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INTRODUCTION -

The reasons,%or teachers becoming involved in the development and
implementation of an educational innovation are often complex. Such
reasons as well as the actual implementation of the prOJect by the teachers
have been little explored in the literature of change. Gross et. al. (1971)
for example, describe the Cambire teachers as expressing the conviction that
"there was a great need for educational change in ghetto schools" as one
reason for electing to try the 'catalytic role model.'" Further, he stresses
that "without exception, all indicatec that ncw approaches were required if
teachers were to motivate ghetto children.' (p. 80) One Cambire teacher
appegred to summarize the feelings of the entire staff:

There is a great need to try new ways;
since the traditional isn't working,
new ways are needed tgéiyprove learning.
(p. 82)

Gross and his associates focused upon the actual implementation, by the
teachers, of the aforementioned "catalytic role model.'' The degree of imple~
mentation of the innovation was exaﬁined from two perspectives: '1) the
quantity of\time teachérs devoted to trying to implement the new role model
and, 2) the quality of their performance during this period of time." (p. 91)
In other words, Gross et. al.. examined not only why the teachers became in-
volved in the innovation. They also concentrated upon the decisions the '
teachers made to produce or implement the innovation introduced by the admini-
stration at the Cambire School. In actuality, the authors found that the
innovation was not implemenéed by the teachers. According to Gross and his
associates-

Our findings showed that the failure

to implement the innovation was attri-
butable essentially to a number of
obstacles that the teachers encountered

when they attempted to carry it out
which were never removed.
(p. 196)
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Reynolds (1973), in the study of the implementation of a differentiated
staff{hg model at Stormy Heights Elementary School, describes yetra different

story:

[
While our information is not firm on
events during this period, it appears
that the principal of Stormy Heights
had "sensed'" the sentiment of his staff
and decided to offer his school as the
demonstration site. There had been no
occasion for discussion or vote among the
Stormy Heights teachers concerning their
participation. From the teachers' per-
spective, the selection had been precipi-
tous...Following the annuuncement, teachers
unenthusiastic about the program were
given the opportunity to transfer to another
school, but virtually none did. Generally,
the teachers were favorably disposed toward
being part of an exciting and innovative
experiment that promised a wealth of educa-.
tional advantages to pupils...In any event,
teachers who were still® uncertain were en-
couraged by the principal to stay and try
it out. :

(p. 77) - i .; . 1
Reynolds, further, divides his analysis of the change process into

- two parts: * the pre-implementation phase and the implementation phase. —
According to the author:

The implementation phase began when the -
staff was expected to behave in a manner
consistent with the means identified to
attain the goals of the proposed program.
(p. 137)

-

In other words, not c¢nly does Reynolds examine the reasons why the teachers
decided to participate in the Stormy Heights differentiated staffing program,
He also focuses, in some detaii, upon the teachers' decisions to produce
within, or implement, the new program and the problems which were encountered

during this implementation phase due tc decisions made earlier in the pre-

impiementation prase of the innovation.
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"The commitment to oper qﬁucation and to developing an '"important

educational alternative within the public schools' was the rationale for
a group of young teachers who became involved in 2 project described by

Koland Barth in Open Education and the American School. As Barth describes

it:

These seven young educators entered the pro-
Jject well aware that there would be great
difficulties; aware of being yorng, white,
inexperienced, liberal and from out of town

in a world of older, mostly conservative and
cautious acdults. Despite these ominous condi-
tions, che five men and two women were buoyed
by the Director's support for their ideas; by
the instructional coordinator's position "as

a leader in curriculum, teacher training and
classroom supervision; and by what looked like
an excellent opportunity to put their ideas
into practice in an urban school setting. As
one of them put it, "All the lights 1lit up.”
Each looked forward to participating in the
development of an important educational alter-
native in the public schools. All were hope-

_ ful and confident....Although short on experi-
ence, they were Jong on ability, energy, confi-
dence and idealism. They dared believe radically
different things about children, learning anl

.. kncwledge; they were now prepared to act on their
be}1efs. (p. 110)

The problems and ultimate defeat these young teachers encountered in attempt
ingjfo "Gpen up" an inner city elementary school are documented in Barth's
brief’éase study. It is enough to indicate here that enthusiasm andocbelief
in wha£ they were doing.were not enough to counter the resistence they en-
countered as they worked within and a;tempted to implement the open class-

room concept.

%? another study of educational change, Smith and Keith (1971)




ey
describe the Kensingtor School as:

a tnique architectural:structure with open~

° space laboratory suites, an instructional

materials center and a theater designed in

[ ‘ - - what might be described as the square lines
of Classical Greek simplicity. The program
exemplified the new elementary education of
team teaching, individualized instruction
and multi-age grouping. A broad strategy of
innovation-the alternative of grandeur, the
utilizing of temporary systems and minimal ’
prior commitmenis - was devised and imple-

4(. mented. The intended outcome was pupil de-
velopment toward maturity - @ self-directed,
interrally motivated, and productive compe-
tence (p. v). .

Describing the teachers selected for such a school, Smith and Keith state

- that:

member held his own view or schema of Kensing-

ton. Typically, each schema seemed to be

generated out of special needs and goals, early

conversations about the school..and early .
documents. (p. 35) “

d(/) The data suggest strongly...that each faculty

.- - Another thing that I am struck with...is the
degree to which these people...are excited by
the kind of thing that they are doing in ed-
ucation...there is an excitement about teach-
ing and about the things that they are going
to be_ trying, even though they are not very
Speci¥ic and clear about this yet. (p. 57)

As in the studies of Gross et. al., Reyn>lds, amd Barth, Smith and
Keith spent some time analyzing how the teachers actually worked at im-
plementing the ideas upon which the Kensington School was or~-nized. Pro-
bleﬁs they encountered which influenced their thoughts and actions during

'

»

the implementation process are discussed and anlyzel The reasons why the
teachers participated in the innovative school and,

specially, how they

participated, therefore, form a significant part of the gtudy.




Teachers discussed in these four case studies, it appears, made the

1

decision to participate’ in innovative educational programs becauﬁe{they

were committed either to the philosophy'behind the new program or approach

2

ofaexéited about becoming involved in an endeavor which might provide new
ways to inprove the learning of students. However, in the casey of the
Stormy Heights teachers explicated by Reynolds and the Cambire teachers
describ;d by Gross et. al., because the entire School adopted the innova-
tion, individual to;chers were permitted but ‘two choices: join the group or-
leave the school. In the cases discussed by Smith and Keith and Barth, the
éeach;rs who wére selected were either just entering the professional aﬁ& ’ m
had never taught before or were experienced and were obviously leaving some-
thing behind in order to participate in the new program.

We have seen, tgerefore, that being "committed to educational change"
and to improving the learning of children are often g;ven as reasons teachers
become involved in cla;sroom or school innovation. However, it is quite

possible and, perhaps, probable, that other reasons for deciding to partici-

pate may be present as well. Leaving a familiar and, usually, comfortable

~ mode of operating for an untried and often untested program or method requires

more, we suggest, than being interested in improving children's learning. This
may be and, hopefully, is a major reason. However, as we found in the present
case study, there are often other reasons as well.

The study upon which th;‘present paper is based speaks to the need, as
Lortie (1975) suggests, for "émp{rical studies of teaching work and the out-

look of those who staff the schools;" (vii) The focus is on four teachers as

they attempt to influence the development of an innovative program for eighth




and ninth graéc studehts.. The case sfudy‘from which this paper is drawn

describes and apalrzes the activities of these junior high school teachers

as they worked tog;th;r and shared responsibility for the education of 140

eighth ;nd nigth grade students through the development and implementation

of an Optiénal education program, The Optional Education Experience or

OEE. It is a study of the early'planning of the program, through the weeks

of implementation, until the end of the year. Although the planning process

involved students, £he sfudy focuses prig;;:;; upon the four teachers who
béé;me involved in the program development and implementation. It is, in
reality, a study from behind‘;he teachers' desks.

Three major questions are focused uppn wi;hiﬁjghe paper:

1. Why did these four teachers become involveé in developing an innovation
in ths middle of the school year or, why did the teachers choose to
participate in the project? '

2. How did the teachers actually work or produce within the program?

3. What implications might be extracted from th¢ findings which mighé

be useful in future attempts by teachers to become involved in the
educational change process? '

v

METHODOLOGY -
In order to understand as fully as possible the nature of the program, that
of four teachers (with a group of students) developing and then implementing
éshn innovative program within a traditional school. setting, the inethod of
participant observation was selected as the most fruitful approach. The
authé;, further, adopted the position of observer—as-participant.1 A number
of qualitative re§earc£ers(Denzin, 1570: Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Zelditch,
1969; Smith and ﬁohland, 1969) have suggested that a blend of participant

observation techniques be utilized in order to have somewhat independent

-

3
1See Junker, 1960, for an extended discussion of bcth participant observation
and the roles the researcher might adopt under this particular methodology.
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measures of-a particular phenomenon under study. In order 4o obtain as much

bl

infoimation as possible about a "'whole human system and its cctting® (Diesing,
1971), the author-elected to utilize a variety of participant observation
*&chn1ques as suggested by the above methodologists: direct observation,
the\1niitv}ew (formal and informal), documentary ev1dence, and participant
obs r&hf§6%. Accord1ng to McCall and Simmons (1969), "multiple methods are
typ1ca11y and'to some degree n:cessarily involved in a field study of any

complex social organlzatlon." (p. 8) The development and implementation of a new

program cxemplifies just such a complex sotial organization.
v In the role of ;bsgrver-as—participant the author was initiaily involved
. wiéh one teacher Beth Prophet, and ihe Planning Class of 26 students as they
' began to create the foundation of the new innoévative program. .when the three
- additional teachers had been selected for the new'progr;m, in February, the
‘L ¥ ‘;observer concentrated the major portion of her lime)on team meetings of tke
. fburAéeééhers as well as the classes the teachers were teaching. With the
: : : . .
arrival of the March 18 opening of the new program, the author's full time ,
commitment was within the t;am area—-in and out of all the¢ rocms, the halls
and the téachefs' lounge. The author literally "lived" ;n the team area,
observing, talking with students, téaghers and administrators formally and
informally, performing "muih needed functions' such as making coffee, chauf-
fering team members to various destinations, acpoméén§ing the team on field
trips, dri. king beer with teachers, ;nd, on occasion, "subbing' for a teacher
who was otherwise engaged. Essentia%ly, the author spent five days a week,
many of those days in after school meetings and night sessions, from January
through June, in an attempt to capture the essence of the process of &bvelob-

ing-and implementin~ a new program.

w
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THE SETTING AND THE ACTORS

Chute Juhior High School is one of two such schools in the community
of Brookfield. The building, like many built in the 1930's, is of the
proverbial ;ed brick, two story "egg crate" variety. Although in the 1960's
a flurr; of "tear down the walls" ide;s hit Brookfield, Chute escaped and
the building today is vefy much like it was when it was built excépc for a
newer wing constrﬁcted some twenty years ago which contains séveral’roomsi
which are joined by sliding doors thug permitting, when deemed desirable
by the teachers occupying those rooms, large and small group instrucfion as
well as instruction of the more "traditional" dature.

The OEE was housed within four rooms on the secord floor of the newer
wing. Two of the rooms were physically separated f‘om the others, one 1ust
down the hall a few steps and the other down the hall and around a cbrner.’
The two interconnected rooms (divided by the sliding door) provided a “homey"
ataosphere utilizinga couch and chairs as well as boxes (creatively outfitted
as study carrels) and the usual desks and tables. The oth2r two rooms re-
tained the more traditional appearance of the~rest of the building except
for Mr. Tate's passion for plants which encouraged him to Slanket the window-
8ills of his room with pots of all sizes and shapes and, in addition, a lovely,
multicolored canary which took up residence ébout April in Mr, Tate's room - -
a gift of one of the girls. .

This four room setting had been, until mid-March, simply a trad1t1ona1
group of classrooms housing four teachers. With the beginning of the fourth

quarter at Chute, the new program consisting of 140 students gnd four teachers

moved into the area thus "taking it over" for their team locale. It is this

setting which was the scene for the major portion of the study.

