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This paper examines effects: of pressufﬁ from the yoo
communlty and  teachers' organization on interaction patterns or '
'structiures within schoolsy &pecifically on normative consensus,
upward comnmunication, and facilitative dependence.'These ‘structures
"help determine kthe extent of cooperation and support teachers ¢
rTeceive. Questionnaire data from virtually all administrators and 253
‘teachers in a, stratified random sample of 34 junlor high and middle
'schoolé are used for a school-level correlatioh ana1y51s.-Community
pressure generally disrupts- the structures of cooperation, but at
- severe levels of .intrusion into the schobl, the effect may be
. reversed as administrators and, teachers close ranks against. the
community. Teacher organization pressure increases consensus among
teachers but decreases it between faculty and principal and between '’
pr1nc1pa1 and superintendent. Such pressure reduces the receptivity
of the pr1nc1pal to teacher ideas (in their eyes, at least), although
-enhancing his actual knowledge of teachegfconcerns. Finally, teacher
organization act1v1ty at the district level makes it harder fo
school personnel to help one another. These flndlngs are interpreted
in the light of changes in school-environmental relatlons, vherein
communlty -delegation of authority to profe551onals i's giving way to
communliy survelllance and influence in the schools. (Author)
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- o . Abstract

' : Th;i>paper examines effects of pressure»from the/community and
' teacher organization, on interaction patterns or. stfuctures within
s = 'schools, specifically on normative consensus, upward ‘communication, ‘ ..
and facilitative dependence. These structures heyp "determine the ﬁ -
extent of cooperatiori -and support teachers receive., Questionnaire '
s data from v1rtually all administrators and 253 ‘teachers in a strati-
: . fied random sample of 34 junior high and middle schools are used for
‘ school- leveL,correlat}onal analysis. Community pressure generally
(/gisrupts the structures. of cooperation, but at severe levefs of . L.
intrusion ‘into thé school -the effect may be reVersed ‘as administra- ° \
/ tors and teachersaclose ranks ag%inst the community. Teacher organmi-
zation préssuré increases consensus among . teachers but decreases it -

; between faculty and pxincipal and between principal and superinten~ ~-
dent. Such pressure reduces the receptivity. of the princ1pai to
teacHtr ideas (in’ their‘eyes, at 1east), a;tpough enhancing his, _
actual knowledge of" teacher concerns! - Finally, teacher organization - 4 . *
activity at the district ledel makes. it har er for school personnel
to hqlp one another. These findings are interpreted in the llght

- of changes in school- —environmenta relatiqns,7wherein community
delegation of authority to .professionals' is giving way to community o
surveillance and ipfluence in the schools. > . ' 'd
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" This paper-exagines organizational structure in American public
c. o - . . : R . . -
schools faced with varying degrees_ﬁhd types of envirohmental pressure. ,
. Ce . ?/, ‘ N , .

It considers three structures that are likely to be'influenced by

.
! \

- -~

'such pressure an@ to have an important impact on teacher work experiences: L
‘ L ) ! [
normative consensus, upward . communication, and dependence on the help

of others (facilitative dependence). The f1nd1ngs should therefore;lﬁ”;'H.rﬁ

. .
- R

illuminate teacher experie in e face of environmental ressure.

The usual conception of orgénizationalﬁstructures centers on their °

- usefulness for organizational goals. In the context of exanining
' - i - o - . .
‘individual experience in\brganiﬁations, a conception which\emphasizes e

1 relationships'among ind1vidua1s (rather than the purposeful arrangement
. .

of roles and resources) is more appropriate Weick's definition.of Qrganiza-
. : . : A . -
tional structure as.' regular~patterns of interlocked behavior" (1969:43)

. A . ‘
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'subsumES the three i'st:ructures' to. be cons1dered here. Each of them

by agreement with other?o;ganiaati al members, espeéially with superor-

. N . o L . ) ,:' : 0 - S . . "v*‘_."

dinates, about appropriate goals an ‘means far the organization (n%rmaf N -
‘ ' . . : ' : L N L

‘tive consensus); by a substantial flow of ideas and concerns from ° S S

| & \. ' f“ : /
organi ational members cooperate and receive Support on the Job as a ' //
\(

opposed to working at cross puftposes or having little impact on one
e ) a ‘ v ,

.within which

. H . P
. < . . ' . , : . .
K Y . . . . ’

. | i

almers the probability of the shccessful P rsuit of personal oals
‘t g

in the organizational context The pursuit of personal goals is enhanced

A ) -

> ‘ RS

° .
. . ' »

, . \ 4 J .

suboééinates to superordinates, coupled with superordinatefreceptivity :
i ‘I ~6 . .' - ' . . ,l.' ) ':

to these ideas (upward communication); and by the exchange-of'aSSistance

among organizational members (facilitative dependence) (Leiter, 1977). ) .

Taken Loge&her, these structures partially describe the extent ‘to wh1ch ’

- e

EO ! n
another. . ,
' The effect of environment on organizational structure has been & | R

major thrust of rontemporary organizational research. For present
' »

purposes, key imsights in this thrust include the impact<of environmental
) 5 >

pressure on organizationaf'goals (Selznick, 1949),. the need for organi- T

. . N ' , ' .-
zations to buffer ‘their technical cores from environmental uncertaipty

{Thompson, 1967), and the dependencies arising.from the manage&ent

. )

of environmental unceftainty,(Hickson'et al., 1971; Hinings et al., i974). ,
7 v PR 4 —_— —— oo

0
\ = N .
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More generally, thisfanar&sis portra structure as the set of constraints
rganizational adapta$:zi‘to environmental demands,takes

rational action is limited (March and Simon, 1958) .
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structures, and thereby,the extent of cooperation and support. First

.4

under pressure from the env1ronment administrative resources are com-

brmathe consensus. Moreover, such pressure-often,reflects dissensus

1
-

ctors about organizational operations and products.

.

This dlssensus may bé\echoed 1nside the organization. Second, as admin-

among environmental

a <

istrators focus“fherr attentién on the environment, they have @ess time

and resources for, respondfhg to subordinate ideas and concerns In

L. '

P .
' ;0

.

