM TEACHERS

Variable

Congruency Score 2 (CS2)a

910

Job Satisfaction (SAT)

-50

2 Level of
r

Significance

25 0.001

aAbsolute value of difference between teacher held pupil control ideology
and teacher-perceived pupil control ideology of their principal.

TABLE 5

CONGTDENCY SCORE 2 AND JOB SATISFACTION
OF ELEMENTARY CLASSROOM TEACHERS

Variable
Level of

r
2

Significance

Congruency Score 2 (CS2)

473 -56 32 0.001

Job Satisfaction (SAT)

TABLE 6

CONGRUENCY SCORE 2 AND JOB SATISFACTION
OF SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHERS

437

Variable

Congruency Score 2 (CS2)

Job Satisfaction (SAT)

-45 21

Level of
Si niiicance

0.001

14
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Teacher perceptions of their faculty and their principal with regard

to pupil control orientation indicated a consistent, patterned relation-

ship for elementary and secondary teachers. For each group the colleagues

were perceived as more custodial than the perceiver.

TABLE 7

PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY OF TEACHERS GROUPED BY
PRESENT POSITION

Position
Standard Error

Squared.

Elementary Teacher

Secondary Teacher

473

4.37

0.174

0.215

Mean PCI
Score

52.84

59.47

t = 10.64, d.f. = 436, p <0.001

The principal tas perceived as more custodial than the perceiver, but less

custodial than colleagues. A comparison of PCI mean scores, perceived PCI

mean scores of colleagues, and perceived PCI mean scores for the principal

in Tables 8 and 9 indicates this relationship. Differences in mean scores,

tested by the t-test, were significant at the 0.001 level for both the

elementary and secondary teachers. It is alsoiMpo tant to note that the

secondary teachers were consistently more custodial than elementary teachers

in their perceptions of colleagues and principal. In the present sample

secondary teachers (R" = 62.20) were more custodial than elementary teachers

(x = 59.70) in their per eptions of the principal.

Results f om data collected in this investigation support previous

research conducted on pupil control ideology in relation the variable of
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teaching experience. Resea ch has indicated that experienced teachers tend

he more custodial in their pupil control ideology than less experien-ed

teachers (Willower, 1967). For purposes of this study, respo-ses were com-

pared for teachers reporting less thil five years teaching experience with

those reporting five years or more experience. The two-category breakdown

of the experience variable was chosen at the stated levels because the

socialization process presumably would become sufficiently stabilized for

teachers having five years or more experience. Table 10 summarizes the

relevant data. PCI mean scores for teachers having less than five years

experience (X 52.83) were found to be less custodial than teachers lith

five years or more experience (X = 57.83). This difference was significant

at the 0.001 level. Thus, the data support the original experience propos-

ition in the expected direction-

TABLE 8

PERCEIVED PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY OF COLLEAGUES
AND PRINCIPAL BY ELEMENTARY TEACHERS

Variable
Standard Error

Squared
Mean PCI

Score

Pupil Control Ideology (PCITS)

Perceived Pupil Control
Ideology of Colleagues (PCIPC)

Perceived Pupil Control
Ideology of Principal (PCIPP)

0.174

0.228

0.241

52.84

62.24*

59.70**

*t = 14.84, d.f. = 472, p <0.001

= 10.66, d.f. = 472, p <0.001
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TABLE 9

PERCEIVED PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY OF COLLEAGUES
AND PRINCIPAL BY SECONDARY TEACHERS

Variable
Standard Error

Squared
Mean PCI

Score

Pupil Control Ideolog: PC1TS)

Perceived Pupil Control
Ideology of Colleagues (PCIPC)

Perceived Pupil Control
Ideology of Principal (PCIPP)

O. 2i5

0.259

0.222

59.47

68.89*

62.20**

= 13.69, d.f. = 436, p .001

**t = 4.13, d.f. = 436, p< 0.001

TABLE 10

PUPIL, CONTROL IDEOLOGY OF TEACHERS
GROUPED BY EXPERIENCE

Experience

Standard Error
Squared

Mean PCI
Score

Less than five years

Five years or more

338

572

0.249

0.171

52.83

57.83

t 7.70, d.f. 337, p < O. 001

When teachers were grouped according to teaching experience their

perception of pupil control ideology of colleagues and their principal

indicated a trend that is consistent with the data described in the pre-

vious section of this study. For each teaching experience category,
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colleagues were rated m re custodial in control orientation than percellfers.