¥
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- ? The major characters in the study include: ) ¢
»~  Beth Prophet: Teacher of the Planring Class
. ‘ Team leader . X
e A teacher of five yer.s' sxperience ’
‘ John Boone: Ppincipal of Chute Junior High School V-
| . s
Lenny Young: Agsistant principal of Chute Junior High .
Sc¢hool . : '
\ -
. Sam Rivers: Sdtial studies teacher on the tean
T A teacher of six years' experience .
Toni Beech: Science teachen?on the team
. . A teacher of 2 years' experience-in her . . , "
first year at Chute .. ]
. ° I B i
« Carl Tate: ™. Math teacher on ihe-team
' First year tedcher L
. 0 . 2 N . i o .
N\
- THE DECISION TO PARTICIPATE AND PRODUCE
) A T!-tEO“«ETICAu FRAMEWORK .
’ March and Simon (1959) arg that there are two dlfferent types of |
decisions made by employees begardlng their relationship to the o*ganization oo
"The first is the decision tb partcipate - or leave. The second is,thedpec1sioﬁ'§ p
o to produce.’” (p. 48) For March and Sinon, the decision to produce 1s "substan-
° tially different" from the decision to participate. 5
A Theory of Motivation t» Participate | . . . L coT '
According to March and Simon: :
’ &
- » [ * T, . o
The decision to participate lies at the - N )
) ‘ core of the theory of what Barnard (1938) and o

Simon (1947) have called "organizational
equilibrium" - the conditigns of survival’
cf an organization. Equilibrium reflects

o . the organization's success in arranging
payments to its participants adequate to
motivate their continued participation. (p. 83)
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- T The Barnard-Simon theory of organizational equilibrium, according tc March
and Simon is: )
- T - Essentially a theory of motivation, a statement -
- , of the conditions under which an organization
can induce its members te continue their partici~
L8 . petion and hence assure organizational survival. (p. 84)
$. ‘o- . A . A - . .
While the theory is highly general and appropriate to any and all organizations,
°Pp " an understanding of its major points may shed some insights into the reasons
. %py teachers decide to become involved in educational change. The;folxow1ng
points are essential to an understanding of thc theéry as r% w111 be utilized
1 i .
- .. in the present paper: J P

Cey - _of persons (participants) ;n an organ1zat1$n i

i
1) An or ganlzat1on is a system of 1nterre1ated soc;al behaV1or§ of a. number

inducements (payments) in return for which he makes contributions to the
organ1zat1on . .
AN \
* 3) Each participan- will continue part1c1pat:ng only so long as the induccements
- , are as great or ~reater, measurcd by his values and his alternat1«es, than
! the contr1but1ons he is 4sked to make.

H

.8 .
. ) 2) h part1cxpant (and group of part1c1pants\ rece1veq from EFe organ1zat1on

4) The contributions provided by Individuals and groups are the source from
* which theorganizatlonmanufactures the inducements offered tp participants.

5} - The organ1zat1on is "solvent" and will continue in existence only so long

— as contr1but1ons are sufficieat to provide inducements in large enough
‘measure to draw forth contributions. (p. 84)

Acc;rd1ng to March and Simon, inducements are payments made by nr through
.o o tPe orgar zat1on to ltS part1c1pants' They can be measured in units indepen-
. PN
- - dent of their utility to participants and for each individual participant
e’ we cen'specify a Set\of'inducemente which represent a different dimension of
the inducements offered oy the organizaticn. Coﬁtrzbut:ons, onAhe other hand,
" are payments to the organ1zat1on by tie participants. They, too, can be measured

in units that are 1ndependent of their ut111ty to the participant. Therefore,

. for any individual participant, a.set of contributions can be specified.
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March and Simon indicate that:

A reasonable deFinition of the utility of a

contribution is the value of the alternatives

that an individual foregoes in order to make

the contribution... To estimate the induce-

ment - contribution utility balance directly, - C;J/a/
the most logical type of measure is some varient

of individual satisfaction (with the job etc.) (p. 85)

To March and Simon it appears reasonable to assume that the greater the .-
difference there is between inducements - ibutions the gbeatér will be

individual satisfaction. However, the "ze.o points" of the satisfaction scale

L3
\

and of the inducements - contribution utility balance are nott nee;ssarily
\
jdentical. For March and Simon, the zero point on the satisfaction\scale is
« \

the point at which the participant begins t. talk of degrees of dissabis—
faction rather than degrees of satisfaction. It is:

Closely related to the levels of aspiration

and is the point -¢ ghich we would predict a

substantial increase in search behavior. (p. 86)

The z2ro point on the inducement—contribution utility scale, however, is

the noint at which the individual is indifferent to léaving an drganization:

. March and Simon indicate that they have evidence that the tro zero points are not

the same but: -

That very few of the "satisfied" participants
leave an organization'whereas some, but typically
not all of the "unsatisfied' participants leave. (p. 86)

In other words, according to March and Simon, # worker (teacher, for

—

example,) who feels he is giving (contributing) more to the organizatioa (his

13

‘class, his preparations etc.) than he is receiving in inducements (pay, smaller

class size, "better" students) is likely to feel "dissatisfied" and, perhaps
engage in search behavior. The more dissatisfied the worker feels, the closer

to the ''zero point" on the satisfaction scale, the more likely it is thet he.

'will engage in search behavior for different and better and more - itisfactory

&'

13




opportunities. On the other hand, when the worker feels that there is a.

‘baiance (the zero point) between his contribution to the organizaéion and

what the organization contributes or pays to him, he may or he may not
decide to engage in search behavior for another job opportunity.
iarch and Simon state that these differences can be explained pri-

marily by the ways alternatives to current activity enter into the situation.
Dissatistaction, they stress, is a cue for searg£ behavior. A dissatisfied
oré;nism expands its search behavior for available alternatives and if,
eventually, the search fails the aspiration level is revised downward. The
change in aspiration level is assumed to occur slowly but when fewer and -
poorer}alternatives are perceived to be ;vailable, the utility of activities
which have Seen passéd up decreases and adjustment rapidly occurs. Therefore,
the satisfaction expressed by the individual can be used as a meaéurement of
the inducement-contribution utility balance only if it is used in conjunction
with an estimate of perceived alternatives available.

Roughly speaking, only the desire to move

enters into judgements of satisfaction;

.desire to move plus the perceived ease

of movement enters into the inducement -

contribution utility measure. (p. 86)

To summarize the above discussion explic;ting the Bernard-Simon theory

of organizational equilibrium and set the stuge for relating the theory t§
teachers' decision to participate in an innovative program, the following'

-

points should be stressed:

-

1) Increases in the balance of inducement utilities over contri-
bution utilities decrease the likelihood that the individval
will leave the organization, while decreases in that balance
have the opposite effect.

2) The inducements-contributions balance is a function of:

a) The perceived desirability of leaving the organization and,
b) The perceived ease of movement from the organization.

14 _—
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March and Simon list a number of factors which affect the perceived

desirability of movement from the organization (ie. traditional teaching

o

“arrangemenés). The primary factor, according to the authors, influencing
emplcyee motivation, is the individual's satisfaction with his job. Thz
greater his satisfaction, therefore, the less the perceived desirability

of movement. This satisfactionVQith the job is further delineated into a
number of major propositions, eight of which are sai‘ent for our discussion.

1) The greater the conformity of the job characteristics to the self-
characterization held by the individual, the higher the level of
satisfaction. The greater the disparity the more inclined is the
desire to escape the situation. Three types of evaluation of one's
self are mentioned as significant: estimates of one's independence,
estimates of one's worth, and estimates of one's specialized compe-
tence or interests.

2) -The greater the predictability of instrumental relationships on the
job, the higher the level of satisfaction. .

3) The greater the compatibility of work requirements with the ‘require-
ments of other roles, the higher tlie level of satisfaction.

4) The greater the consistency of supervisory practices with employee
independence the less the conflict between job characteristics and
individual self-interest. For example, if an individual deSires
greater independence in decision-making and supervisory practices
are more authoritarian, the greater the pressure to withdraw.

5) The larger amount of reward either in money or status the less the
conflict between the job and the individual's self image.

6) The greater the individual's participation in the job assignment the
less the conflict between the job and his self image. An individual
assigned according to personal preference, for example, will have

a more favorable inducements~contribution balance than an employee
not so ‘assigned.

7) The greater tHe congruence of work time patterns with those of other
roles, the greater the compatibility of the job and the other .roles.

8) The smaller the size of the work group the greater the compatibility
of organizational and other roles. (pp. 94-99)

Not only do March and Simon discuss the factors influencing an organiza-
tional participant to participate in a1 organization (or program). They

also spend a considerable amount of space on factors which influence the

15 -




participant to produce within the organization. Reéugnizing the difference

between the "motivation to produce" and "productivity" within a given

’prganization, they indicate that, "at thé moment, psychological research is
1 "

primarily directed toward '"motivation to produce'’ rather than ‘productivity’.

It is, therefore, the former concept which we now discuss.

A Theory of Influence: The Motivation to Produce

According to March and Simon, an individual may be influenced to produce

within an organization by:

(a) changing the values acsoriated with given
states of affairs, (b) changing the perceived
consequences of an alternative of action,
and (c) changing the set of states of affairs
that are evoked...Correspondingly, empirical
studies of individual motivations to produce '
have tended to identify (a) factors relating
to goals of individuals, (b) factors relating
to the expectations of consequences, and
(o) factors relating to the set of alternatives

* perceived at the moment of decision... (p. 52:

Emphasis: MEF)

. The authors summarize the above three modes of influence in the following
propisition:

Motivation to produce is a function of the

character of the evoked set of alternatives,

the perceived consequences of evoked alterna-

tives, and the individual goals in terms of
which the alternatives are evaluated. (p. 53)

v
March und Simon consider a variety of "cues" which influence the behavior
alternatives selected by the organizational participant not only in his
decision to participate in an organization but also in his behavior on the
job. Five types of "cues" are discussed: 1) the world outside the organi~-
zation (or available options to staying within the organization), cues from

_the formal organizational hierarchy, both intended and unintended (ie. closeness

of supervision, participation in decision-making), 3) cues from the task itself

1o




(ie. its complexity); 4) cues from the "officially prescribed work rewards"
and, 5) cues from the associates with whom the employee works (ie. norms

and standards). Of particular interest in the present paper in the authors'
hypothesis related to the fourth cue - "officially prescribed work rewards".

According to March and Simon:

. .
the probability that the evoked set of
alternatives will include innovations
is a function of the type of incentive
scheme used. Innovation is most likely
%o occur where incentives are tied dir-
ectly to innovation, next most likely
under a system of company-wide incen-
.tives; least likely under a system
linked to individual productivity. (p. 56)

-~

The authors'mqke'tge point that individual in:entives induce greater
individual effort since they are tied to individual activities. However,
unless they arg tied directly to innévative activities, they do not elécit
behavior that requires more than minor changes. According to March and
Simon, "The award system is an attention-centering cue that in one case
defines’a broad grganizational framewo;k and in the other a narrower in-
dividual one." (p. 56) .The issue of reward and innovation, as related to
teachers will be discussed hore fully in a later section of thi; paper.

i

“Another "cue", that of the work group and its rélationship to the

-

decision to produce, afso appears significant to the present study. The

factor or individual members providing cues or standards for each other will

_be discussed further also.

Following a discussion of the "cues" which influence the behavior alter-
natives selected by the organizational partic nant in his decision to produce
within the organization, March and Simon ana.yze the types of informatlion
utilized by participants in forming expectations about the consequences of the

alternative behaviors they have chosen. Four main types of information may

)

]

{
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be utilized: the external state of the environment (especially potential
a fnatives;, characteristics of the individual himself, pressures coming
f 'ihe sub-groups within the organization and how these influence the
individual's expectations of the conscquences of his production and, finally
the reward system which also influences the individual's production choices
and .the expectations of the consequences oﬁj;hose choices.

The first type of information, external environmental states and possible
alternatives to the present work situation, has already béen discussed, both

in the present section and in the preceding section on the decision to par-

-
~

ticipate. According to March and Siman, the mor; alternatives the worker 4
feels he has to his present situation, the less important to him the demands
made upon him to produce. If he doesn't.want to do the work, there are other
'glternatives he can explore. -
Further, March and Simon indicate that the numbgr of perceived alterna#ives
~ is also a function of the characteristics of the individual himself. For §1
example, how visable he is to other organizations and prograﬁs as well as .
how visable he is to other organizations aﬁd programs to him may narrow or widén
_ his range of choices of action. In addition, how inclined he is to seek out .
other alternatives a; well as.the degree to which he is specialized or presents
other desirable‘characteristlcs also influences the number of possible alterna-
Atives open to his present work situation.
The third factor, group pressures, is indicaﬁed by March and Simon égw

most frequently affecting productivity decisions by par icipants within an
organization. For example, according to the authors:

Employees receive physical and emotional

sustenance from groups other than the authority .

figures in the organization and important con-

sequences of their actions are controlled by

subgroups within the organization or groups
external to it. (p. 59°
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The impact of small work groups on the motivations of individuals is well
documentedin the sociological and psychological literature and is acknow-

ledged by March and Simon. The authors have suggested a number of factors
influencing the dec. ion to produce which are associated with groups. and
individuals ranging from identification with the group (ie. the strength

of group pressures upon the work;r) to group‘cohesiyeness (ie. the more

cohesive the group, the moreﬁwilling the members‘to enforce group demands 0
on individuals). These factors or the lack of them, are also salient to our

later analysiz of the team of teachers in the Optional Education Experience

Program.