Al

addition, claims frdm the env1ronment may well contradict thevciaims

«

of subordinates. Effective upward communication suffers. Finaliy,

-
i

env1ronmental ressures cre tes uncertaint for subordinates about
P ? y

-

impending changes and abeut the adequacy of current performance. Help
from superordlngtes can aid in'dealing with such u&berJL:nty, but
K \ '

v

admlnjstrators who are occupied w1th environmental c1§1ms have T1ttle o \;

% -
time and resources with which ta help subordinates. In fact.~b§ buf-

fering 'enviromental pressure, administrators may incur a type of depen~
' v ‘ - . A
} ‘ )

dence in their.qdfordinates which the latter experience as 'a hindrance
. " k -

rather than a help. 1In contrast to its effects on the help superordinates
Ny ' e o . ., .
offer, environmental\preSsure can be expected to increéase facilitative

:f'dependence.among*subordidate§ as they~close‘ranks against external

' ) ' te , ‘:-w‘ . o . .
threats. - o ‘ S
” ,1,}

st

v et e
w-'
]

both env1ronmental pressure and structures of cooperation and support

’

for schools. Pressure on '§ hOOIS"from theif”environments I growing.

;"f
Until recently,‘such pressure was minimal The supply of stldents was

largely assured Communities we re fairly w1111ng to vote: school Ea;es.

- )

\\\\d




'suppIEmented wheﬁ theyﬁwere not, Teacher organ#zations were

K e
)

c;: o :ﬂf‘ p A1 .tant "Laymen did not eften .eriticize or, try to: 'influence

. X .
L the kind of training students receiued Carlsou (1964) has aptly o

s characterized school? 1n this unpressured context as virtually buffered

~

[ fropuenvironmental contingencies. 'f /“’///'.

[y . , \

o Recent years Have seen the emergence of mhreats to this env1ronmental

K

) 5 tranquility The supply of smudents has fallen dramatically with declining

ﬁertility ' Voters have rebellsd agalnst eVer—rising school taxes. The

oy a ' . . o
HE

company/union days are past in many parts of LJthe country, teachers

‘9, '

nonow grleVe and strike.; State agencies and parent groups h§Ve become

-

much more active 1n the evthatiQn of student achievement and threaten
\

2 ' N ’ e

R to assess accountébility. v S .
. o g 4 ” Lo ‘. ' €
| o e ,Besides increased ehgironmental pressure, ,the focus on schools derives
N . 50w o - ' o .

Y

Y L . ) )

o _ : $ : S
. e, from the salie@ce for school organizations of the structures of cooperation.
".. e R . . .

2 ' . i
. . 1

§¢“ ' ‘ Insofar as educators"claims to'bé:professionals are justified, schools

BLSE : L 1

- AL 0 « » AN

shouild be structured to further professional practices. Upward communi -

catiOn and facilitative dependence*are particulanly important here. Blau
g

(1968) . has argued that professionals working in organizations regard Ythe

hiefprchy of authority as useful when they can pass ideas upward with

'J : 'ff*

s A

reasonablebhopes pﬁ Jmplementation. Similarly, professional status

{.
.1 LR -
implies that. subordinates and superordinates nelate as colleagues jointly

L . ) . ’ N .
- A, L, e .e.‘q. R TS S ~.. J-: v Sy oo DRICN | ¥ ) .

to facilitate service to cliénts. ' SE ' . : ~

. .o
. ¥ - i, - ‘

s . oo ‘.

o

% Potential and actual envi%onmental intrusiqns intéﬁthe f%ternal

_ I T
- decision making prockss of the«school represen; the breakdown of the
& [ - o 7 "t . '/- ‘\

trad1tional buffered relationshlp betweenaﬁchool and community* Com-—
;i .

munity dissatisfactlon manlfests 1tself diversely as tax revolts,

e

2 N el
Lo~ } N H

o : . - - . j .
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'attacks-on teachers, andfdeuands for curricular change. Moreover, in-

!

trusions into internal school operations threaten the professional claim i

- f . ¢
- . . o 4:« .o

of. educators: the cpmmunity is reasserting control it had delegated to - -,
; ~- e i . \ '

§ experts. This focus on potential and actual iatrusions leads to a threef_

: ) N ‘ - i - *
part conceptualization of “énvironmental pressure: )d{ssatisfaction, whioh .

. L - .
‘ . b - ‘ 5 A .
B motivates intrusions; organization and participation, which facilitate
‘ / . o oo , Y

P

intrusian; and actual intrusion. ’(Note that the relationship betweeniff .
: . B 5 . ' j
- dissatisfactibn and organization remains to be investigated ) '

.

i Beyond the consideration of environmental pressure in general, we ,
& ' . . ' 7
. ~ .

will pay special attention to effects on the structures of cooperation

¥ 4 . ‘ C.
and support aris1ng from teacher organization 6éx union activ1uy Per-,

ceptions” of union’ activity shift with the?circumstance-and vary apmong ‘/ L.

5 -

teachers. From one(point of “view, the teachers' orgardization is a parf ' ’
’ b ‘ D
. . .
of the school's environment, much as a parent group or the school board. .
s, ) ~

As gnuch, 1t must be mollified and buffered. From a second.perspective,

however. the teachers' organization is not an environmental actor buts,

S

rather the teachers' agent. When this perspective holds, pressure .

-\

brought by the teachers' organizatiod is probably associated with

increased'solidarinf"and cooperatiod% Indeed, a key role of the teachers'
organization, consonant with this pefrspective, is to keep other environ-

v \ ‘- JQ -
mental threats at bay, for example, arbitrary teacher transfers and 153-

- s R 7

offs due to declining enrollments and revenues and efforts to hold
. oEa

: : -

teachers responsible for poor student achievementﬂ A third point.of '

) , . \'—Q a ) Py . -
view combines these two faces of teacher orgamization. One face operates . -
o i . - . S . :
. ¥ o . . k
1] 1 ‘

~ ‘outﬁide the school on distriot and ‘regional issues, cafling-strikes,
i i . o , R

J':
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collecting dues, and negotiating con&racts. This face is seen as a part

. .

of the envi&onment, asking‘teachers to choose between their loyalties to’ T
Y their colleagues and ta their school. The-other face operates within ‘ é ' tm :g
. v v .
' the school, usually through,the building representative, negotiating ....
. with the principal, filing grievances when the principal oversteps nego— - ' l'
.\ .tiated limits, and facilitating the pursuit ot personal and profes81onalh ;_
| : goals within ‘a bureaucratic context. Due to these varied perceptions@ u:;/ ', -.}:
. : . “
“of the teachers' organization,*its effects on the structures of cdbﬁeéa-
.tion and support are both interesting and hard to predict. / f‘:f:' g' ‘_ ;;'*
Overall, the analysis that follows_seeks to suagégntiatefthe;rénési_ . ;ﬁ./
‘tion that'environmental pressure oisrupts.the structures of_oo perationb . ’

°

in schools. 'The conceptualization and operationalization of both. environ- ' :f

. N ] My ' . . . lf‘_' ' . . ’ ‘ . /
p) ment and structure are adequately detailed and sensitive, moreover, to = ,

. PaN . . . " . ‘ . ' - ’

. promise elaboration of the general proposition in a motre conditiomal s

.. } i I B -‘-\(é’f.

form as rhe datrg nve hrought to bear. . .