Principals were also perceived as more custodial than teachers. Further,

for both teacher groups the difference between teacher and colleague mean

PCI scores was even more pronounced than that between teacher and his prin-

cipal. These trends are shown in Tables 11 and 12. A t-test between means

for each group indicated significance in the expected direction at the 0.001

level. It is significant that teachers reporting less than five years

experience perceived their colleagues as substantially more custodial than

themselves. On the other hand, this difference In per_ ption of colleague

control ideology for the more experien-ed teachers was not so widely diver-

gent. From Tables 11 and 12, it ih interesting to observe the apparent

"institutionalization" of the teacher. One would conclude from this obser-

vation that five yec.rL: exposure to and incorporation within "the system"

would a) promote custodial tendencies (57.83 - 52.83 = 5.00) for individ-

uals. (b) temper individuals' percepti ns of colleagues (64.78 - 66.91 = - 2.13),

and (c) temper individuals' perceptions of the principal (60.57 - 61.57 =

1.00). Clearly, at least over the initial fiv -year employment period,

one's perceptions of incumbent control ideology moves toward the humanistic,

a further buffering effect being the more significant movement of the

i_dividual's orientation toward the custodial, the net effect being the

development of a remarkably homogeneous ideology, one in which the neophyte

would appear atypical, and could be anticipated to be at odds with assoc-

iates' control ideologies.

Tests for relationships between teacher j b satisfaction and the

related variables mentioned in this study have been examined in earlier



investi cions, e.g., see LaMa tia (1969) Plant (1966), Sergiovanni (1966).

Based on the conclusions reached from these previous investigations, data

reported on teaching position and teaching experience in this study were

used to test for a relationship b t-aen these variables and job satisfac-

tion.

In the present sample the job satisfaction mean score (SAT) for ele-

mentary teachers (X = 7137) was compared to the job satisfaction mean score

(SAT) for secondary teachers (X = 70.30). With 436 degrees of freedom the

t-value of 1.99 was significant at the 0.025 level. Teacher job satis-

faction is related to teaching position with elementary teachers being

more satisfied than secondary teachers. Caution must be exercised in the

interpretation of these data since the difference in the respective means

is small. Nevertheless, this finding is consistent with the studies pre-

viously noted. Table 13 refers to the summary of these data.

Table 14 summarizes the mean job satisfaction scores (SAT) of teacher

respondents grouped according to years of teaching experience. Examination

of mean job satisfaction scores of te chers with less than five years

experience 68.77) and teachers -..Tith five years or more experience

= 71.98 provided an indication that the more experienced tea611 rs tend

to be more satisfied. When the di ference between means was tested, the

t-value of 5.79 was significant at the 0.001 level. It would appear that

as one becomes institutionalized, i.e., becomes control oriented in a

manner not dissident with associates, one becomes more satisfied with his

professional status.
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TABLE 11

PERCEIVED PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY OF COLLEAGUES AND PRINCIPAL
BY TEACHERS WITH LLSS THAN FIVE YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

Variable

Pupil Control Ideology (PCITS)

Perceived Pupil Control
Ideology of Colleagues (PCIPC)

Perceived Pupil Control
Ideology of Principal (PCIPP)

Standard Error
_qRpered

0.249

0.399

0.321

Mean PC1
Score

52.83

66.91*

61.57**

t = 17.47, d.f. 337, p< 0.001

**
t = 11.58, d.f. = 337, p < 0.001

TABLE 12

PERCEIVED PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY OF COLLEAGUES AND PRINCIPAL
BY TEACHERS WITH FIVE YEARS OR MORE EXPERIENCE

Variable
Standard Error

S. uared

Mean PCI
Score

Pupil Control Ideology (PCIT8)

Perceived Pupil Control
Ideology of Colleagues (PCIPC)

Perceived Pupil Control
Ideology of Principal (PCIPP)