’

In additinn to the factors of extermal environmental.states individual

characterlst1cs and group pressures and their relationship t¢ one's produc~

tivity, March and Simon examine organizational rewards and their influence on

the produitivity of the organizational participant. According to the authors:
i The state of the enviroament and the x
activities of suborganlzat1onal and extra- o
organizational groups. are only partially con-
troiled by the organization. Yet the influ:znce
they exert on perceived consequences is large. »
As a result, recent ‘American students of orga-
nizational behavior have tended to relegate the
explicit reward schemes ~f management- to the
background in order to examine some of the
other factors we have discussed. However, a
model of man that does not give a prominent
place to economic incentives is, for most
humars, a poor model. (p. 63)

Orgarizatioral incentive systems discussed.by March’and Simon include not
_only wage and salary programs (as well as "fringe benefits’}, but also various
types of promotional systems. Although March and Simon recognize that rewards
have d:fferent importance for different people, their discussion appears rele-
vant mainly to business organizations. Rewards teachers might receive such

as’smaller class size, "better" students or more planning time (better working

13
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-conditions?) are not mentioned. The idea of increased monetary rewards

discussed by March and Simon is seldom tied to "productivit&“ in teaching,

mainly, perhaps, because the concept of "productivity'" in working with

children has been difficult to define.

Finally, after discussing the '"cues" which help determine what set

of behavier alternatives will be selected by the organizaticnal partici-

pant as he decides whether or not, ar how much, to produce in an organi-

zation, and the perceived consequences of the alternatives which have been

selected, March and Simon discuss individual goals and "particularly the

‘pitenomenon of identification®. {p. 65) According to-the authors:

- Humans, in contrast{/to machines, evaluate

- their own positions In relation to the value -
of others and come accept others' goals
&s their own. In addition, individual members
of an organization come to it with a prior
structure of preferences - a personality if

- i you like-on the basis of which they make de-
cisions while in the.organization. Thus,
individual goals are not 'given" for the or-
ganization, but can be varied both t\rough
recruitment procedures and through organiza-
tionzl practices. (p. 65)

] Four principalwtypes of identification are anaiyzed by March and Simon

a8 influencing the individual in his decision and actions as he works with

(.

the organization:

1) organizations external to the focal brganization

2) the focal organization itself (organizational v
identificationj,

3) the work activities involved in the job (task
identification), and

4) sub-groups within the focal organization (sub-
group identification). (p. 65) i

Further, the authors propose five basic hypotheses pertaining to the individual's
relationship to the group qﬁa his propensity to producc within the orgahization

or program:

1)’ The greater the perceived prestipe of the group, the stronger the
propensity of an individual to identify with it and vice versa,

2) The greater the extent to which goals are perceived as shared among
members of a group,’ the atrongcr the propensity of the individual to
identify with the group and vice versa.

2y =«
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- 3) The more frequent the interaction between an individual and the
" members of a group, the stronger the propensity of the individual to
identify with the group and vice versa. :
4) The greater the number of individual needs satisfied in the graup,
the stronger the propensity of the individual to identify with the
group and vice versa. ; . *
5) The less the amount of competition between the members of a graup
and an individual, the stronger the propensity of the individual to o
identify with the group, and vice versa. tp. 65,6)

Not qnly do March and'simgn specify five basic variables which affect
and are‘éffected by identification with a group and which may affect the
individual's productivity on the job. They also present factors which
affect the five variables such as the distinctiveness of the graup. its visa=
bility, the status level of its members and the amount of success the group

has in gaining goals to influence its position in the organization at large

L. In addition, the group standards regarding ﬁrestige and the prestige level .

;. S of individual experiencé influence the indi;idual standards of prestige which,
in turn, influence the perceived prestige of the group. A1l of these factors,
of course, influence the individual's relationship to the graup of which he’
is a éart and, in turn, influence how andehy he produces the way hg does on
the job. ) ~

The interaction between the individual and the group is also considered
by March and Simen as significant in influencing how the worker identifies with

the group and produces within the organization. Factors deterﬁinﬁng the frequency.

L

of interaction are exposure to contact, pressure to participate in the group, .

size of the group and, firally, the homogenity of background of the participantg.

. This latter factor, in addition, increases the possibility that graup goals will™
be perceived as shared. Similarity of positions (ie. all teachers, all English
teachers, all .iew to the innovation), in addition, increases the possibility

-

that the group will perceive its goals as shared.
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March and Simon alsc indicate that one variable, permissiveness toward

individual goal achievement, increases the number of individual needs

S

o

satisfied in the group. Another, the independence of individual rewards, if

somewhat great, will elicit less competition among group members. All of
these variables of 'groupness', it should be remembered, are suggested by
March and Simon as influencing how the individual } “oduces and works within

the organizational environment.

&

Finally, March and Simon relate the productivity of the organizational
participant to his identification with extfaorganizational groups (professional

associations, community groups, family groups;‘trade unions), identification with

~

, the organization, identification with task groups within the organization. -Accord-
ing to the authors:

~ Individual goals as they affect the individual's ,

motivation to produce’ reflect bath the strength ) s
of his identification‘with availkbigfgrodbs (including
the organization)-and the direction of group pressures.
They also reflect basic values derived from, earlier

. experience. Our justification for emphasizing identi--

" fication at length rather than what might be called

: personality factors rests on two basic considerations.
First, although identification is influenced by many
other factors in the organization, the more basic
attitudes we call personality are less malle ble.
Second, those basic values that impinge on the moti-
vation to produce require "interpretation' before they
become relevant to a specific organizational situation and
interpretation depends in large part on the phenomena
we have discussed. (p. 81)

L

Follow@né the presentation and analysis of the reasons why the four teachers

in the présent study chose to participate in the new p?ogram‘as well as a discu;sion
of how they actually implemente¢ or produced once the program began, w; w%&b\ ~~ .
return to March’and Simon‘'in order to test the fit of the theory of motivation

‘and the theory of influence with our own analysis of the motivation to participate

%

and produce.
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’ THE MOTIVATION TO PARTICIPATE AND TO PRODUCE:
* THE STORY OF FOUR TEACHERS

A Febryary 5 meeting was convened by Beth Prophet, the team leader, to
inform the additional three teachers of the problems she had been having with
the administration as she»workeé with the Plaqning Class to dévelop!%he new
progra&. The purpose of this meeting was to obtain support from ?%r future

team members for confrontiig the administration with a recuest ﬁgr the re-~

\‘

~ . . : . y
sozrces and organizational arrangements which she felt were negessary for
. : s

deveioping a successful program. The meeting served toﬁtestiihe interest and

i

desire of the three additional teachers in becouing involve&lin the new pro-
. gram. Yet in spite of the severe problems which Beth Prdbﬁ;t"docuﬁented and in
spite of the fact that%the teachers "won" very few copceséions from Lenny Young
in the February 7 meeting, three of the four teachers made the decision to participe
in the new program and the fourth, Bgth Prophet, made'tge decision to continue.

At least three critical questioq? must be raisqg:at this point."Theéé_a;e
necessary to guide the analysis of th; data and to éﬁplain %he decisionnmade by
each of these four teachers to participate in the dévelopment of the program in

"the face of the difficulties which they and the adﬁinistration knew about.
1) why was this decision made by the teachers? What were their reasons -
. for, deciding to go ahead with the program in.the face of(such problems?
7 * -] -
2) what were the consequences of their decision to participate? How did
they actually implement or produce in the new program?

3) How do we understand and explain their decisions and actions in more
theoretical terms? o . .

These questions provide the focus fer the remainder of the paper.

b

L3

3
-Carl Tate: Getting and "blowing" a second chance

Carl Tate, the mathematics teacher, elected to participate in the Optional

Education Experience program because the idea of a more flexible program for ‘\\\\\

03
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| eighth axd ninth graders was appealing to him philcsgphically, because he
was oxperic ing difficulties in his present classro¢m, and because he felt the
ldmﬂpiatration, in selecting him, was giving him a s cond chance.

“pate’'s initial training was in business rather[than in education. His

|

only prior experience with teaching had been with pre—school youngsters in
. a Head Start program. At the time of the present study he was enrolled in a
teacher certification program in a local college to formally prepare him for
. & teaching career. Furthe er, he was experiencing difficulties in his present

classroom, severe enough that his mathematics department colleagues felt he was

1fodlish" for considering entering the new program.

However, Carl Tate felt that the administration was, in effect, giving him a

vote ‘of confldence that he had the potentlal to become an effectlve teacher.

LY -

The data suggest two factors which supported hls view. In the f1rst place,

~7

although hlseteach1ng evaluatlon had 1ndlcated that.the administration hoped that

-belng in the new program would not "encourage him to go off the deep end or let - -
his-classes become more unruly", Tate mentioned that it had been, essentially, a

* positive one. He felt that although his problems were recognized, the administration

was willing to let him participate in the new program, only cautioning him to be
aware of his problems with discipline. In the second place, Tate felt that in
B /

selecting him over another mathematics teacher (in breaking the tlc\zsze), the
administration was giVving him support. In spite of his problems, thefefore,

Carl Tate was convinced that the administration of the building was giving him
- .

another chance.
.Many of Carl Tate's problems alluded to by the administration in his evaiuvation
. were the result of two factors: l) ae problem of 1nexper1ence compounded by
2) a strong sense of idealismiaud ntrue belief" concerning chikiren and the teach-

ing process. Both of these factors contributed to his decision to participate in

the new program. They also ccmpounded his difficulties once the new program began.
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The problems of inexperience, naivete and true belief

Smith and Keith (1971) relate that although the "man on the street" or
N the "practical man" all seem to '“&utilize a concept‘ suq‘as 'experience' when they
think about their organizations" (p. 112) social scientists have not made much
use of the termv At Kensington, however, according to Smith and Keith, "it
loomed large.” (Ibid.) The problem of experience, or the lack of it, 1-omed
large at Chute also. ‘

On February 27, Carl Tate invited the obsgg;er to visit his classroom in
ordeigto suggest "feedback" reéarding his discipline problems. A basic problem
he acknowle?ged; was that he was not "authoritarian". The field notes
illustrate Tate's mode of teaching on that day, telling the students they would -
be working'g; areas in which they w;re weak yet allowing them to sel=ct their
own afea,of inferest without any(gelp in diagnousis. Further, by the end of the
period, the class was literally in shambles with the teacher-out in the hall

~ talking. . | | '
| " The analysis éuggests thaf while Tate actually did believe in individualized ,'
instruction.in the classroom and encouraging the students to work in areas in

H

which they were weak, he did not know how téf?ccomplisﬁ the task. He appeared

to feel, that Sy Qefbaily announcing to the students tﬁat they should "choose an
area and get to work”, they would do iéli Hdwevér,\TatE‘appeaped unwilling or
" . unable to follow through and ﬁelp the students in the diagnost;c\;;ocess‘and
then find the materials to work with.
In actuality, this type of teaching is exceedingly difficult to accomplish. )
It places great deménds upon a teachers time, abilities and resources to faci-
litate that type of teaching; further, he lacked theJexperieuce needed to know
how "to be all places at the same time" in working with eighth and ninth graders.
As he stepped qut of the room, or stopped to talk with one student, the entire

room appeared to erupt into talking and shouting. 1In reaction, Tate became

angry and a vicious circle was started.
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Compl{patfng this problem w.s Tate's strong philosophical commitment to

making the teachiné of mathematics more "relevant" to his students. He was
' 9 . . . - )
convinced that junior high school mathematics (and .junior high school ir general)

. - concentrated far too heavily on the "content'" of a subject as opposed to the

N <

“process' of learning it: . .

—
~
¢

Kids dan't see how everything relates to their
lives..(we must) teach kids how to think.. (Field notes:g2}27)

He received support in the;e views from his instructors in the education courses
he was taking at City College and he appeared to be constantly testing his views
and beliefs ag:inst those of his éoileagues‘at lunch -and, when possible.lin the °
all day team meetings.

Yet in attempting to put his philosophical be}iefs into practice in his
own classroom, Tate ran into -the difficuit& of not knowing how to-operation-

) Q
alize the ideas which he espoused. In moving into the Optional Education®

Experience program, he felt, he would be working with a group of students who )

~

might be better able to work in an individualized manner and he would, he felt,

'hilf‘h chance to start over and attemﬁt to practice what he believed in.