_ N oo | .
; : ' THE_DATA ' _ o

.
- . } . . s \.)
. e [

admini§trators in 34 junior high and middle schools.in South p

Michigan. An original sample of 56 schools was drawn from. a population ‘h%“ﬁt'?

-

of 210 schools in a four—county sampling area. Upper middle class subnr‘-L '-imf

+, ban areas are slightly underrepresented in the,final sample. The sample
. S S :
constitutes a. substantial proportlon ‘of the population, fThe significance ‘

. of relationships among variables in the sample, th
. .t . A
' ' because the "effective sample size" ‘is larger th

4 LT : -

s, is'hnderestimated,
. L

the nominal sample .
C. o ' '




' characteristics index composed’Lf mean salary/‘mean experience and

'size in the circumstanCe (Kish 1965 43-@5) ’The sample was strat1fied

3 SR )
on school size, percent minority in the student body,,and a faculty}’

”

f " " . ’
He

)
//.

proportion‘W1th a master s degree. The population of inference here

does neot include schools whose faculties were neither above the median

' vy
A.

~on all thre%'of these faculty characteristlcs nor below the>med1an ‘on

/

all three. ‘Since an analysis of all Junior highgand middle schools in
¢ ‘ . : o

‘Michigan (Leiter, 1977) shows that the faculty characteristics index °

L]

b&haves linearly with respect to ‘all, available schopl structure and.
. . .

-

ﬂmembership'variables, there-isrevery reason to-e$pect'that findings

hgre will interpolate to'the‘exclude? cases: PR L -l, "
. 9.- > . . ' . I
Different questionnaires were ad%inisté;ed to school admifistratars

. \\and'to random samples of teachers at each school, stratified by age and ’

sex. Virtually all admlnlstrators cooperated the response rate among
e

pras 4

teadﬁers was 697, yielding\fS? teachey respondents oran average of

' " ) »
7.23 per school. ’r’//’f/'

l
[

THE VARIABLES * -

(s
. ) \ % 4 . A
The appendix contains details on the operationalization of the .
< : ' ' A

concepts. The descriptions which follow are meant to ¢nable a first

°

reading of the analysis. K
) .
--Some variables are created ffom'administrator data, othgrs from
Al * ‘

J

the’ teacher’data, and one} a- behavioral measure of upward communication,

Yy -
v

uses both data sources. Where teacher dg#a are used, the variable

7

usually is a mean acrogs teachers at/the same schools. The principal's
o - ' . . : .
respgnses are used where available for variables based on administratc®

data. r .

A 4

e



o >

7schools, the’pgrc 1ved 1evel of community organization and unit'
" the schools, and the number of actual community efforts to inf

.”‘internal school deci%ions. Community dissatisfaction is- éstimated o

é .
. variables can also be classified. intg measures’ of district ~level. activity

°(strength and strikes‘iariables) and erhool level art:v:ty (particlp tion
- :

T

Environmental pressure from the community as a whole is measured S

in te:ms oE the estim ed level of communityudissatisfactionJWithEhe.“

. v

- -

Y R n;'\&'.
independently by an adminlstrator and teachers at the schqol
." Al L
Pressure_from ‘the teachers organizatiom?is operatlonalized in v
] * : s

terms of its potential to intrude and actual intrusionsz The pq§ent$af'

‘,ou_

for intr?sion (analogous to community organization, apove),gs captured Sy T
v . A N l '

gy a “scale that assesses the organization s.strengt fh terms of‘its’ iy

J v » ." i

impact on the teachers' master contract and by an. 1nd¢x»of rankeand file

u

o ' @ ‘
participatLon within the school Actual intnusioﬂs areyop tionalizea '
' RN

S ;e
? ‘\ g IV

by the number of recent grievances filed at the schbol and by th? numbef)7

-of times the. d1stricts teachers have gone ‘on strike recently f‘These four

‘r')‘

'

(

and grievances variables). N ) . v

f,u

- _ ‘ Dy
Normative cﬁhsensus is meagured among the schools' teachers, betqéen <:j

the teachers an#l the 3rincipal and between the administrators and.a , . K
N O

superordinate. For principals, this means the superintendent for

El

'rf.-'.'- ’

7ss1stant principals, it means the pringapal - Ly s o \;)I ,?

) B -
' Upward communclation is operationalized behaviorally and pegceptuafly

The behavioral measure compares teachér reports of their greatest cbncerns

7

) ‘ D .
,gﬁeatef’the upwajg communication. { v

_with adfnnistrator estlmates of teacher cohcerns. The greater the agfee—fl L
the

ment,

e
Pl

[ ] . . [3 . L -.‘_ Y
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Y

Teacher Jncertalnty 1s.measured in two ways._ The first is teacher
} AT
perceptions of the faculty s uncertaintyaabout several matters,lmost of
- R _/.
which concern the poss1bilitx of performing well on the JOb /Thé

second iS7teacher self—reports of insecurﬁty, uncertainty,‘and Uension.

. ,4.‘

-The'second measure‘can be tagen as relating to uncertaidby more about

.‘.> .
. . .

job secuﬁi:y than about the- act- of teaching 1tself

- o b
! The. measures of fac111tative dependence tap the help teachers feel

!

they receive in trying to do their job- successfully. Thrge variaﬁles

look at help received overall from other teachers, and‘ftoﬁ the .
N -

' principal

FINDINGS .

to give chgmce its due, but they will not be emphasized in the analysis.