0.171

0.192

0.183

57.83

64.78*

60.57**

t = 11.53, d.f. = 571, p <0.001

**
t = 4.61, d.f. = 571, p <0.001

20
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TABLE 13

JOB SATISFACTION OF TEACHERS
GROUPED BY PRESENT POSITION

Position

Elementary Teacher

Seco dar5 Teacher

Standard Error
Square

Mean SAT
Score

473 0.117 71.37

437 0.174 70.30

t = 1.99 d.f. = 436, p< 0.025

TABLE 14

JOB SATISFACTION OF TEACHERS
GROUPED BY EXPERIENCE

Experience

Less than five years

Five years or more

338

572

Standard Error
-S ua ed

0.208

9.986

Mean SAT
Score

68.77

71.98

t = 5.79, d.f. = 3371 p <0.001

Job satisfacti n of teachers has been shown to be related to factors

investigated in this study, especially the congruence values. Pupil control

ideology variances among professional educators within schools are shown t,D

be associated with variations in expressed job satisfaction values. The
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concluding phase of the study was to develop a predicti e relationship in

which job eatisfaction would be the criteri n and "internal reward" and

"personal" variables would constitute the independent set. The results

this procedure are displayed in Table 15; APPENDIX A is a more detailed

explanation of the genesis of Table 15.

The reader 4ill note that some 40% of the variability in SAT scores

can be attributed to the reduced set of variables in Table 15. These

variables are (1) some of the original _e sures as defined in APPENDIX B,

and (2) "interaction" terms as defined in APPENDIX C. At the bottom of

Table 15 is presented the relationship developed for SAT prediction. Given

that the well-known "external" rewards have been ignored, the 40% reduction

in uncertainty is rep rkable; the authors presently are in the process

of expanding the model to include variables from the "external" domain.
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StrIOMRY

Teacher job satisfaction was found to be directly related to the

congruence between the pupil control ideology held by the teacher and

the pupil control ideology of colleagues as perceived by the teacher.

Teacher job satisfaction was found to be directly related to the congru-

ence between the pupil control ideology held by the teacher and the pupil

control ideology of his principal as perceived by the teacher. Both

relationships were statistically significant at the 0.001 level. The

above relationships remained significant when data for both elementary

and secondary teachers were treated separately, although slightly stronger

in the case of the former.

When the variables of teaching level and teaching experience were

examined in relation to pupil control ideology and job satisfaction, it

was found that secondary teachers were more custodial than elementary

teachers; and, that teachers reporting five years or more experience were

more custodial than teachers reporting less than five years experience.

When teachers were grouped according to teaching level, i.e., ele-

mentary and secondary, data indicated that for each group colleagues were

perceived -s more custodial than the perceiver. Likewise, the principal

was perceived as more custodial than the perceiver, but less custodial

than colleagues. The data yielded a similar pattern of results when mean

FCI scores were evaluated on the basis of teacher experience. For each

category of teach' g experience, teachers were perceived to be more cus-

todial than they reported themselves to be. The principal was also per-

ceived as more custodial than the perceiver, but less custodial than colleagues.
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Results of t-test on data r ported for teaching level indicated

that in this sample elementary teachers were more satisfied with their

jobs than secondary teachers. When the variable of teaching experience

is considered, more experienced teachers tended to be more satisfied th n

the less experienced tea hers.

Predicted values for SAT were obtained from a least squares regression

routine; the final model accounted for 40 per cent of the variation in

original SAT scores, where reduction in uncertainty was due primarily to

internal reward vrxiables. Cone,iderable evidence relative to individual

predictors of job satisfaction and their respective contributions was ob-

tained; the predictions included both "main effect" and "interaction" terms.

Job satisfaction can be predicted based on certain internal-reward and

personal information, and the precision of the estimate could most likely

be enhanced by adding external-reward information to the model. Further,

there should then be an attempt to relate SAT of some sort with student

achievement, i.e., do students attain higher levels of some specified

achievement(s) when their instructors are more satisfied professionally?