\
. With the- time and energy I put in now .
s with no feedback, anything's better... (Field notes: 2/13/)

) , >

. Consequeané of Tate's decision to participate -

"Smith and.Keith describe the Kensingtoq administration as hiring young,
ingxﬁerienced teach€¥ , at leasp‘in part because they "did not want old solutions
to educatipnal proble §f and because they felt that "it .;rould be easier to train
ing*perjenced personnkl in new approacheés than to retrain experienged pe;sons."‘
(p. 113) .The data anallysis of our\st?dy suggests that the essistant prin-- ih
cipal,. Lenny Yougg fo'lt much the same way as the Kensington administrators. He
informed the Plaqﬂing Class students to obtain teacheré\who céuld "grow with
.

the program”. The analysis sugdesty further, that both Young and the building
principal had, ..t various times, indicated that they viould be working witﬁ'\ﬁ
L 26 . S
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e ' : 7
. . the teachers in the OEE.  However, our analysis indicates that not only.did

\d -

-'.carl Tate experience

‘l

a great deal of difficulty once the OEE hegan in March, ,

L L4
s L.

‘ / : :
he¢ 'did not.receiVe any belp from the administration either in teaching skills
K ' , o R )
or the materials which he¢ so badly lacked. . i\\ "o

-

. L The dichotomy of belief and practice IS

Not gnly were the Plann%ng Class students, generally, upset about
Clr} Tate’s selection to the program because he was not~present1y teaching
ilgebra and geom .ry (and expressed hié‘own concerﬁ Bbout his ability to teach
those subjects). Following a‘February 21 stude;t;teacher planning meeting,
they also became concerned that he favored a more structured program than they )
’ ‘envisioned. Further, a student Evaluation group contihuéily discut3sed the
Carl Tate "problem":
| He doésn't understand the OEE..he makes .
us be quiet all the time and doesn't get -
involved with students... (Field notes: 4/1)

..math classes no different..won't let people
move around much... (Interview:. 4/4)

R The data analysis indicates that while Tate verbalized the necessity
of getting'studenté involved in the "real world" and making the content
"relevant", he appeafed to dichotamize what the students would learn with how

they would learn it. Although he was committed to the use of learning packets

a

in mathematics, he lacked the knowledge of basic routines ard management skills

€ s
0}

necessary to utilize this methdology. The‘analy;is suggests, therefore, that

-

-when the students expressed a desire to work toégther, to question what they
R were doing or to become restless or more ta}katiYé, h;.pecame dogm;tic and .

highly struct;red in his classes.' His inabilf{& to fi;d the appropriate

aaterials for the studerts further increaséd his aﬁxzety. H2 fluctugted be-

tween verbalizing a desire foE be;ng open and wanting the students ta learn

how to learn, and to lecturing them tc "get to work" and t:iinga "harc line"

about working in his classroom.

N N

Q 'y
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The need to sort out beliefs

. The d?ta indfbat that/Tate readily admitted, over lunch and in after
school meetings, that P S _Own eduéhtional needs th beiiefs were being sorted
out and that he was groping for how to inéerpret his teaching role. At one
point, shortly after the OEE began, he confessed to the observer that he

e

X
might be happier as a counselor working in a one-to-one relationship with

- ) sfudqnts. The analysis suggests strongly that Tate did not want to be authori-

tarian in his teaching role; however, hé did not know how tq structure his
classes so that he would not have to behave as a disciplinarian.

End of the ye;r-interviews indicate that Tate had not yet sorted out
his beliefs. On the one hand, he was a{sillusioned about the open =ducation
concept upon which the OEE was predicated; on the other hand, however, he was
even more further convinced that students should be involved in "active doing
projects" as opposed to the more conceptual work he had planned. According
to Tate, "we :should listen more to Piaget". (6/12) |

To summarize, the data analysis suggests that Carl Tate, the mathematics
teacher in the present study;chose to participate in the new program because he
was dissatisfied with his present teaching situation because he was not exper-
iencing success. He was unable to operationalize the Seliefs that he held
regarding the teaching/learning process and felt that the new program, with
peoplé of like minds and based on the philosophy that he belie;ed, would enable
him to begin again and practice the idea of students being engaged more fully
in their own learning. Although while not feeling\adequate in his present

" situation and seeing the OEE as the most viable alternative for him to follow,

we have also seen that he did feel and express some basic concerns about parti-
cipating in the program although these were, for the most part based upon his

inability to tzach a particular kind of content. 2

2 Of all the concerns expressed about Carl Tate by the Evaluation group,
his lack of ability in algebra and geometry was not one of them. In
the; long run, Tate's problems were more with process than content.

ERIC .. . 28
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According to Smith and Keith;
These factors (inexperience, true belief)
interacted to produce problems in the classroom
an¢ eroded some of the original confidence anld
enthusiasm; frustration, anxiety, and discouragement
increased. {p. 114)
The data analysis indicates that the same was true for C.rl Tate. Hdwever,
in spite of their frustration and discouragement, Smith and Keith indicate that”
the Kensington teachers still continued their faith in the basic principles
of the doctrine upon which Kensington was built. For Carl Tate this was only
partiy true. Although he still, as the end of the year interview demonstrates,
believed that students should be more involved in co;érete, active learning
(re: Piaget), he was not convinced that students could ** motiva:ed to engage
in that activity:
I can't say I am looking forward to next year..
we need kids who are motivated and spread it
to others. (Interview: 6/12)
The data analysis strorngly indicates that for Carl Tate, deciding to participate

in the new program had not been the answer to his problems.

Toni Beech: Victim-and Victimizer

'

Toni Beech, the science teacher, like Carl Tate, had been expgriencing
difficulties‘in her presentdteacﬁing situation. Although both teachers lacked
adequate preparation in their content areas, Beech's problems vis-a-vis her
subject mattér were by far the more severe.

The problem of poor subject preparation: Muddling through

Toni Beech had been trained as an elementary school physical education
teacher. Finding herself within a junior high school science department peopled
by teachers whose backgrounds were heavily science, she felt-out-of”plééé ;nd ill-
equipped to teach the subjects assigned to her. Three aspects of the job

were especially difficult due to her poor background: knowing whdt to teach,

Sorr




a3

28.

A2

___or the'content itself, the inability to utilize her preferred teaching

style bucause of her poor content wackground, and.a problem with curriculum

’

writing which appe;red to be an inevitable outgrowth of her lach of science

_ preparation. These three difficulties, in-turn, led to her virtual exclusion

“ .
by the science department as a member of the group.

Content and process problems

Toni Beech drew a cause and effect relationship between her lack of content
prepcration and the necéssity for her to lecture to qif students rather than

move freely among them, helping them with projects asvshe preferred. Further,

as she told the obser&er, her present students were unable (intellectually,

she inferred) to work individually. Therefore, she was looking forward to

becoming involved with the OEE where students "will want to work indiQidually."
~On March 6, ét her invitation, the observer visited Toni Beech's classroom.
The field notes confirm Beech's concern about poof subject matter preparation:

Toni sits at her desk to take attendance and go

over a puzzle she gave them yesterday. Five

students leave the room with permission to work

in the library. She indicates todays topic is

the digestive system and asks "how many of you

know what the digestive system is?" - seemingly
meaning, what is its function? She gets an answer

and then begins naming off the parts, stopping briefly
to ask if they know what the gastrointestinal tract
is..np answers. She tells them about the process of
"breaking down food"...only about four kids appear -
to be|paying attention. The rest are talking or
readi'g...now she is going into the respiratory system
and is side tracked (?) by a question about plants'
-breathing. Tells them Vitamin D comes from sunlight...

' she is now on pigmentation of skin and what sun does
. to Black people...now she switches to vitamins.

Frankly, I'm lost and from the looks on the kids'
faces 'they are too. It's a free ranging discussion
but somewhere a while back she left the digestive
systej and the rest of us... (Field notes: 3/6)




Not only was Toni Beech not prépared in her content area by formal
training. AF least in the lessons observed on March 6 she also was
unprepared for the classes she was teaching due to not doing her "homework."
She iﬁplied, in a March 4 interview, that she was forced to lecture because of
hér poor background, being unable to carry on a class discussion gégquately.
The March.6 field notes confirmed her inability to carry on a discussion adequately
in a given tepic in science; further, she chose on this day not to lecture thus
\drawiné attention to her excessively poor preparation, both the formal, academic
aépect and that of preparation for a particuiar day's lesson. However, although
she was the victim of a job assignment for which she had rot been adequately \
trained, her students were %ho victims of teaching which was inadequate and

often incorrect.

N .. Curriculum writing problems

Compounding her problems with teaching were the science depértment's

weekly m;etfngs which focused on the development of curriculum, In late

February Toni informed the observer that she was having problems with her depart-
ment ‘chairman, Mr. Brush, because she and her student‘curriculum helper were
having trouble writing curriculum. According to Toni Beech: 'He keeps rejeéfing
Evenything we turn in."

Although she was acutely aware of her poor preparation in science, talked
about it and lamented the difficulties she was experiencing because of it, !
nowhere in the data is there evidence that Toni Beeﬁh attempted to compensate
fur her poor backgr;und by extra preparation. Rather, the data anélysis suggests
that she complained while muddling through her classes and the curriculum
writing és well. Tﬁe decision to parﬁicipate in the new program appeared,

according to her comments, a way to improve on her present, difficult situation in

the science department.




®

Complic;Eing factors: making a difficult situation more difficult
.ﬁe-have suggested that Toni Beech chose to become involved in the new
program mainly ‘because she was experiencing severe difficultie; in her brecent
githation due to her lack of an adequate sciénge background. Not only did the iack
of a science background push her into the program, it also caused proble;s .
for her once she was in the new program. Several additional factors convgrged
to é;rther complicate the situation. )
. In the first place, Toni Beech was the only_science‘tea;her in the buildihg't~”

who hzd expressed interest in joining the new prog: am. As a result, the“Pianning
"Class ;tudents decided there was no poin¥ in interviewing her as they did with
the rest éf the teachers. Therefore, she-was not subjected to the questions

and discussions with the students which might have given her some insight and
information as to the expectations the students held for -the new program. She
was able, therefore; to plan her part in the program based on her own ideas
toéally. Those ideas, unfortunately, did not coinéide with th; plans of the
Planning Class.

: In the second piace, the "science curriculum student”, the Planning Class
studen£ whose task it was to convey to Toni the ideas the students had for
sciehte coursework in the new program, did NOT convey this information to her.
Instead in their meeting, she allowed Toni to'TELL her what she planngd to do
and then did not react in such a'way to indicate that these plans were not
compatible with those drawn up by the Planning Class students.

A third ‘problem was Toni Beech's lack of time and, possibly, commit-
ment, to the new program due to her family complications. , She was divorced
,nd attempting to raise a daughter alone. Major problems due to her daughter's
continuing bout of colds, flu and other illness were - further aggravated by

automobile prob}ems which forced her to arrive at school later than usual on

several occassions and leave meetings early on others.
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Finally, Ton{ Beech waseassigneé the room "down the hall and around
the corner" referred to earlier in the paper. This room became hers be-
cause it-contained counter tops and Qeter, two factors useful and, perhaps,
necess;ry,'for science teaching. However, the location of the room prevented

\ . her from interacting foutinely with other members of the team and prevented her .

£y -
I3

total involvement in the program.

In summary, Toni Beech decided to pa: .icipate in the OEE because of
probléJ; in her present teaching situation.” These problems were the resuit

= o _ of her inadequacy in the teaching of science. However, additional factors,

juEt mentioned, worked to make her entrance into the program di%fieult and to
2y

¥

prevent her effectiveness once the new program actually began.