+

Rather, the size of relat;onships, their patterning, and the persuasiVeness

of tgelr interpretation should be used to evaluate their s1gn1f1cance.

B . ~
' : : .

COMMUNITY PRESSURE ' ~ |

.. ES

In ordeg. to 1nterpret the 1nd1v1dual relat10nsh1ps of community
Q -

dissatisfaction, organizatlon, and intrusions with the three structures
'31_ . bl .

as\the 1mpas£;gf c0mmunf%y pressune, the relationships amOng the three
constituents of community pressure must be established Earlier, we
assumed that dissatisfattion and organization are eaéh p051t1vely

(

relaqed to actual intrusioqs. Jn fact, the correlation of dissatisfaction

3

»



ot . ' ) -10 - .
N . s ) ) [l
with intrusions is-positiye zceachers' estimaté.-r = .26; administrator's
- ' . ! ' \
. : - -~ ) ~

. estimate ra= .28). The more dissatisfied bhe community, tie more intru- Ve

_ . sions it makhs on the school ,However, organized communiﬁies‘are-not_
. v . v o ;
intrusive (zero—order r = —.08; partial r, controlling for.teachers

. and administrator s estlmates of cbmmynity dissatifaction, respect1ve1y,, .

.are -.01 and. 09) This may simply mean that the intrusions reported by

A

administrators are usually made by individuals or small groups rétherg - o .
than by such formal organlzations as a parents' organizatiOn or the

:\ ; Chamber of Commerce Moreover,.the same communities that school personnel

b

‘perceive as dissatisfied .are not reported to be well—organlzed (r ® —.29%

3 ' for the teacher - estimate of dissatlsfaction, - 51 for\the administrator h

"
jﬁﬁ ,estimate, the latter correlation is significant at. the .01 level)

[ -

Dissatisfled commun1ties tend to be fragmented again supporting the \ :

ddea that actual intrusions are ade by individuals and suggesting that

S -

?Hissatisfied communities tend to dlssensus Overall COmmunity pressure - WP

can be assoc1ated with digsatisfied and intruslve but'unorganizedl" -

i) . B .
" communities, . _ o
. T -
. The remaining data analysis is presented in three parts, one for
S - ¢ - ..

e

the impact of environmental pressure on each of ,the three structures

of cooperation. In each part of the analysis,_expectations will be '
detaiied and,’ then, the data will be reported and interpreted. These | . SN .
l . -‘-"‘-‘ . N < * . 'S . I"".. . - . - )
" ..expectations are grounded in case study data‘reporte&.in.Leiter (1977).

- T . . : . oL
[ L = ) * 3.t * i !
. C e, . e SR to : - {

. NORMATTVE CONSENSUS . * , o ot
. v/' N .A,,—' . ‘/ f » . é

Expectations - T . . 7
’ , Tt - ' .

Environmental. pressure may, arguabiy either enhancé or retard the
N . '. . ) : . B . ’ !
P LU/ formation of consensus within the school ‘about school goals, and apprg-




[T
’
i
£
1

4 < “priate means td meet 'those goals;:'-Onfthé,one hand, a low level of
environmental intrusion nay réflect agreement between the community
‘ ‘ . .

and school administrators about goals and appropriate methods in

education, that is -community satisfaction with the operation of the

school. In the absence of community efforts to participate (intrnde)

v ’ - . ) .
we in decision makirg in the schools, the prinpipal is- allowed congiderable

- autonomy in inducing teachers to join this consensus. Moreoever, the

- ” .
1

administratipn has adequate time and energy to concentrate on internal

school affairs, aq}ively supporting the pursuit of goals and means -

, — * : :
consistent with the consensus. . Conversely, a demanding, intrusives
[ BT ; A L o
environment forces administrators to devote a large proportion of their

time to external matters. Internally, a vacuum, of leadership and

Ll

coordination results. Teaehéfs,'counselors, and administrators disagree
about appropriaté goals and means. Overall then, the greater the demands

and intrusions on the school, the less the consensus within the school.

This expectation is based on a particular picture of community-school

relations, In‘this picture, the community is the original'rep

L]
5

, ((//’;Jgf authority for the definitioh of school goals arnd educational meth
. R . .

When it is satisfied with the way 1ts agentsvare operating the schoojg‘

. ) . .
»

it delegates control te them.
The opposite expectation for the impact of environmental pressure.

on within school consensus can also be argned, A hostile environment

) '
L] P
.

t

*This may also result from coﬁS:nity neglect of the schools. Indeed,
such neglect may accompany disgatisfaction if the community is not
stirred readily to actual intrusion. The merely mggerate correlation
of dissatisfaction and intrugion indicates that suct®'lethargy" is
fiot uncommon. ;o C -

. ' o .
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A may create solidarity ana'consensus"gmong'school,actors, as they close

ranks to take J’sélf—protective pbstuie (Simmel, 1955$fCoser, 1956).
. .3

. R

A Consensus in these opposing explanaﬂ;ons derives from different
school-environment Zjlationshipél In one, COnsensﬁs encoﬁﬁas%és-schbo;
;nd environment. In the oth gonsenédé‘in thé school derives from
'a division betweeg school and environment. These pergpectives are
theoretically irreconcilable, but the data may not:dlearly support one.
or the other due to the simul;aneous(opefation of,béth dypamiﬁs. Con-
<4 sensus encompassing school and environment may give'way tévCOnflgct

.

between them, generating a new within-scheol consensus in defense against
the intrusions of the environmept.\ ]

. ’ [}
* Pressure from the<§eachersf organization can be expected to have

b a different effect on consensus among teachers;ﬁhd between teachers-and
" R N 2 " .
. rd

other school.actors. An increage in such pressure is Rxobably-accog— "
panied 5y eachersg' redefinition of their feiégidnshipiwith administrators
as confiigtual. This should increase their within-group consensus while
reducing their agreement with admiﬁistrators.. By the Simmelian argume?t,
mofeoveriggg such external pressure ipcreas%s,'cohsensus shﬁu;d increaée.
ﬁithin the édministration. ‘At high levelétof teachér organizatibn pressdre,'

which occur when there are frequent strikes, however, some dissensus

) may arise within the faculty over such issues as respénsibilities,to

» { »

-

. children, legal risks, and willingness to forego pay.
- . ' - B N
- Teacher organization'strength-apd~rank—and—file“participation may

‘have different effed;s from intrusions measured by the grievances and

- : . Y . ' .