The study of teacher job satisfaction holds several significant impli-

cations for the administrator-teacher-student relationship. Degree of

teacher job satisfaction is one determinant of the social climate of the

school because, ultimately, productive teaching-learning coexists with

congruent administrator-teacher educational philosophy. Identification of

those factors which influence teacher job satisfaction is tantamount to

administrative practice, for each factor can and should be incorporated into

the administrative process to guide further the selection, management, an
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evaluation of instructional personnel. A r cant study by Rokeach 1971)

cites replicated empirical findings supporting the contention that an

effective, well-planned in-service progr designed to reduce incongruence

could he devised, given that essential value-attitude factors could be

identified. Therefore, one charge to administrators of contempora y

education processes is to Identify those factors.
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APPENDIX A

Mul_1 a-J to Kati nale and Procedures

Development of a relationship suitable for predicting job satisfac-

tion was a three-step undertaking, where (1) a preliminary multiple

regression analysis was used to (a) gen -ate a basic model, and (b) produce

a set of residuals; (2) an interaction analysis of the residuals made

possible identification of new terms to be added to the basic model; and

(3) a second multiple regression was performed, the results being those

displayed in Table 15. Consider the model

in (j = n, the number of samples ) (1)

= a + (1 = m, the number of inde-
pendent variables)

where: Y. = the SAT score for the jth sample,

= a constant (the intercept

= the regression coefficient for the ith independent
variable,

X..= the value f__ the ith independent variable for the
.

jth sample,
D. = a Stochastic disturbance term,

as a general model, and

-
Y. = a + X .+ X , +

1 lj 2 2j ij

a
where:Y.=an estimate of Y for the jth sample,

= an estimate of the structural parameter

=allgtimateofthestructuralparameter13.for the
ith independent variable,

X
i
.= the ith independent variable for the jth sa-ple,
j

as the estimatio- del,

29

(2)
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then, the residual ii. == Y.. That is to say, some portion of'Y can

be "explained" by equation (2) , butwiless R
2 = 1.00there usually will

besomepartofY.not "explainable" by applying the above mentioned

technique.A"residuaplainedpartofY.is left to be analyzed

in multivariate step two.

The residuals were then submitted to an "interaction" analysis (AID--

Automatic Interaction Detection, a nonsymmetrical branching pro _ss) as

described by Sonquist and Morgan (1970). From step one we obtain the .113

values(the"unexplained"partofY.and now treat these values as eleme- ts

of a criterion vector suitable for further analysis. The purpose of this

analysis phase is to identify terms which when added to equa n (2) will

)reducethemagnitudeoftheresultant pj .values (reduce the err r

sum of squa s), and (b) increase R
2

, the square of the multiple correlation

coefficient. The terms to be added are deduced in the usual manner by

evaluation of the AID computer output. These AID terms are either trans-

formations ( .g., X..
2

) or interactions (e.g., .

4J
iAk), terms not

ij 1J ,

easily obtained on the basis of theoretical positions, above. The net

effect of step two is to expand equation (2) by adding the new terms,

the result being--if any AID terms observed are "significant"--realization

of the tr...To desirable properties identified above, and maximization of

prediction (given the ini5Ut set) is obtained. In the present study, it

was decided that only those additio_al terms from the analysis of residuals

would be considered; thus,the effect of expanding equation (2) is additi e:

the amount of variance in SAT attributed to step one independent variables

is retained and added to the reduction in uncertainty as observed from

adding step tido terms.



30

AID is a branching process based upon selection of a grou- i, s ch

that partitioning i into two non- verlapping groups will generate signifi-

cant information in terms of "explaining" criterion variation. Several

parameters may be selected so as to control the splitting of group

including (a) the proportion of the total sum of squaies that relates to

the split of i, (b) the ma;:imum number of final groups and (c) the mini-

mum number of observations which would constitute a "group", i.e., a group

must have a certain number.before it may serve as a c- didate for splitting.

Since residuals were the units for analysis, split criterion (c) was used

to control the process, ( ) and (b) were given values such that they

would not be reached before ( ) was violated. The _ n-n_ number of

observations was set at twenty (20) ; any candidate group for splitting

would have to contain at least forty (40) elements: a twenty-twenty split

would be the only possibility. Criterion (c) was chosen predicated by

the researchers' desire to retain a reasonable number of elements per group

and within this context to maximize the potential for detection of signifi-

cant sub-groups partitions.

One of the objectives of the present study was to structure a relation-

ship in which the criterion of interest--SAT--would be the dependent

variable and the data collected on other variables from the sampla would

constitute an independent set, the values being arranged as shown in

equation (2), APPENDIX A above. From this process, estimates of a and SI

would be obtained, and some portion of the variability in the SAT scores

observed would be "explained" by the associations with elements of the

independent set. Data used for developing the relation hip [equation (2)

31
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is the model) are presented summarily in Table 16; intercorrelations among

all variables are presented in Table 17.