"Bowing out gracefhll "

In early May Beth Prophet asked Toni Beech to leave the program at the

- end of the year. The June 9 interview with the observer conveyed Toni's

_reaction to this request:

) (I) didn't quite understand why Beth came
- in...didn't really understand I would be
going back to the regular program...Joannie ‘
(a friend) told me'to bow out gracefully... (Interview: 6/9/)

shortly after the program began in March, it became clear to the students, as
well as to Beth Prophet, that Toni Beech was experiencing trouble in her science
A

“classroom. Field notes from March 26 and March 29 illustrate that she was un-~

prepared to teach in the individualized manner which the students desired, that

e

et ————

she did not know how to develep the '"packets" which were expected by the majority
of the students and that, in addition, she had no time to prepare in order to keep

a step ahead of her students. Thc students themselves, in April, were criti-

o

cizing their science teacher because they were unable to obtain the help from 1

©-"7 7 "her they needed:

IR . That's one of our biggest problems...can't
) just "Go" chemistry..need someone who knows
something and Mrs. Beech doesn't, that's

- o for sure... (Field notes: 4/25) 3
' ’ |
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By the end of the year, although Toni Beech had agreed to leave the
" program, to "bowuout gracefuily", the field notes suggest she was exceedingly
bitter. The data suggest that she felt that she had entered the program with
a number of misconceptions:

I thought I'd get more self-directed kids...
s ‘the cream of the crop' (Interview: 6/9)

and fhat she had been left to survive on her own:

<

The whole year has been disgusting...these
PR kids seem more critical...when you do have
an idea no on »llows through. The OEE is
even worse that I had before..the admini-
stration basically dumps the téachers on their
own..those four days (of. team planning) were &
still distracted...not much help in resources...
which I could have seen some packets...I literally
: . went in blind. (Tbid.)
Although Beth Prophet, as team leader, wzs quite aware that Toni Beech
was experiencing problems getting organized and meeting the expectations of .
. the students who desired an individualized curriculum, her attempts to improve
the situation did little to actually help Toni. On the one hand, she spent
some time at a March after-school meeting talking about how she developed
v
vpackets"”. However, the data indicate that the following day Toni "informed
the observer that she =till did not understand the packet concept and her
students were still unhappy with the way she structured her assignmept.
On the other hand, however, Beth Prophet ''covered" for Toni rather than
!
stressing to Lenny Young that the science teacher was floundering and needed
more help than she could receive from her teammates. Although she did report
to Young that Toni was having problems, shc insisted that they should give the
science teacher more time, that she would work with her and that"certainly
things would improve". In essence, the team, but especially Beth, 'covered" .
for Toni until late April when student dissatisfaction became so great that Beth

indicated to Young that Toni would have to be removed and another science teacher

added to the team for the coming year. Rather than helping Toni Beech by her
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"protection"”, Beth's method of approaching the problem only served to aggravate
the situation. Conversations recorded by the observer throughout this time
period indicate that Bé;h felt torn in her desire to help Toni yet, at the same
time, concerned as to the type of education the students were receiQiﬁg in the
8. :nce classes. The situation clearly was difficult for all involved, inclu-
ding the students.
In addition, Toni Beech felt herself to be in a "no-win" or "*double bind"
situation:
" Team meetings were based on problems...not
HOW to-teach...(we) really should have gotten >
a plan..didn't enjoy my teaching role...looked
: . for things to do with the kids...didn't think
about getting help from the team because they
weren't in my field but the last place I™d go
"was the science department because that would
_have admitted failure. (Ibid.) "
Toni Beech did not know where to go for help. While feeling that the team
meetings should have becn more helpful, stressing how to teach rather than
spending time talking about students' problems, she made it clear in this
interview that she did not feel her teammates could help her because they were not
in her field. It is possible that her inability to "translate" BethiProphet's
concept of packets to her own field of science after the March meeting. reinforced
her feeling that she needed help from people in her own teaching field.
However; she was equally adament about not going to her own department for
help. Although she had approached her department chairman soon after the program
began for the loan of science materials® , he made it clear that anything she

borrowed would be quite temporary. Going back to her department for currictlum

help would have meant again admitting failure. This she was unwilling to do.

3 Although Beth had announced during the first day of planning that a
limited amount of money was available for resources, Toni Beech had
not requested materials for her classes. Therefore, she entered her
room on March 18 with no science materials and was forced to ask for
some on loan from the science department.
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In~summan¥, Toni Beech'; problems were e:treme. Although three of the
teachers eXperienced difficulty, only Toni's were severe enough to result in
her removal from the program. We have seen that she carried problems into the

. program with her which, when complicated by a number of factors after the 5

program started, made her survival nearly impossible.

School district "mistakes": The consequences

We have stressed through5ut this section on Toni Beech that she was employed *
by the Brookfield School System to teach a subjeét for which she was ohly
minimally qualified. Further complicating a difficult situation was the
decisi~.n of the Chuté administration to place her or allow her to join in an
innovative program where, on the on€é hand she would be free of the pressures
of the science department, but on the other, forced to utilize a subject matter
she did not possess to work individually with students. Lenny Young had
stressed that 'teachers who can grow with the program" were desired. It is
possible that he felt removing Beech from her presént pfessures would, indeed,
allow her to ''grow" as a teacher. Our data analysis suggests, however, that
Toni Bee;h was incapable of ''growing" because she simply did not kncw what she was
uwoing ;n the first place..

¥hile it is intriguing, at a theoretical level, to speculate about "school
district mistakes' - the employment and placement of teaching personnel in
positions for which they are not qualified and the resulting consequences of
such mistakes - the damage in most situations is likely to be severe. Not only
did Toni Beech leave the program embittéred; many OEE students indicated in their

June interviews that they felt an entire year of science had been wasted. Certain-

ly Brookfield is not the first nor the only school district to engage in such a

practice. The consequences of such'practices, however, are yet another part of

the unstudied lives of teachers in schools.
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Sam ﬁivers: 'Background of a true believer

While we have suggested that Carl Tate and Toni Beech decided to

participate in the OEE because they were attempting to "escape" situations -

in their present classrooms which were unpleasant or unrewarding, our analysis

of the data sﬁggests,that this was not the case with Sam Rivers. Rather, he

appears, at least in part, to exemplify the '"true believer' as described by

9

Hoffer (1951):

They must have the feeling that by the possession

of some potent doctrine, infallible leader or some
new techniques, they have access to a source of
irresistible power. They must also have an extrave-
gant conception of the prospects and potentialities
of the future. .Finally, they must be wholly ignor-
ant of the difficulties involved in their vast ’
undertaking. (p. 20)

According to Smith and Keith (1971):

True believers come for many reasons. Some seem

to have a relatively simple faith in working tow=rd

educational ideals that they hold sincerely and /
uncomplicatedly. Others perceive, quite clearly

and consciously, the possibilities of combining

their faith and their careers. Others seem to be

searching for identity and a positive self-concept,

as Klapp suggests. (p. 115)

The data suggest, that at varying times during the course of our study, Sam
Rivers decided to participate in the Optional Education Experience program

for all the reasons mentioned above by Smith and Keith.

"A simple faith"

Sam Rivers held an educational philosophy involving students and teachers
which he felt unable to practice effectively operating alone in his social
studies classroom. Over a beer one early February afternoon, Rivers spun out
his ideas for the OKE:

(I am) somewhat influenced by Skinner...there'c
a need to control the kids' environment...the
open :lassroom will set up an environment more

conducive to learning...(I am) concerned that
 kids are inconsistently treated during the

~ 3 »1-4




school day...(I) see things happening more

déliberately, more predictable...more probable

- . outcomes..better product. Teachérs need to S
! work together..need for a team approach...

(Informal conversation: 2/9)

// Lortie (1975) writes of the "autonomy-equality" rcle of teachers where -

preference js given for operating alone in one's own classroom, each teacher

3

b consid%ring himself the equal of his peers. Although Lortie found this ‘

pattern to be widespread among the teachers he studied, Sam Rivers verbalized

Just the oﬁposite position. In his view: /
/

- I like working with others..sharing and ’
planning. ‘The best ideas come from working . /
- with others...not that way in my department.
I felt constrained... (Ibid.) /
/

-
Rivers felt his entrance into the OEE would enable him to be part of a "team"
) /
effort to work more effectively with students. He was particularly concern#d
that teachers work together in order to plan a learning environment where

" gtudents would know what was expected of them (more predictable environment)

and would‘not have, for example, multiple homework assignments all at once:

. Teachers don't work together to assign.. ‘ _
5 unfair to students...need to work together... S
(Ibid)

Of all the teachers involved in the OEE, Sam Rivers was the most vocal
about working with others in the "sharing-planning'" process. At the March 5
Y

all day planning meeting he expressed sincere interest in shafing‘L book ordered

l

by Beth Prophet. Her suggestion that while she would use it for creative
" writing, he could use it for psychology topics appealed to hinf and they spent’
several minutes discussing how they might contruct "joint' assignments, '

On the afternoon of February 26 the four teachers toured the team area to

' determine room assignments. The two large rooms which were joining, separated

only'by a large.folding door, were selecte’ by Rivers and Beth Prophet, mainly
’ because they decided that their two subjects were appropriate for team assign-

ments as well as the sharing of films. Both were enthusiastic about the
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possibilities of working "p "joint' assignments although neither forced ‘the

- issue during the planning days to create any .pecific content areas which they

ligrt\teach or plan together. a4

. At a March 5 meeting when Carl Tate presented his "position' paper on
the OEE, Sam indicated his special approval of the statements which read:

There will be more personal interaction
between you, your fellow students and the
teacher... .
...more overlap between social studies,
Erglish, math and science...

- }

3

Heggzaffirmed his interest in teaming;hn terms of teaching and planning with
hi

olleagues although, again, making no attempt to work out any plans in

advance.

R SN

In summary, one of the major reasons given by Sam Rivers for bécoming'
involved in the Optional Education Experience was his desire to work with
o bpr.teachefs in a team situation, sharing the same students, ideas and planning

S

gether nore deliberately in order to provide a better education for the eighth

ninth graders with whom they would be workfng.

[l

¥

"Wantingﬁto be freer'"

\,‘ According to(Rivers, he was 'really intefested in change'. He wanted to

d o

imp;ove the edacationy of his-students as well as his own teacbing. Another
4

reason given for becoming involved in the OEE was that although he enjoyed his.
H > - -
present teaching situation he felt somewhat "constrained" by his departmental

colleagues and, especially, his department chairman regarding the content he
- was expected to teach. On Febryary 9 he stated to the observer:

Want to do more than under a particular
unit ...feel confined by having to do,
specific topics...want to be freer than

in a topic (unit) situation...I'll be freer
and happier...want to also improve kids’
reading scores and math skills... *

several days following his meeting with the two girls who represented the '"social

S

studies curriculum group’” of the Planning Class, Rivers commented to *he observer
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that he was "impressed with the quality of suggestions" they had given to him. He

k)

appeared particularly interested in their suggestions. for using simulation

”

games and value clarification activities, ideas that had originated from the

-
t

students who had been in a‘e previous year's se\;enth grade open educztion -team;
He mentioned tﬁat it ;as this sort of creativity that he had been missing within
~ his social studies department and whi8h had not been encouraged by the ebéirman.
;lihouéhf he stated, he was aware that some students (ninth graders, in particular)
needed to‘qpmplete topics such as the federal and state constitutions to graduate,
he was more inéﬂfested in encouraging thﬁﬂ to study topic; "they were interested
in", |
Although the‘daﬁa s?ggest that Rivers was very much aware, f-nm meeting

with the students, that they expeéted to study a vast number .of topics, selecting

: o)
those which were of interest to them, and that he¢ was supportive and enthusi..cic
. ~ : .

about working with students’.in such a mode, it does not indicate that Rivers,

at any time in any,of the meetingé of the team or with the o£server, <.ntioned

_ how he planned to operationalize such plans. \Although stressing the Aeed to
work together to improve students' reading and math scores an& skills and
requesting, at the February 26 team meeting that the team consider giving the
students prg-tests and post-tests to determine if those skills w;rc improved 1‘:?

He did not suggest a method as to how tﬁey-might : coced” . Exemplifying Hoffer's

"true believer", he appedred to simply believe that the tegchers working together

3

in a team approach, a term never défined, and engouraging students to study a

s

number of t.-ics, would produce the results’He desired. We suggest that he
v ; ‘ S

4 Although the teachers appeared to ( vince interest in Rivers' idea of pre ani
*  post tests, the.suggestion "died" after Carl Tate questioned the possibilityv.

of any measu:.ble change when they were working with the students for only K

one quarter.

Ay
-
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appeared to.hold a somewhat "extravagant conception' of what the teaghiers and

, /.
the new program would be able to do, while not being aware of the‘"difficulties
involved" in the process.

A belief i.. students' abilities

A further example of Rivers' somewhat "simple faith" in the power of' the new
program to effect change was his strong belief that students shiuld take more
initiative in their own work and that this should be a major tenet of the Op-
tional Education Experience program. On February 13 uc indicated to his team-
mate: that he liked "having students includel ir planning". Furtner, he indi-
cated that his administrative cvaluatien praised him because:

I encouraged kids...mentioned on my evaluation
as a positive thing... (Field notes: 2/5)

The field notes of March 18, the day the Optional Educ.’ion Experience
began,illustrate Sam Rivers' attempts to put his philosophy into practice:

When you come into this rooﬁ, what you do and
what you learn is decided by you...

and again on March 20 the field notes.capture his comments to the second peri 1

t

group:

For people in sociole7y...many have asked - what
would I-study? I brought a number of books which
begin wi i escription of sociology. Read and
see if it stimulate. your interest...

The data analysis suggests that
t /
abilities to direct cheir owr learning without reservation. Throughout the

Rivers held this faith in the students'
. /

February 21 afternoon meeting with students, he, alone, wasféhe teacher who
assumed a "moderate" staice in encour-gingthe teachers to allow the students
the freedom to move between rooms in the OEE area without:passes, to study in
the hallways and to leave the building on "outside projects'”. Rejecting the
proposed "structure” of thé program which Tate emphasized was necessary, Rivers
indicated that his pos.tionwasthat the students could handie the flexibiiity

of the program. .

41
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In summary, thr d.ta analysis sugpests that sam Rivers appeared to have

a "simple faith" that entrance into the new program would not only permit him
to improve the learning of students *irough working wikh his colleagues in

planning and having the freedom to teach what he wanted! it would also permit
the students to take more opportunities in initiating their own learning and,

that further, th?y would be able to handle the freedem which they would be

~iven, How this all Jwould be accomplished was a question he did not ask.