. strikes measures. -‘Grievances and strikes clearly represent a conflictuyal

Ppicture of administrator-teacher relations.’ Ewgn without overt labor .=
T . « . . . L ”

4
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conflict, grievances, or their threat are a tool.against administrators.

As the building representative of the teachers' organization at one

. » . .
o school put it, sometimes we file a grievance "just to keep him (the

principal) honest." A strong'teachers'gprganizatfqn, however, may be \\\
not only a tool to protect teacher interests and rights, but also a
way to impose discipline on teachers. At another school ﬁhere the

teachers' organization is particularly strong, the principal has

regular consultative meetings with the union committee even while

guarding his’prerogativeé to make the final_decisioﬁél Ereéuéntly; B

when thqsadministrator gains the abbrov?l of q;ganiéagiop leaders for ) .
. . his ideas or w@en ideas are evoivg@ jointly, these‘leadersﬁhelp to con- g

vince teachers of the leéitimacy of the idea and gain coop;ration. In

this way, a strong teechers' organization may increase the.l;%el'of . :

-

agreement between teachers and administrators.

3
- ~

Findings

&
]

The data in Table 1 are largely consistent with the perspective
. . . . y
in which ‘environmental pressure detracts from within school -consensus.

v Cormunity difsatisfaction, eépeciallylby Qeacher esitmaéeffis negétively
associated with m&ét of the perceptuaﬂg?easur:'focoﬁgzhsus, 'Organizéd . ¥
and unified communitieé, alreagy noteé_as tending to be moreiéatgsfie@,
are associated with consensus within schools,‘exc;bt ghat net of othgr
environmental effects,'cdmmunity orgaﬁization édcompanies disaénsus'

a
S between facuity and p;incipal. 2 . o . o S
| | (Insert Table 1 he:e.)
. " Similarly, but more weakly, a large number. of coﬁmunity intru;idgs

into. the school is associated with dissensus between faculty and adminis-

— e, " , L

Q . : c ‘. : ‘ .

o | B ¥ - . R .'IP’

-
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¢ trator an{xamong administrators, but with consensus among teachers. Under
]

!

these -circumstances of actual community intrusion into school affairs,

-
~

actors with the same interest increase their within-group .consensus,

supporting the Simmelian perspective, although consensus between'hierar-

chical levels-decreases, supporting the other perspective. For example,
Co . \ :

unity amgng teachers is” somewhat greater where the number of intrusions

is large. Furtbermore,'if one disaggregates the measure of within-admin- _

istration consensus into the principal's perception and the assistant T

< principal's perception; the dissensus detected is between principal
. > ,

and éﬁhtral office personnel (r = -.31), not between assistant principal-

’ -

aftd bfincipal (r = -.04). These findings present small hinfs that as
community satisfaétion is‘replaced by extreme community dissatisfaction,

an all-encompassing consensus, may be replaced ﬂy within<group consensus

»

. and between—grqﬁp'conflict. ' - '

. . _ o . ‘
Teacher organization activity has an interesting and sometimes

v

ironic impact 6n’hithin—scbool donsensus. The strongest correlate of

strong teacher'o;éanization is teacher perceptions th;t faculty and
administrétidn.are_at odds. One cannot'aQZthéin from these correla-

- * ﬁiqﬁhl défa,.of.cdufse, whether uniqﬁization drives a‘we&ge betwe;h
= teachéféjénd administ;atbrs or wheﬁhe? unionization isla response to

'pxeexisting disagreements. Not surprisingly, rank-and-file participa- ,

tion is strongly associated with faculty consensus, but strong teacher
organizatioﬂg which have secured substantial protection for teachers
R S ’ - .

Yo are associated with moderate faculty dissensus. -Sucyﬂgrganizational

w

¢+ . strength may be éccompaniéd by the alienation rof the?leédership from . °

.
.

. the rank—and-file~t9 the“detriﬁent of faculty consensus. Indeed, the

4

»
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relationship of strength and participation is negative although weakly

so (r = —.14). The difference in direction of the zero-order effetts
of grievances and sttikes on ﬂ@culty consensus can be similarly understood.

.Grievances are usually building- -level expressions of teacher militance,

while strikes reflect,district—wide militance. The contrast is apalogous
. LS
to the differences between rark-a d-file participatlon and organizational

stréngth The differences between the effects of grievances an

&
'

strikes disappear when the effects of participatlon and strength are

'taken account of.. Teacher organization largely enhances sol darity

3

among adminiétrators except however, that frequent grievances are

associated with disagreement among administrators. This. ‘may come from

'\.\

the intermedlate hierarchical position of the princi 1. When a grievance

~

is filed, he may often be forced to acquiesce in the uperintendent's . L
Sf - :

or the ‘school board's wishes for the se;flement‘ rathe than being able’

to follow his own inclinations.

5 .
Expectations

?ﬁmpact of environmental pressure. On the one hand, ‘ressure-from-the,"' .. 8

UPWARD COMMUNICATION

) f At

\ : s
\ v |

. Once more, one may reasonably argue opposing ej pectations for th@ .?w

h.
s
-5

W . PR
a . . .
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" school's’ environment may detract from upward communi: ,tion by so pre-_“ﬂ,'\,. R
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of the technigal core from these demands. (See Parsons,_Ibﬁﬁfandf -

-
!

Thompson, 1969 for general discussionsAof roles performed at organi-
'S ' , n P ) ' 4

’ . ]
zational boundaries and technical cores When environmental demands

L4

are part1cularly strong, these/rples‘may force boundaryispanning%actors

primarily to face outWard and largely to ignore teacher#,’even wfile

£ - ‘

serving the»ﬂeﬁﬁs of teachers for a pred1ctable and _stable settif g in

wh1ch to,teach. From this perspective, increased envi nmental /pressure

can be expected to decrease effective upward communicﬂtion of teacher

ideas and concerns to administrators. Boundary—spannﬂng admini trators
may stop receiving 1nformafion from teachers and substitute information

from environmental sdmponentsg.