Initially, using SAT as the criterion with eighteen predictors (inde-

pendent variables as from above) , a "step-down" least squares multiple

linear regression (LSLR) was conducted. Variable 1--school distric --was

deletedfromtheindependentvariablesetusedtoestimateaandtheC3In1

this context deletion of independent variables from the model is controlled

by the c-ratio for each regression coefficient. That is to say, if the

t-ratio observed is not equal to or greater than some a priori value, the

variable qill be deleted; the model is then recomputed, and once again a

check of the t-ratios is made to select again any one variable whose con-

tribution fails to meet the sta dard. The computer run made to evaluate

the relationship of interest was controlled by setting the cut-off criterion

equal to 0.50, where cursory parsimony was achieved without over-deletion.

The results of this procedure are presented in Table 18.

Using the 0.50 value to regulate deletion, variables 9 (GRADPRF), 6

(TECHR) , 16 (PCIPP), 8 (UNPRP), and 7 (ANTED) were removed from further

consideration; all values shown in Table 18 were obtained following removal

of variable 7 (AMTED). The order in which these variables were deleted is

shown immediately above. The choice of the t-ratio cut-off was purely

arbitrary, and was selected at 0.50 only to eliminate from the model

those variables whose contribution to the prediction was minimal*. Another,

say, more stringent criterion would have further reduced the model, but,

perhaps, at the expense of 1 ss of predictive associations of appreciable
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interest in the studv. Other step one models were examined. Using all

nineteen variables as a "ful3 mode " an R2 = 0.3379 was computed (R

corrected = 0.3246); c.f. Table 18, R
2 = 0.3378 and R

2
= 0.3281. The

reader should recall that those variables used to create Table 18 were of

two types: (1) "internal ward" and (2) "personal". None of the tradi-

tional "external rewards" were included for analysis. Nevertheless,

multiple correlation of about 0.57 was obtained. A perusal of the avail-

able literature and of the data collected, however, suggested that some

significant interactions and non-linear possibilities might be available

for identification and use in an expanded version of the "internal rewards"

predictive model as shown in Table 18.

The Automa ic Interaction. Detection level four computer routine [AID

(4)] w invoked, the purpose being to extract those terms which when added

to the earlier predictive model just discussed would add significantly to

the amount of SAT variability explained. Criterion values submitted for

analysis were the individual residuals from the LSLR multiple regression

as shown in Table 18. Thus, only the error sum of squares was us d for

interaction and non-linear term identification. An earlier trial AID(4)

run on the original SAT ores indicated an R
2

max
for these data of about

0.45. If accepted, this would mean that between the AID(4) forecast of

0.45 and the Table 18 model esti_ate of about 0.33 there might be as much

as 12% of the SAT variability available across the independent set but as

yet untapped. Anticipating a productive resolution, the appropriate AID(4)

computer input of residuals was prepared and submitted.

The printed output from AID(4) is far too voluminous to include here,

and, further, does not lend itself especially well to dissection for

partial inclusion. Therefore, the authors chose not to attempt any

33
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comprehensive prosentati f AID(4 ) eitput herein, but will provide

interested persons of whatever they request, as is within our capability.

Let it suffice hare to state that examination of the "tree structure"

generated by AID(4) was somewhat as expected, that the original "tree"

was quite complete, beyond the intent of this investigation, and that

the terms generated proved to be both interaction and non-linear by type.

The trcestructure was evaluated and "pruned" to a manageable, _ter-

pretable length. The three criteria used to regulate the extent of

"splitting" in the AID(4) algorithm were set such that the "minimum num-

ber per group" criteri-- would dominate; the minimum number was set at

twenty (20). Figure 2 is ne "pr_ned tree structure" from which additional

terms were derived for input to a second regression analysis of the ex-

panded model [equation (2)]. The reader should note that the tree struc-

ture used later to const uct the expanded model included additional terms

from the variables SCHDIST, ACE, GRADPRP, PCITS, PCIPP, CS1, CS2. By

observation, constructing the appropriate terms to add to the model used

follows from Figure 2. The procedure used here was that in Koplyay et al.