"Furthering his carcer" The teacher as politiciéh

Alfhough. :;'we h: suggested, Sam Rivers appeared to earnestly believe
in the philosophy he expc .led to his colleagues, he also was keenly aware that
he had been "tapped” by the administration to be the social studies teacher in the
new prograr. He indicated to the observer and Beth Prophet at the February 9
informal meeting that both Boone and Young had informed him that he w;s their
vchoice' for the program over several other social studies teachers who had indi-
cated interest in the program at the social studies curriculum meeting. Thev
had approached him to ask him not *+o vwithdraw" his indication of interest
because they felt he was the best of the candidates in that area. Further, as
we have already indicated, he stated in the February 5 meeting that his admini-
strative evaluation had beer positive and had encouraged him to concinue his
~ethod of working ‘ith students.

Rivers had indicated in his February 9 meeting with the observer that he
nfelt constrained in the social studies department” and that hi; department
chairman viewed him as "a rebel”. He stated that he had been impressed with
Lenﬁy Young's enthusiasm for the program when the two students and Young had

visited the sccial studies curriculum meeting; hqwever, his departmental collea-

gues had suggested that Young's feelirgs ‘wera obviously rpolitically expedient”

¢ ¢ to the pressure exerted by parents and students over the summer. While
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- admitting that he was awareﬁgﬁ this possibility, Rivers indicated that he wanted to
become involved inrfﬁe ﬁew program because he "believeh in change" and because

3 he felt it was supported by the administration. At a later date he stated.
somewhat ruefully, that Young had even implied that "extra time would be given
for planning.'; »

An interesting possibility, suggested by the data analysis, éupports our
contention that Rivers was engaged in "furthering his career" by ent:ring the
Optional Education Experience Program. Sa$ Rivers was running for office in
the Brookfield Téachers' A;gociatig? at!th% time the teachers were selected
for the new proéram; 'He was unable to staf for the entire February 5 meeting
because h attended a district-wide meeéing of that organization to give a speech
accepting his nomination as presidentielect.- In early March he was selected
president of the organizafion and becam; immediately involved in the problems

. of salary negoutiation and the district tax campaign. Leaving his room for

phone calls and attending meetings was possibie because other teachers in the

team, at least those adjacent to him, copld "cover' his room for short periods of

time. A further factor. which prevented his classes from being totally disrupted
//’1— as he engaged in his political pursuits was the presence of several student\
teachers wtho could "carry on" undér the guidance of Beth Prophet when he was\\
engaged in school district business. It is interesting to speculate if the |
' flexibility for him to carry out his presidential duties would have been possible
had he been in a somewhat more traditional, autonomous classroom. In essence,
Rivers appeared to find his presence in the 0EE mure advantageous both to his

career as a teacher in the building and in the district at large.

A "con artist" or "searching for a teaching identity"?

Interviews with students on April 5 indicate the following comments on /'

Rivers' teaching:

In social studies (he) says...you've got your
topic, go study it...That's too broad...
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We get to make choices-do things on our
own...there's much freedom (within a
g content area) but also a problem of knowing

. ‘ what to do...it took me over a week in social...
e ' (Student Interviews: 4/5)
¥ Although Sam Rivers held an educational philosophy to which he expressed
strong commitment, he appeared unable to operationalize it once the OEE became
a reality. In spite of verbalizing the desire to provide a more "oredictable

environment" for the student, in reality he created a situation in his

classroom where the students were confused because he gave them too much

initiative or freedom without any direction.

. colleague who was spending time in the Chute building on another assign-
ment and with whom the observer, one day, discussed Rivers' obvious difficulties
in the classroom, suggested that Rivers was, in reality, A "con-artist",
;conning" not only the adminisfration and Beth Prophet with his continual pro-
nouncements of how he wanted to work with studernts, but also himself. Support
for this theory.is certairly available in the data. Throughout the period of
the OEE he appeared to b= expourding on the desire to give students freedom and
allow them to dcvelop their own interest, while not actively working to improve
hir method of interacting with them. In mid March he asked his students to
list the "huris® and the "hLelps" operating in the OEE. When the list stressed
that “'students need more concrete help" and that '"some teachers won't give help
‘and kids have to do it themselves" he confided to the observer that he was éware
of‘this situation. However, the data indicate that he did not, after the list
Awas discussed, change his behavior nor did he appear to spend time attempting to
d;V=1op alternative teaching methods to work with his students, although one

of his student teachers began, at that point, to develop learning packets and
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spent after-school time with Beth Prophet learning how to write objectives and
activities for these tegching methods.

/ It is possible that Sam Rivers vas "conning& the participants in the
program, and himself as well. Although verbalizing profoundly an individualized °
philosophy for students and acknowledging, further, that students were having
problems- in operationalizing the phif;sophy by themselves; he seemingly made

7no attempt to change. Further, he allowedhis student teacher to, essentially,
"do the work'". He spent a great deal of time out of his classroom on district
teacher association business as opposed to being in the team area with his
students and colleagues. While talking a "good game', he appeared to be less
than willing to expend the energy ne&essary to do an effective job. ’

On the other hand, it is possible that Sam Rivers was honestly searching
for his own "teachiné identity', for the way to operationalize his philosophy.
Although he had taught for five years, and had even spent a year at the univer-

_8ity in curriculum development, it is possible t.o sugpest, vased on wha* he
said as well as his inability to operate effectively,that he was unable tc S

~operationalize his philosophy because he did not know how. In an end of the year

interview with the observer, Rivers commented:

(I should have) exercised more leadership with
the kids in the early stages...it would have
been possible then though at some point the
idea of individual kids pursuing their own
interests made it difficult to exercise a role
as a leader...sorry I didn't have more time to
develop packets...feel positive about thenm...
for the kids least able, to be able to give
them something and say, try this...my packets
will be terrific next year... (Tnterview: 6/6 )

The differences between Sam Rivers, Carl Tate,and Toni Beech, at the end of
the year are striking. Rivers appears to exemplify the ''true believer" teachers
described by Smith and Keith in that he was waiting for "next‘&ear" and did not

allow his frustrations and disappointments to interfere with his commitment to

=
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the beliefs he held for the program. However, as we have attempted to
suggest, wrapping sém Rivers up into a neatly tied’péckage which reads
/
"true believer' based on a "simple faith' in the philoscvphy of the program

is likely to explain his behavior and words only partially. More than the

other teachers who became involved in the Optional Education Experience,

4/Rivers exemplifys the complexity of the decigion_making process when ' teachers

elect to become involved in new, possibly better and certainly unknown en-
‘deavors. I : | \

Beth Prophet! teacher and team leader: Getting Vsucked" in

of the four‘téachers involved in the new program, Beth Prophet was the
one who was best able tc implement Her own philosophy. Prior to becoming
involvéd in the Pianning Class, Prophet had not only beli;ved in encouraging
students to learn at theif own pace ;;d select tné topics they desired to
study. .She also had been teaching in this mode in her‘qwn classroom. Becoming
involved in the Optional Education Experience was, for Beth, simply an extension
of what sﬂg was already doing. Further, by her position as Planning Class
teacher, she was able to shape the expectations of the 26 students to the model she
intended to utilize. While the data indicate that the "shaping" was not made

explicit, not even to herself, it occurred nonetheless.

Knowing how to do "it": teaching

Because she had been teaching in this mode, both in her English classes
and, to a degree, in the Planning Cla;s, she had thougﬁt through her philosophy
of "students working independently' and "operating at their own pace'". There-
fore, she was able, during the beginning days of the prog,am, to work activelv with

her students to implement the mode.

In addition, of all the teachers in the OEE, the students recognized that
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.Beth Prophet "could do ff?%‘ Informal interviews illustrate their satisfaction
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I like English really well(.:no one can get .
started in science or social studies but “ K
that's not a problem in English...” . -

Lo z. 4

Teachers hat alot of responsibility pushed, ]

- ' -
. off on them... Ms. Prophet knows how to do " -- =
it... U
Ms. Prophet gives the most guidance... .~ wf ,,ilgt;’
(Informal Interviews: 4/5) . e o =
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To- the \students, then, knowing how to ''do it' consisted oﬁ“ 1) he1p1ng studénts \

get started 2) giving guidance, 3) having materials ava;lable for them to E
choo. from. The learning packets which Beth Prophet had devéloped ﬁn her Englli?
classes, which she had discussed with the Plann1ng class. and wh1ch becamé 'ur£1-
mately, the mode of teaching which the students generally came to expect in the.
program, appeared to fullfill the students' conception éf "it.' Further, Beth

Prophet's own classroom behavior of constantly checking and supporting students

as they worked singly or in groups on the packet materials supported their )

. feeling that she "gives guidance' and knowsshéw "to do it."

A problem of roles: Team leader

-

Beth's decision to participate in both the Planning Class and then the
OEE was, in terms of her instructional réle, a cdmfortable one. Unlike Tate
and Beech, she was satisfied with her position as an English ‘teacher; however,
when the opportunity presented itself‘of e#£ending her ideal model to an entire
program she felt the challenge to become involved. And like Sam Rivers, although
not really dissatisfied with her teaching, Beth, in a nuALér of conversations with
the oﬁgerver, séated that she felt little support in the Fnglish department
for "opening up" her classes and felt ghe could probably do a better job with
sfudents if she could operate totally as she wanted and with the support of the

administration. Essentially, therefore, her instructional role was much the

same as h~fore. She was comfortable in it and performed it well. She was

4
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reinforced by the stud;nts, especially in contrast to the groping of her colleagues.
The cons~quences of her decision to participate were positive and reinforcing
for she easily and best exemplified what the OEE seemed tg be all about.
However, in her role as team leader, Beth Prophet was less successful. On
Februa;y 7 the summary notes include fhe following item:
Beth informed me that she has been designated
team leader by Lenny (last week sometime) and

the role a~parently bothers her a great deal...
: . (Summary notes: 2/7)

The concept‘of ;éﬁéfieader was new at Chute. Although ;11 departments in
the schoéﬂ had departm;ﬂ;al chairmen with one releas;d period for .ordering
/7 -lter1a15\ e&?1pmcnt and other adm1n1strat1ve work, ihize was no role description
- existent for Béth Prophetrs posxtioﬁ As the only interdepartmental vteaching B
tean” in the sch#gl and the dq}yntegchebs who did not have a puilt-in planning
period, the depértmental fbrhat did not "fit" the OEE nor did the concept ofA

0 As we have indicated, Lenny Young,win an off-handed way, early in February,
j

’ v

informed Beth that she would serve in the team leader capacity for the new
program. Although Betﬁ'ua no doubt a "naturé}f to become team leader because
of her work in the Planning\Class and her-knowledg;”;f the program, the teachers,
at their February 13 planni /ﬁeeting,‘diﬁ not know thaﬂione*of them had
. been given the position. Indged, Cazl Tate-in his June 1ntegy{ew informed
the observer that he had rot known for several weeks thq;/{/;y even had a
team leader. ; .
The selection ofﬂgggbdgrophet‘ii’fﬁaﬁ"f@adq? by the_ school administrgﬁion
was probably a "natural decision" because sf her erk with the Planning Class
students. It is unlikely that Lenny Young or John Rpone even considered any

Ve
of the other three teachers for the position. However, school district admini-

/Aitrators have been kncwn to make inappropriate personnel decision. A decision
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which would sgem."natural", "logical” or "expected” (ie. the employment

of an acting principalfof a building to be principal, the stepping 'up"

of an assistant superintendent to the suéerintendency) may be the most

e;pedient or natural, but not in'the long run the most effective or re-

sp;nsible decision. In the selection-of Beth as team leader, the decision appeared
to be based upon her position as the person who "knew" most about the development
of the program and not upon a careful consideration of the needs of the position

or éhe skills necessary to operate effectivcly. Yet from the point of view

of everyone involved in the program, including the teachers, the &;gésion was
unguestionably the expected or natural one for the administration to make.

However, Besp Préphet's desire to participate in the position of team iea?er
had not been considered. Especially in the weeks prior to the openiﬁg of the
program in March, she was ambivalent about serving in the leadership role. While'
secognizing that she was, perhaps, the most logical person to head the group,
as she was also the most informed about the directions.in which the'Planning'

Class had been moving, she was uncomfortable about being placed in a position where-
she was expected to assume a leadership capacity vis-a-vis her peers. Having

had no experience in such a position and not fully understanding what was ex-

pected of the job, she was uncomfortable and unsure of Herself in the role.