An alternate set of ‘expectations suggests that environmental pressure

a

should enhance solidarity among teachers and administrators by helping

w

them to deflne their situation in the same terms, as they face the common
problems arising from environmental pressures (Simmel, 1955' Coser,

l§§6). Such solidarity should assist teacheqs in communicating their

’

ideas to admini'strators. Of course, one particular type of lnvironmental
pressure, teachers organization activity, is unlikely to ephance
solidarity between teachers and administrators. While suchlpressure

: ‘ ’ x

may help administrators. better to understand teacher concerms, it is

likely to destroy any feeling on the part of teachers that‘adminisgrators

are active in their.behalf.\ The data will manifest this as'different

3

effects .for the behavioral and perceptual measures of upward comnunicatiOn.

Findings :
2 R ; ‘ ) .
" Table 2 shows that by administrator estimates community dissatis-
L. ' b} : .

faction is modetately negatively associated with upward communication.

-

.,

18
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Teacﬁer/estimaces of commu

iﬁion, however, are assogiated
positively with i:watd communication measured behaviorally. In addition,,

.the number of actual community iQtrusions is moderately related to‘good

different effects deéending on its severiEy. Actual in#fdsiongﬂinta

the school may be interpreted 4s more severe Pressure than dissatisfactioni
Teachers, bufferéd from moderate community Pressure by’the adm;nistration,
Ray only become aware of stronger Pressure, expressed as intrusiong that

the administration fails to baffer. Thig helps explain‘why the correlation

defensive Stance against the community. Their solidarity enhances upward.
. communication.
 (Insert Table 2 here) .
N . = .
Pressure from the teachers' organization has the same effect ag ' .
. . ' 4 .
Pressure frop the community, diminishing perceived upward communication,
. This Mmay not be due to the preotcupation of the admiﬁistratioﬁ but to )

phe-"poisoning" of the school atmosphere between teachersg and building

administratorg. " Frequent grievances have this effect, but strikes do not..
A . ‘ v D .

N . . : - Y (There is no page 18) . . .. S
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Teachers probably, see strikes as their affair With the school board or
. ' superintendent. ZIndeed, informal conversation at several sample schools
- ¢

\‘éuggested Ehaf'&ﬁé pfincipal often is sympathetic with the teacher

¢ L
. . : .
[ position in labor disbutes. Grievances, in contrast, reflect teacher
. . . .

perceptions that the pnincipél is not sympathetic to their concerns.

I o
-~

. p .
Many grievagces are‘targgﬁgd against decisions. the principal has made

¥-a.. _ which the teachers feel contravene the contract. .In addition, grievances

-

may cause .the principal to, rake a rough stance toward the teachers in .
order %f;iilay fears in the central office that he cannot control his

employeeéf fIh soO doing,”he may lose teacher confidence in his openneés
" . ;? .Tv{ . . .
. . to théir concerns and ideas. 'Rank-and-file participation in the teacher

f

organization subgtantiaily‘enhanges administrative awareness of teacher

concerné. Otherwise, the effects of teacher organization oh actual up-
ward comminicatioh afe minimal. Overall, then, the participation ¢f

o

teachéfs-in their organizations helps clarify for administrators the issues

R of greatest concern to teachers but leads teachers to see their adminis-
' . . &
trators as unsympathetic to teacher problems. Strong teachers' organi-
" . N B B
zation actiwity .is not conducive to solidarity among ﬁeachers and.adminisf
) ‘ A : . A )
. trators. . : ' . /“‘f

«

g 4 UNCERTAINTY AND FACILITATIVE DEPENDENCE : - Lo

.

Expggtations

Teachers may experience dependence on others in the sthool as,
- facilitative or hindering or they Ziy not ‘experience’ dependence at”all.
= . o N ' .
As environmental pressure increases, administrators and even teachers -

\ are likely to havelless and less time and. energy with which to help

other teachers. An admihistrator'who emﬁhaszies the boundaryéspénning
. ) ! _

.\EEBJXQ‘ ll | ll T :.. | 3 .:_' '-.1:3() ' | i T
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ég . aspects of his rgle, however, may be able to manage uncertainty in the
it . A ' !
environment in such a manner as to increase the dependence of teachers

i on him. They depend on him to ward off the uncertainty, that is to

buffer their work at the technical core where predictability is important.
iv For two reasons, however, they are unlikely to experience such dependence
W : ) ) experien:

as facilitative. First, teachers are likely to want the principal to

o~
PREE

E handle environmental problems when he shares their educational goals

4

v

¢t and approaches. We have already seen, however, that environmental pressure

\» disrupts just this normative consensus. Second, exchange theory (for

e

%@xample, Emerson, 1962) argues that dependence is'a resource for the
ééneration’of power. Organizational applications (for example Crozier,
1964 Hickson et al., 1971; Hinings et al., 1974) have pointed to
uncertainty as the source of dependencies. Thus, by managing environ=--
mental uncertainty a principal may geherate power over ‘his teachers.

A principal who\uses dependence to increase his dominance over teachers

will likely be perceived as a hindrance by them.

_Environmental pressure, thus, affects teacher dependence in two
wa§s. First,the help a teacher receives frpm others decreases as they

expend theiritime and energy on the environment. Second, teachers

feel hindered Bp those who manage uncertainty. The two reinforce

. '
" each other. ' T o . ’ i g

-
-

Since environmentally induced uncertainty is a key determinant
of dependence, the‘analysis explores relationships between environ-

¥

mental pressure and teacher experiences of uncertainty Such pressure
can cause uncgttalnty by upsetting routines and threatening JObS, as )

budgets are cut and individual teachers are criticized. Additionally,
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- insofar as community presegre is associated with.dissensus about”

+  school goals ard means;"qncertainty about appropriate clagsroom

L [

M e . ~

‘ practice may result. . °

Findings = - o

Examihing the relationships among the measures of uncertainty

and fac111tat1ve dependence allows us to evaluate the relative impor-

El
S

tance of the two sources of dependence. Table 3 presents the cprrela—

-3
o tions among these measures. For the most part, the findings are ex-

3 ’_’ v\, :...
- . 'pected: the two measures of uncertainty, while tapping different =

sources of uncertainE%Saare strongly related The three measurea’of
facilitative dependence relate to one another, as well. Wh teachers
:report receiving help from others, overall, they‘appear to mean their
feilow teachers.more than the principal. The'experience_of uncertainty,
éspecially that due to the breakdown of routine, is.acconpanied by
diminiehed heip overall and from other teachers. Thus, in the very .
‘d circumstance where help would most aid teachers in their.work,'that
" help is absent. Surprising}y, however, the experience of nncértainty
. appears to be associated with receiving’nerther-mbre.nor less help
fron the principal. This suggeste~that uncertainty arising from environ~
mental pressure is not generally tranformed into teacher dependence by °

the principa} s management. C " p -

4

(Insert Table 3 here) .