(1971). All groups, identified by the AID(4) process were shown to have

probabilities of less than 0.05. The final step to the analysis was a

step-down multiple regression over the expanded mod 1 [of equation (2)]

as presented in Table 15. The cri erion used to evaluate t-ratios was set

at 1.96.

Recall that the AID(4 ) analysis--where SAT raw score values were the

dependent variable inputs--projected some 45 percent of Che variability in

SAT scores to be associated with the original set of independent variables
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2used; and, a step-down multiple linear regression produced an R of about

0.33. It was concluded that a subsequent analysis of the residuals

(Y. 'Y.) would make possible utilization of at least some part of this

obtainable but as yet untapped information. Certain terms were construc-

ted for this pur;-.,se and a second step-down, LSLR multIple regression was

performed. The R
2

e
for the final step was about 0.40, meaning that of the

projected 12 percent -f obtainable explanatory power about 7 percent had

been identified in terms of appropriate interactions and non linear rela-

tionships. It is worthwhile to note that of the thirteen variables used

in step one only six remain in step three (see Tables 15, 18) , and that

the t-ratios shown L_ Table 18 do pot fo ecast the likelihood of reappear-

ance in Table 15. Thus, addition of the appropriate A1D(4) terms influences

the relative importance of the variables used in step one. Further, the

reader should be cautioned against assuming, erroneously, from Table 15

that such variables as, say, CS1 (t=4.02), CS2 (t=9.08), etc., are of no

importance in predicting SAT; but rather it should be assumed that their

absence from Table 15 is simply a manifestation of the magnitude of the

relationship between such variables and the terms as from AID(4) in

this example. In fact, assuming the issue of multicollinea ity to be

trivial, it could be shown that these variables would make some contri-

bution to explaining SAT variability in a model not t tally dissimilar

from that presented in Table 15.

What about the remaining 5 per- nt (45 - 40 = 5)7 Only those "spli-

from ALD(4) known to be associated with probabilities of less than 0.05
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were selected for further use. Had all the AID(4) terms been used an

R2
ID(4)

0.43 -I- was possible, but serious problems (e.g., multicollin-
A

earity, interpretation, etc.) would surely have proved to be prohibitive

to such an undertaking. Clearly, analysis of the residuals was not the

same as analysis of the observed SAT raw scores. And, scaling of the

independent variables for AID(4) input is subject to review.

One's job satisfaction (SAT) as measured using the Brayfield and

Rothe (1951) Index of Job Satisfaction can be predicted by using internal

reward and personal data, as collected in the present investiation: some

40 percent of the variability in SAT scores can be accounted for by the

independent variables used in the second step LSLR. A much-needed exten-

sion to the model is possible, where "several" well-known external r _ard

(ER) variables would be added to the step two model herein. In this model

three sources of explanatory power might be analyzed: internal rewards

and external rewards (system-oriented variables) , and personal data.

In the step two model, the importance of internal-reward (IR) variables

cannot be overio ked: variables S3, 54, PCITS, PCIPC and CPCAT are proxies

for direc_ IR measures, and only AGE of the personal variables is centered.

Moreover, of the AID(4) additions only SCHDIST is not an IR type. If one

was to couple the appropriate ER variables with those IR variables from

the present study, a remarkably strong relationship with SAT might well

be the result. Prediction of SAT should achieve a high level of-refinement.
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where:

Figure 2. AID(4) Tree Structure (b)

(Pruned) Selected when Step One
Residuals were the Criterion
Values [Read (n) as Group Num-
ber; Left to Right Split
Presentation]. See APPENDIX C
for the Conversion from "Tree
Structure" to Input Variables.

a - the group number
b the variable being used for

the split;
coded group membership
(available from the authors

d - the mean of those coded in
this group

e - the standard deviation
f - the number of samples in the

group.