The Decision to Participate and to Produce: 4

A Reconsideration of Tw6 Theories

A Theory of Motivation to Participate

According io March and Simon, each participant in an organization receives
inducements (payments in return for which he ﬁakcs contributions to the organi-
zatiOn) 48 long as the payments he receives are as great or greater, based on
his value system, than his contributions, he will continue participating in the

organization and remain satisfied, or at least neutral. However, when the

43.
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_participant feels he is receiving less from the organization, again, based on \\
- his oﬁﬂ value system, than he is contributing, he is lékely to be;ome dissatis- \\\\\
fied. According to March and Simon, the more dissatisfied the participant
feels, the more likely is his engaging in search behavior for a more satis-
factory situation. The authors emphasize that the primary factor {nfluencing U
employee motivation to remain in his present situation is his satisfaction with
his job. In addition, March and Simon specify that the participant’s perception
of avaiiable alternatives to his present job is crucial. Although dissatisfac~
N tion is a cue for search behavior and a dissatisfied participant will look for

©

available alternatives, if there are few or no such alternatives to this present

situation and the search fails, gradually his aépiration level to leave is
.reviscd downward. The fewer the alternatives for leaving, therefore, the more
rapid the adjustment to the present situation.

According to our data analysis, the decision of the four teachers in our

case study to i.ave théir present situations for the new program supports at
least in part the Simon-Barnard theory. In the preceding section we supgested
that at least two of the teachers in the study, Tate and Beech, were highly
dissatisfied with their bresent situation. Both felt, they stated, that they were
giving far more to the organization (Soth the classroom and the school) than they

, were receiving in payments from the students, from their departmental colleagues,
. PN
and from the administration. To them, payments were signified by 'feedback,"

verbal support, a feeling of being vsuccessful" in the classroom. According

. to Tate, for ekample:
! Maybe we should go ahead and just make it work.
We can't lose no matter what happens. With the
time and energy I put in now with no feedback,
anything is better. (Field notes, 2/5)

And Toni Beech complained, at the same meeting:

The administration doesn't support you. It's
as if you're fighting someone. When I came
here I was told Brookfield was different,

but it's not. (Field notes, 2/5)

ERIC ’ 3P
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Therefore, not only were Tate and Beech dissa?isfied with their present job.
As the theory suggests, because an available opportunity existed in entering
the Optional Education Experience, they were able to leave their dissatisfying
situations for one which appeared to offer nore satisfaction.

While Tate and Besch appear to be examples of orgamizational participants
whose dissatisfaction clearly outbalanced their satisfaction, hitting the 'zero
point” on the satisfaction scale, Sam Rivers and Beth Prophet represent partici- -
pants who, whilé not necessarily dissatisfied with their present position, ‘
were not necessarily enthpsiastic'about_it either. They represent what March -

and Simon call the “zero point" on the inducement-contribution - utility scale,

\\\the point where the individual is indifferent to leaving the organization. -

\hgwever, as March and Simon indicate:
\ Roughly speaking, only the desire to move
\ enters into judgements of satisfaction;
desire to move plus the perceived ease

. of movement enters into the inducement -
contribution utility measure. (p.” 86)
We saw in the previous section, that not only was the OEE (and the Planning Class
for Pfophet) available as an alternative, but alsc for both Rivers and Prophet
the ease of movement was simplified and encouraged by the administration.
Sam Rivers was told by both Boone and Young that they wanted him in Ehe~ﬁfogram.
Beth Prophet was selected by Young to be the Planning Class teacher and tﬁen,
later, as team leader. Therefore, while not necessarily searching for alterna-
tives to their present position because they were highly dissatisfied, both
were encouraged and solicited to become involved by the administration when they
expressed interest in the new program.

The theorv is even more specificy however, about the factors which affect

&

an individual's satisfaction or disatisfaction with his job and encourage his

search behavior. According to March and Simon:
!
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Three types of evaluation of one's self are
mentioned as significant: estimates of one's
' independence, estimates of one’s worth and
estimates of one's specialized coupetence or
interest. (p. 95)

While each of these factors are more or less significant fb each of. the fou;
» case studies, several are significant enough to be singled Qut for brief
discussion. _‘ ;
Béth Sam RiJ;rs and Beth Prophet support the notion that their "indepen-

dence" was a factor in deciding to p;rticipate in the OEE. Sam talked about

Y

wanting to be "freer' than he was in having to teach specific topibglor units
*n the social studies department. He mentioned that he was characterized as
a "rebel." BothRivers and Prophet mentioned that their'department chairmen,

-

as yell as departmental-colleagues did not "'approve” of their teaching methods;
in Sam's c;se, being supportive of students, and in Prophet's cage, in "opening !
up her classroom" and using learning packets to individgalize instruction. Both
appeared to bélieve that they would have more independence in the-new program.
Both Rivers and Prophet, in addition, were interested in giving students
g~re initiative. Pr?phet, in particular, felt competent in teaching in a
style not approved by he; English colleagues. Rivers, although verbalizing a
Pelief in encouraging students to do more on their own had not taken the step
in his own classroom.. Both, however, stressed the desire for more indepéndence
and to teach according.to their own area of interest or in a manner they felt
most competent.
Neither Carl Tate nor Ton Beech were felt by their departments to be
) ' particularly competent for their positions. Toni Beech, in pa:ricular, we have ]
seen, continually felt "put down" by her department chairman for her inability
to effectively work in the science area. In addition, both felt they could do
; a better job in a different situation. The data sugpest that their sense of

ngelf worth," to use a March and Simon concept, had been lowered in their present

A Y
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~mefits of curriculum writing (as well as lecturing) were uncomfortable. For
.o

positions. They felt a strong need, therefore, to improve their image as a

teacher to themselves, to their colleagues and to the administration of the

building. )
. . ; >
March and Simon further state that the more predicteble the "instrumental
- ‘ - L - B
relationships on the job the higher the level of satisfaction.” A.though g

Samr Rivers, more than the ot@er three tegchers, verbalized a desire for
"predictability' and "more probable outcomes," the data analysis supports the
contention that each téacher, in joining the program, hoped that he would be
able to teach according to his own philOSOPby and‘that the program would

be organizedqmore along the lines of what he believed. Allc;ppearéd to

desirg a part in structuring the program and the curriculum so that ther ‘
program would be both predictéble and undefstandable.

"The greater the compatibili%y of work ;equiremen£s with the ;eqﬁipements
of other roles" as well as '"work time patterns" and the !"smaller the,size of )
the work group" are alsc suggested by March and Simon as factors in the satisfac-
tion or dissatisfaction of organizational participants. We have seen:tha? Ton{
Beech was incapable of writing effective science ¢urriculum, at least.gcgordiqg
to her science depjrtment chairman. By deciding to leave the science depart-

ment and participate in the OEE, she would not, she thought, be writing

curriculum for her colleagues to approve or disapprove. For her, the require-

- a

Id

Carl Tate and Sam Rivers, %eing able tc participate in a team, a small group
of individualg working with the same groué of students, towards similargoals,
was pr;ferable to being in a large department where each person seemingly went
their own way.

However, of the three factors just mcntioned, while the analysis suégests

that the "size of the group" and the "compatibility of work requirements' were
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: ) 7 considered important to the teachers, the concept of the 'greate~ congruence of
" worﬁ time patté?ns".appeared significant only to Sam Rivers. Each of thz
A teaéhers entered the program believing he woulé have released ti;e to plan,
both béfore the program’ﬁegan and during theiimplementation period itself. We
‘have quoted Sam Rivers as indicating that Lenny Young had made a point of‘

.. " stressing that idea in the social studies departméntal meeting. Even after the

o~ February 7 meeting when it became evident that there would be no built-in : ¢
planning periods, however, r.ne of the teachers appeared to realize that an:

jncreased work load and far longer hours would be necessary to create and implement

A

the program. Our data suggest that other factors, already cited, were far more
important to the teachers who virtually ignored the, possibility that their

present teaching positions might, in the long run, entail less actual work than .
\ +
being in the OEE. ° \

For Toni Beech, not only was tgkpe a '"lack of ccmpatibilify of work require- |
nents& with her other rcles; she also\felt that sher department chaigman‘bver-?
supervised her and allowed her little flexibility to teach as she felt com-
fortable. According to March and éimon:

The greater the coné&stency of sup:rvisory practices
with employee independence, the less the conflict
between job chégacteristics and individualrself
interest. For example, if an individual desires
greater independence in decision-making, and
supervisory practices are more authoritarian, the-
greater the pressure to withdraw. (p. 84)

Deciding totparticipate in the OEE permitted Toni Beech to escape a departmental

situation where she clearly felt she was not wanted, where she felc little

-4

freedom, little support, and where ﬁny chairman apparently kept close watch

A

on what she was doing. Making the decision to withuraw was not. a difficult




Further: ! ‘
The greater the irdividual's participation in

\ the job assignment the less the conflict be-

\ X tween thz job and the self image. An indaivi-

- dual assigned according to personal preference,

e \ for example, will have a more favorable induce-

SNel . T ment-contribution balance than an employee not

/ so assigned. (p. 95)

\

We nav- indicated that Toni Be ~h was not teaching a subject in which she
was qualified. Had she the job assignmenthshe desired, it would have been in L
the area of physical education, not science. By electiné to participate in the

new program, she was exercising more control over her own teaching destiny,

although still not in her preferred content area. While she wo- . still be

teaching science, it 1s true, the data suggest that she anticipated that she

would be able to teach the subject "her way," a way that was more conducive
to her own self-image and her limitations in the area of subject matter.

The factor of the individual (teacher) participating in his own job assignment //
influenced not only Toni Beech in her decision to participateL It was, perhaps,
at the heart of the decision made by each of the four teachers. The analysis
suggests that\each of the four teachers held an image of himself as '"teache
In their "reg&iar” classrooms each had been assigned a certain number of
classes, students and subjects te teach. °A; in the case with mort schools, they
had been p 1iced to fill the school's needs, not their own. Whether or not they
were teaching the particular subjects ;;\;Eﬁdents they desired was not a que..tion
in which they played a part in decidinéfmwg; opting into the new program each of
these teachers, the data suggest, was conf. >.t he would be in a job assigament by

virtue of his own choice and that the assignment was also more congruent with

his own image of himss1f as a teacher.

Finally. at the time each of “he four teachers initially made the decision

1 ERIC | -9
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..to‘pnrticipate in the new program, he assumed the administration was in support
of the plan. There was . certain s*atu * »eing involved in something new
and different. Sam Rivers indicated he believed in charge while Beth Prophet and
Carl Tate believed that eighth and ninth graders should have options to the
traditional program. Being involved in an inrovation in which they believed
philosophically appeared to give the OEE status in their eyes. Even after the
February 5 meeting when all the teachers became acutely aware that the program
xas not being supported by the administration, their own belief that they were
creating a better program for students made their entrance into the new program
more rewarding, af\least for them as teachers, than remaining in their presert
position. e\\\§jf

In summary, our analysis of the four OEE teachers' decisions to participate
supports, to a large degree, the Barnard/Simon theory on the decision to parti-
cipate in an organization. For each of the teachers, entrance into the progranm
either appeared to reduce the dissatisfaction felt with their existing circum-
stances or, as in the cases of Rivers and "rophet, the availability of the
program in addition to the ease of ente- .ng encouraged their decision to
participate even though they were not experiencing the severe dissatisfaction ‘
felt by the other two: In addition, the analysis indicates that each of the
four teachers held a view of himself (his self-characterization) which, under
his earlier, unsatisfactory position, was discordant with his ‘deal view. Self-
worth, independence, com*gterce. satisfactory relationships on the job,
.congruity with other role; in their '‘v:s, and participation in the SCICCtiOA of
one's own position all were factors of greater or lesser degree for each of

the four teachers as they considered whether or not to participate in the

new program.

\

As stated earlier in this section, March and Simon suggest that, if




alternativéé for movement are not easily available, and if the participant
is dissatisfied, he is likely to eventually and then more rapidly, with
dwindling alternatives, revise his aspirations for departure downward. March
and Simon suggest that the participant will then "adjust" to the unsatisfactory
situation. Both Tate and Rivers elected to remain in the OEE for the 1971-72
year rather than return to the "traditional' classroom even though the OEE
'g£9ved unsatisfactory, especially for Tate, the mathematics teacher. In the case
of Tate there was 1 a+ly no other alternative, other éhan going back to his
previous situation. Searching for another position in another school district
would have been difficult as he had not completed teachirg certification
requirements. Further, the time and energy needed to look for another job
were not present during the spring when most teaching positions become available.
The alternatives for leaving, therefore, were limited. Thus, the decision
to remain was made:and, if the March and Simon thecory is correct, Tate, especiallyv,
was forced to revise his aspirations downward and adjust to remaining in the OCE.
Because the observer left‘the field at the close of the school year, data on
Tate the following tgrm is unavailable.
The nature and prqblems of this adjustment, however, are not dealt with
clearly by March and Simon. The motivacions and problems of the participant
who is forced to remain in a position should certainly ba considered in the
study of the participation of people in organizations. It is\likely that
many teachers, today especially, with a limited job market, do\not have the
option or alternative of leaving an unsatisfactory situation, at least as
freely as in previous years. How they adjust and how effectively they sub-
sequently participate in the organization as well as how they feel about their
jobs when they must remain in them are questions in need for fur “er study.
Although March aad Simon do not deal directly with the problem of adjustment

for the individual who must remain within an unsatistactory situation, their




discussion on the motivation to produce within an organization does offer some

clues into the factors which influence the organizational participant to work

or produce within that organization. While our present analysis involves
participants in their first experience within a new program, prior to any
indication that they might want to leave but find their exit impossible, it

is possible that an analysis of the factors which influence a participant

to produce, or not produce, might offer some ideas as to how the participant must
r"adjust'" or work once he finds his exit from the organization blocked. Although
the topic is beyond thz scope of “he present study, it appears important enough

to warrant future research.