] o .
Turning to data reported in Table 4 on the impact of environmental
‘pressure on uncertainty and dependence,'the expected pattern of rela-

tionahips generally prevails. Teacher uncertainty increases where
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environmental;pressure is high, both for pressure from éhe community and

[

from teachers' organization. This pattern is clearest the zero-order

relationships for community pressure. The partial correlatiOn‘for the
. ( - . N ’ , . .
administrator-s estima;gﬂgﬁ“commuglty dissatisfaction and faculty un- .

LA 0N e
O]

certainty is probably so large begause :it subsumes "the 'impact of community -

organization; the administrator as boundary spanner is likely more con- ;/

wcilous of community organizat on than are teachers. oo )

v
i s

;;ert Table 4 here) I ‘ - :
'1$§L Two apparens,exceptions tﬁ the general pattern can be partially explained.
“ ' : .

-First, actuals intrusions by the communityzgife a minimal effect on teacher
I:'

uncertainty. The %nalysis of the determindnts of _within-school consensus

l
showed that commun ity intrusions somewhat increase consensus among teachers.
Such teacher consensus may help defuse the anxiety which intrus1ons bring. In

effect, when the threat of intrusion is realized, the faculty unites to defend

itself. Wit

fensive activity comes greater certainty about the outcomes.
: . -]

A second exception to the pattemis that.rank-and—file participation

in the teacher's organization and the number . of grievances filed relate in-

4Tr

versely to uncertainty. This is in contrast to the othe% measures of teacher

- N

organizatlonactivity with which uncertainty increases. Here the explanation
is thatAgrievances repre%;Lt pressure initiated by a school's teachers often
directed at their princlpal wh11e strikes or/lhe contract provisions which
comprise the strength séaie,represent?pressure at -the district 1evel. More-
over, participation and.grievances are actions taken by a schoolis teachenh

not intrusions ' against these teachers by their environment. As such they

should decrease uncertainty, not increase it. Indeed, grievances may be filed
. Y
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in response to efforts by adm1nistrato s to substitute flexible pro—

- . ~

cedures (uncertaln) for inflexible contyact provis1ons (certain) "‘ .
1 ' v / o

* Table 4 shows that environmental_pressure also has a regular
\ " ! . .

.

’ ) . . . ] - - I ,‘__
iﬂ effect'on the way teachers=eXperience their dependence on others, . B R

-

specifically the help the individual teacher receives firom others. 3

L Overall, the greater the environmental pressure the less help teachers
“ ’fedéive\frﬁﬁ’pthers at school. This pattern obta&ns'for the effects of g
» N , - K . o

» Pregsure from the community and the teachers'~ organization insofar as - S

t

it operates at the district legel (i.e., strengthElstrikes) and, there- .

- L]

s : 4
fore, in the schools environment. The pattern-is especially consjistent

in thehzero—order relationships. . Interestingly, teacher organizaticn ;

activity inside thé school, especially partigipation, shows the °PP°Si{:L’

'pattern, enhancing facilitative dependence. Grievances, naturally, -are

4 . ‘.

not associated with receiving help from the Principal, becauge they are ' \ 7
y often a part of a conflictual elationship with hin. X
A ) ' ' . ‘“ 3
. . , m_/*, PR . _ N . - » oA

N N [

This consideration of the impact of environment on,school organiza-

a o B

)

- tional structures has focused on three structures with substantial impli-

I

F{+3

- catiops for the way teachers experience their work. Normative consensus,
upward communication and facilitative dependenge aescribe interaction : .
patterns 1n which the collectivity supports the pursuit of individual-

teaéﬁers \goals. This .combination of structures is useful for two -

.
. o . \\x..

rather different types of teachers. Fofg%%e, the solution to' pedagogi-
- _ ! S

cal probl"ems is through changes which go beyond his#ewn classroom, suc*
. e B
’as the intrdduction of team teaching For such teachers,ﬁthe three

« -
.
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. structures of norpls, information, and help. Thus, pressure from the
. : 6. .

S S 24
- 3 f- ° o -
structures considered here underwrit

l : . A v vy

in Ehls ;way A tedcher of the second t'y.i:‘e relic

.' i .3". ol
practitioner or classroom craftsman (Lortie, l975)ato”§leé pfb ems.

h‘ . - * -

kpSuch a;teac needs less Lhe coope%ation of" others as co—innovators

[

than their support in his own pioblemssolving . The threé?stfuctures

"
‘4

| provide thls support.

.

] The data analysis shows that, overall, environmental pressure

-

interrupts. these structures of cooperation and support. Iromically,

environmental pressure often defines new problems for teachers of both

types to solve and-increases the urgency with which they must be con-
fronted For example, the movements for educational accountability,

economization, and desegregation require teachers to innovate and

problem solve. We have seen, however: that environmental pressure

of this sort militates against such téacher response by d1srupting?

-

environment both adds to teachers' problems and makes the solution

of those problems more difficult. These general statements must' e

quaiified in two ays.. First, actual intrusions by the‘community into

the school seem at times to regenerate cooperatipn and support”;ighin’
’ 3 -

- the school, The principal's distinct role as boundary—spanner gives

¢ ".

way to solidarity across hierarchlcal leVels under such extreme prebsure.

~
. \

~ Second, pressure from qhe téacherS' organifation originating inside the

.

school does not appear to interrupt cooperation and suppoj( among

teachers but does in some way* disrupt ‘these interactions with the
.-\_

principal . 'ﬂ B T R

.'A.
‘
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by the solo practice of the craftsman quite<défficult. This discon-

_125-'. v i [ ‘\

~ .