[See continued Table on next page]
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Figure 2 (continued)
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N 368
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(1 )

PCITS (1-3)
x = 2411.06

= 6688.50
N = 119

11
PCITS (4-6
x -6617.83

= 11835.35
= 30

(27)

PCITS (5,6)
x = 4124.02
a = 4284.13
N - 46

(16

GRADPRE (1)

x = -4078.38
a = 8211.85
N = 26

(17)

I_

GRADPRP (0)

= -112.40
a = 5829.44
N = 168

(22)

CS1 (2,3)
x = -5011.98
a = 6239.66
N = 46

CS1 (4-6)
x = -772.12
a = 6437.68
N = 73

20

SCHDIST (0,2,3,4)
x -1068.88
a = 5572.63

= 82

(21

SCHDIST (1,5)
= 799.59

a - 5922.14
N = 86

(30)

SCHDIST (0,1,2A
x - -2055.48

= 5928.29
= 44

1

SCHDIST (3,5)
= 1175.03

a = 6686.62
= 29
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APPENDIX B

:,(1-yariable Definitions

1. SCHDIS1 1-6 School Districts Sampled

2. SEX 1-2 Sex
(1) Male
(2) Female

3. MARTST 1-4 Marital Status:
(1) Single
(2) Married
(3) Widow(er)
(4) Separated or divorced

4. AGE 1-5 Age:
(1) 20-29 years
(2) 30-39 years
(3) 40-49 years
(4) 50-59 years
(5) 60-69 years

5. PSTPOS 1-3 Present Position:
(1) Elementary teacher
(2) Seconc3ary teacher
(3) Other

6. TECHR 1-4 Experience as an Educator:
(1) Years as a teacher
(2) Years as a principal

superintendent
(3) Years as guidance counselor
(4) Years as other

7. AMTED 1-6 Amount of Education:
(1) Less than bacheolor's degree
(2) Bachelor's degree
(3) Bachelor's degree plus additi-

onal credits
(4) Master's degree
(5) Master's degree plus additional

credits
(6) Doctor's degree
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8.

9.

Acronym Scaling

1-2

1-2

Des ription

UNPRP

GRADPRP

Undergr duate Preparation:
(1 ) Major within the field of

education
(2) Major in area outside the

field of education

Graduate Preparation:
(1) Major within the field of

education
(2) Major in area outside the

field of education

10. S1 Satisfaction Derived from Relationships
with Parents and Parent Groups

(1) Very satisfied
(2) Fairly satisfied
(3) Somewhat dissatisfied
(4) Very dissatisfied

11. 52 1-4 Satisfaction Derived from Relationships
with Fellow Staff Members

(1) Very satisfied
(2) Fairly satisfied
(3) Somewhat dissatisfied
(4) Very dissatisfied

12. S3 1-4 Satisfaction Derived from Relationships
with the School Principal

(1) Very satisfied
(2) Fairly satisfied
(3) Somewhat dissatisfied
(4) Very dissatisfied

13. 54 1-4 Satisfaction Derived from Relationships
with Individual Children

(1) Very satisfied
(2) Fairly satisfied
(3) Somewhat dissatisfied
(4) Very dissatisfied

14. PCIIS 20-1 0 Teacher-Self Pupil C ntrol Ideology Score

15. PCIPC 20-100 Teacher-Perceived Pupil Control Ideology
Score of Colleagues.

16. PCIPP 20-100 Teacher-Perceived Pupil Control Ideol(gy
Score of the Principal,
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Acronym Scaling Description

17. CS1 80 A congruency score that is the abso-
lute value of the difference between
teacher-self PCI score and the
teacher-perceived PCI score of colleagues.

18. CS2 80 A congruency score that is the abso-
lute value of the difference between
teacher-self PCI.score and the teacher--
perceived PCI score of the principal.

19. SAT 18-90 A teacher's overall" job satisfaction
score.

20. GPCAT 1-4 Groups of scores categorized according
to the directional difference, if any;
between CS1 and CS2 scores as follows:

(1) When CS1 is plus (f) and CS2
is plus CO.

(2) When CS1 is minus (-) and
CS2 is minus (-) .

e.3) When CS1 is plus (4.) and CS2
is minus (-).

(4) When CS1 is minus (-) and
CS2 is plus ().

"re'
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APPENDIX C

iable

AID(_4) Varjable. Defini.tions

I. Al CS1 X CS2

2. A2 CS1 x CS2 X SCUDIST

3. A3 CS1 X PCITS

4. A4 CSI X CS1 X PCITS

5. A5 CS? X CS2 X PCITS

6. A6 CS1 X CS1 X CS2 X PCITS

7. A7 CS1 X C52 X PCITS X PM'S

A8- CS1 X CS1 X CS2 X PCITS

\c,

X PCITS X SCHDIST