The Mctivation to Produce

Having made the decision to participate in the development of the Optional
Education Experience in spiteof obvious odds against its succest, the four
teachers actually operated or produced in the program quite differently. The
data suggest that the motivation to produce within the program by each of the
teachers, in addition, was influenced by a variety of factors. Although March
and Simon discuss the theory of influence and the motivation to produce exten-
sively, we have elected to isolate those factors of the discussion most relevant
to our case study.

March and Simon suggest that a number of "cues" may influence the behavior
alternatives of an organizational participant in his decision to produce on
the job. We have already indicated that outside alternatives to their present
situation, other than going back to the '"traditional" classroom,did not exist
for the four .eachers in the study. However, we do have data which suggest
that ""outside the organizatioﬁ" factors ma- e influenced the four teachers

\
in how or how much they participate or produced in the new program. Sam

Rivers' participation in the teacher politics, for example, quite likely took

time away from attendance at meetings of the team as well as from his classrcom

o8
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preparation. Carl Tate's coursework at City College reinforced his ideas

~-' on innovation and individualization of instruction even while he was

.e¥pcriencing difficuities with discipline. In the former case, the "outside

the organization" factor quite likely influenced how much Rivers produced

}n.the program. In the latter, it is possible that how Tate produced was
infiuenoed in that he was encouraged to keep innovating although lifficulties
with his students were almost overwheiming. In the case of Toni Beeck, altnough
our data are limited, it is likely that her concerns as a single parent which

forced her to miss meetings, arrive at school late and leave early, influenced

both the how and how much she produded within the OEE. Similarly, Beth Prophet's

e )

extra time for the innovation was quite likely made possible because her
husband was in law school and seldom at home, enabling her to spend atypical
amounts of time in scncol. The data suggest, therefore, that ''outside the
organization" factors quite likely influenced each teacher's motivation to
produce or work within the new program, at least in part.5

Maich and Simon also suggest thut ''cues from the formal organizational
hierarchy" may also influence the behavior alternatives of an organizational
participant in his decision to produce on the job. We have seen that both
Carl Tate and even Sam Rivers felt subported by the building administrators in
their entrance into the new program. It is possible that this 'cue' may have
influenced Tate to remain with the job and keep working even while experiencing
severe difficulties due to his inexperience and lack of skills. Had he not
telt at least somewhat cupported, even though the support was stated prior to

the begini..ng of the program, it is unlikely that he could have survived given

5 The effect of irfluence of t=achers' lives, both inside and outside
the class: om and school organization upon their teaching is an un-
studied problem in necd of futurc study.




his problems and the. strongly negative reactions felt by the students to his
teaching and discipline policies.

Cues from the formal organizational hierarchy (i.e., her department
_— dha;rman) influenced Toni Beech in her decision to leave her regular classroom

e < .
; and‘enter the OEE. There, she hoped, close supervision of her teaching and
cur;iculum w;}fiﬁg would not be present. However, as the June interview data
. o iﬁé;cetés, Beech felt that Beth Prophct also oversupervised her by often walking
{é;;nd'out of the science classroom. The analysis suggests that this cue,
‘_as it had in her previous situation, led to dissatisfaction on the job and

poss{biy to an unwillingness to produce and perform effectively in her classroom.

- _ The data suggsst that the icrmal organizational hierarchy (i.e., Young

and Boone) in actuality spent little time once the prognam was under way (or
even before) talking with or obhserving the teache;s in the OEE. The teackers
were more or less ieft alone t do their "thing" and the few reinforcing pat:
which were received were in passing — in the halls or in the offige as the —
teachers happened hy. It appeared to the observer that these cues served main-
ly to reinforce behaviors which kept the program and the students oﬂt of the
administrators’' hair. The cues were not specific enough nor frequeﬁt enough
to influence how any of the teachers might produce or behave within the new
program. Instead, the cues, particularly the verbal ones, appeared directed
toward encouraging the teachers to keep doing what they were and not rock the
boat. "

Innovative behavior, therefore, was rot ‘rewarded" by the building admini-
strators. In fact, as we have suggested, just the opposite might be inferred. As
we have seer although the principal and his assistant seemingly wanted the new

program, they were unwilling to free up the resources to insure programmatic /)

/
/

success. Further, by their inattention to the program they eppeared to suggest
/

that they really did not care how innovative it was, just as long as thcy‘ g

/

weren't bothered by it. March and Simon suggest that rewards may encourage/an

LRIC60

organizational participant to produce, particularly if the reward is tiqé1directi&'
4‘I. .




/40 the innovation. &here were few, if any, rewa£d§ for the teachers parti-
cipating in the Optional Education Experience -- no released time, no

axtra resources, no outsice administrative help for curriculum devé¢lopment nor,
ag guggested by March and Simon, no added incentive for overtime work. The

teachers' decisions to produce within the new program, therefore, were not based

on tangible rewards received. Instead, the data might lead us toxsuggesflx‘z«’_'J/ ;
that the lack of réwards and administrative interest might‘have influenced //
at least several >f the teachers to produce even 1e§§‘tﬁan they might have ’
even after they made the decis.on to enter the newﬁprogram. 1ori Beech, in

~ et
her June interview, -ferred as much when she indicéfeﬂ-thgg sre had been ‘v;é’ﬂl

under the impression that she would be working with especially able and:moti-’
vated students but found otherwise. Her reacticn was that she had been cheated

and given incorrect information.

T .rhaps the factor upon which March and Simon concentrate most heavily .s

a

the influence of the work group upon the individual's decision to prqducéf:”ﬁob»ﬂﬁ"ﬁ

s

only does the group influrnce the worker's choice of behav?of,'aicéfnatives as

he decides how or whethes to produce in an organization or program. According

P

I

tc the authors, as the worker considers the consequences of the beiavior. {s) .

-

he has chosen, the effects of group pressurééa(standardé, norms) quité heavily -
; i ’

determine productivity decisions. Finally, the goals of the individual, and

/ ""a
particularly his need to identify with his group are discussed by the authoss R
as crucial to the decision to produce. Therefore, while March and Simon deal

with a variety of cues which lead the worker to determine hisﬁbehavior alter-

natives, and also which affect his goals on the._job, - they most heavily'emphasllé

1

the effect the work group within the organizatioh has on the organizationaf

participant's motivation to produce.

We have quoted the authors as believing that:
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Humans, in contrast to machine, evalua.e their
own pos tions in relation to the value of others
and co 2 to accept others' goals as their awn.
(p. 65)

ﬂhgyrsuggest ‘thereforé that the 1nd1V1dua1 s relationship to the group

S -
- affects«h1s tendenéy te grojuce within the organzation or progran. The perceived
F
ﬂJ'{ﬂ prdﬁtlge/of thejgroup, the extent to which goals are perceived as shared,

PR 3

‘*'/the frequency of. the 1nterac+ ‘on among the individual and the group, the number
"\1

\ ; of peeds of the 1nd1v1dua1 satisfied by the group and the amount of competition
L )." fomn

2 among membersmof the group are all suggested as factors which will affect the

N ﬂﬂ,ﬁ_#1q§1v1dua1’s»ﬁfoduction as he works within the group.

S
N1 »
o

QIWE / “’; Inﬂﬂarch and Simon's terms, the OEE teachers, at least at the beginning

‘\; of the brogram, dxd not effectively constitute a group. Prior to beginning the

- //

AN new‘program, the teachers met together as a group a total of six‘times, two of
'«thiéﬁ were for peéiods of less than two hours. Although the other four sessions
we?e for the,enti;e day, the time wés interrupted by guest speakers, meetings

1Ywith students,‘;nd the necessity to handle a multitude of '"niity gritty" de-
tai.~. The four teachers did not have the time or oppurtunity to form into a
cohesive group, one which developed and operated with its own norms and stan-

"EZ;ES. According to thc : thors, 'the more cohesive the group the more willing
the group members are to mai - demands upun the individual" (p. 60). Such a
situation, the making of demands by the group upon the individual, did not
occur until the year was nearly over. At that point, the three teachers who
did appear to become a group, or close to it, by virtue of their proximity to

’5ggch other geographically, their attendance at after—school meetings and their

;
£

wfllihgness to share equipment and ideas, joined together to advise Toni Beech

Y

that, her expectations for student behavior were unacceptable and that she was

ggpected to follow the same rules they did. At the end of the year, in addition,




Beth Prophet, while not consulting with Carl Tate, did discuss the matter of

Toni's leaving with Sam Rivers. The appearance of a group was beginning to
form, but its influence upon the teachers' motivation to work in the program

would not be apparent at least for another year.

Toward a Theory of Participation and Productivity

The various factors discussed by March and Simon as influencing the

motivation to produce are clearly important within an organization or

program. The selection of behavior alternatives, the consideration of

consequences of these choices, and the‘goals of the participant-worker and his
rélafionship to the group which strongly influences him are all necessary to the
consideration of how and why the worker-teacher produces. However, as important
as the theory of influence is to the decision‘to produce, it appears in-
sufficient as a basis for our entire analysis. At least in the case of

three of the four tcachers in the present study, the decision to produce

was addiiicnally influenced and complicated by their lack of understanding ~f
the ‘teaching model to be implemented as well as by a lack of skills, abilities
and experiences for teaching that model. Even with the strongest support from 1
the group and the administrative hierarchy, the most effective reward system cr .
any of the other motivational factors discussed by March and Simon, a worker-
teacher who simply does not "know how to do it," and who lacks the materials and
methods for implementation is going to .roduce differently and, probably,

less effectively and efficiently, than the teacher who has the experience,
understnading and skills for the job. Motivation iz, therefore, but one of the
factors which erables a worker to produce in the organization.

‘Toni Beech, perhaps, best illustrates the organizational participant whose

Y
inability and/or un.illingness to produce was complicated not only by facters

/-
from outside the organization (i.e., her home life), the adminstrative hierarchy,

and the OEE group itself. Beech's productivity within the Optionel Education
b3




Experience program was also influenced by an extreme inability to perform in

the classroom due to a severe lack of content knowledge as well as a laqk
of teaching skills and an understanding of what the entire program was about.
The difficulties faced by Carl Tate were caused by the same basic problem.

In effect, it appears that the factors which led the two teachers to
participate in the new progranm, thus:escaping an unpleasant situution, led to
problems of producing within the new program. Rather than allow them to
surine with mediocre skills and a less than satisfabtory understanding of
the program they were to implement, the demands placed upon them within an
innovative effort were far jreater. Thus, problems with productivity were
emphasi.el all the more. The reasons for their decision to participate in the
OEE app?ared to be the very reasons which led them to experience severe pro-
blems in the implementation of the program. .

Sam Rivers and Beth Prophet, however, were not, essgntially, fleeing some
kind of difficulty in their present classrooms. Instead, for a variety of(
reasons, they were drawn to a new mode of operation and innd;ation. However,
it is 1.kely from the data analys1s that the attractlon of the new activity
possibly bllnded them to problems wh1ch they faced later. Beth Prophet, for
example, was unaware of what was 1nvolved in b?1ng team leader until she had
_ been effectively "suched in" by the process. And Sam Rivers, in spite of
his philosophical commitment to the program's concepts, had liStle understanding
of what was involved in working with students at the.r own pace, on their own
interests.

The ability to produce effectively within an organization, or a program,
therefore,. appears to be a blend of factors: the motivation to produce,

the understanding of the program itself, and the skills necessary to accomplish

’
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the task. The present study suggests, therefore, that for a worker within

an organization, especially a teacher innovator, to effectively participate and
produce within that organization, he must conduct an intensive analysis of his
own skills and understanding of the project as well as of his motivation for
deciding to participate before actually becoﬁing involved in a situation in
which he finds it impossible to produce. Further research is necessary, however,
to determine if the problems of participation and productivity wer unique to
the four OEE teachers or if, indeed, "actors which lead teachers tu become

ducing within that program and, further, just what the factors are which in-

fluence productivity within an organization or program.
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