From the school organizatiom's rather than thepﬁeachersf point of g "'%

N
-

view, altered structugxes under envitonmental pressure can be understpod *wt’ﬁa.
. ' . S . | .
as adaptatégn, providing a new repertoire of responses to.environmental \

-

demands for reasserted control of the schools (Marjh/and Simon, 1958).
p

An important mechanism through which . vironmental ressuresAleads to

decreases in cooperationhand support i the change in the'role, of principal

7

from internal manager to: boundary—spanner the internal manager coordinates
Lo - . ¢

and leads; the boundary-spanner buffers and interprets the environment
, R - : . ' © ]
for the technical core. As the principal’s role changes, teachers .

experience costs in chaos (lack of coordination) and directionlessness 'jfﬁu
“ S N
(lack of leadership). The school organization, however, is adapting '

’

to ‘the ernvironment through the principal's new‘role as boundary—spanneg?t

He may be seen by,cogmnnity.elemente which.participated in his selectiop
as their-agent. He may voice anledﬁcational philosophy ;loser to that
of pqwarful environiental actors, such as the federal courts and‘Ieaders
in the movement for. educational accountability, than to that of many of
his teachers. By virtue of the boundary%spanning role, the schooi
increases its effectiveness in interchangeé with its environment.
However- externally adaptive these structural changes, they“make the . *

y s

solution of problems within the school by the cooperation:of experts or SN
\ ° ., : : - . :

Jtinuity between:external=adaptation and internal efficiency'refledts
the dominanpt view of organizations that internal functioning is most

efficient when the environment is minimally felt Contemﬁorary organi-

~

:Izatlon and management theory (and, 1ndeed, this paper) have, thus, 'ig

]
stressed organizational boundary agents in their role as buffers of the

) ' ISR \ ~

Y
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: : L ¢ |
technical core.(Thompson,.1967). Louis Pondy (1576) has suggested,

-however, that organizations may find tremendous new resources for

~

growth and change by welcoming_in environmenta%;ipfluences rather

- —

than attempting to buffer them out. For teachers and schdols, this

would, ofhcoqrse, represent a total departure from the traditions
. A . ! o .

. : ' . L PR
of bureaucratization and professionalization. Nonetheless, such a

4

e

support and cooperation that

5

1

- el

‘.

departure ma& be preferable to phé‘breakdown of ;key sfructures of

—~

this bdper suggests accompanies environ-

1.

mertal pressure. In eifhéf'caée;“changes_in the work experiences of

teachers will be profound

f

x)
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' TABLE 1. Correlationsa qf Environmental Pregsure and.Normativg Consensus
L . - —
' ¥ Normative Consensus
“ _ . , _ .
‘ o ' f'ﬁ _Among . Between Faculty ‘ . -
. % : _ % o Faculty , - and Principal _Among Administrators
Community Pressure Zéro*order ‘Partial = Zero-order Partial Zero-nrder. Partial
DissatisfacEiOn, . e , | o
Administtator - | . o CU '
- ‘estimate . \ -.24 . .31 =.45% % 110 - -.26 0 .08 -
.\ (Teacherestimate ' .07 .25 - e -30 _ o6 2
. Orgamization = _ 36w 230 .- .11 -300 .17 .04
Intrusions 17 % -s -0 . 27t a9
feachér.Ofganization h - - ‘, - |
.__Pregsure ‘ - - Lot
Organizatién - ‘ '
Strength | -1 -.23 .32 -4 10 4
Rank-and-£1le o - - g
! - . participation . 62%% A7%% 0~ 01 - =.09 .01 iZSCJ,
Intrusions ' . ) ‘ -, ' o
Strikes ) 17 0, -.05 -04 15 . S 41% .45
Grievances - 26 ! -.05 -.32  -,06 -.15® 27
‘Desnriptive Statistics = ‘ s
Mean, | - 3.60 0.00 . . 3.7
Standard Deviation . .57 T .94

Significant at. .05 level - » o
Significant at .01 level . _ | _ |
s range fffn 26 to 34 for Zero-order cor:é&ationsJ N = 21 for partial correlations.

!

¢ .




TABLE 2. Correlations” Between Envirommental Pressure and Upward Communication

: Upward Communication o .

o
.Communiﬁy Pressure Behavioral Measure ’ Perceptual Measure
_ Dissatisfaction ‘ ' Zero-order Partial Zero-order ';fértial
’ .'Administrator . R S, ) o }~tJ{”?/(
estimate -.18 ~.35 =25 -.15
Teachers estimate .10 .32 f.ig. - .. .03
' Organization A4 -0 0 .22
Intrusions | - .2s .30 B .07 .20

Teachers Organization g "
Pressure ‘ . -

’ ’Organiiatiﬂn

Strength ' -.02 -.04 o =320 -.35
Participation .37% R -.10 -.43
Tntrusions . E -
Strikes .05 .13 -.10 .15
'+ Grievances - .01 .02 -.30 " -.17

Descriptive Statistics Aﬁh\ o . ) .
Mean o, .81 . o 1.34
.Standard Deviation - ' ) .38 . , - 1.46

o

* . S
Significant at .05 level
** gignificant at .01 level

%s for zeroiorder correlations range’ from 26 to 34. N = 21 for paftia} correlations,

L
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TABLE 3. Correlationsa Betbeeﬂ

Uncertainty )
" (1) Describijgzgzzalty
(2) Describing self

Facilitative-Dependence

(3) Help received overall

Uncertainty, and Facilitative=-Dependence

(4)'He1p received from teachers e

(55 Help received from pripcipal - : .

b
Descriptive Statistics

Mean

Standard Deviation >

S
-

E A ‘ :
Significant at .05 level
D okk ,
- Significant at %01 leval
iN = 34 for all correlations,

b
#

(1) (2) (3) (4)
.41, -0 <19
—bEx 221
49
.06 .06 1.92.  1.95
66 .66 .28 .26

" g

.7

5)

)
e 07
.00

.21

".26

2.04

.32
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Table 4. Cd%relationsa'Betbeén Envitonmental Pregsufe and Uncertainty andfFacili;ativé'Débéndence

: ‘,r o ) Uncertaintz’l |
, Faculfy | "%?Sglf'
'Zeyo- Par- - lero-  Par-
Communlty Pressure . orﬂer tial  order- tial
Dlssatisfaotion
. Adninistrator
estimate 1% [ TL AN | LA
Teacher estimate , I144;* -,20 Ly 36
Organi;ation' vy W00 08 <3
Intrusions 06 - 09 -9
“Teacher brganizationr [
- Pressure . “ L
- Orgadization . ) ‘
Strength . . 1 24 -
' Rankeand-file |
Participation -3 03 0 =06 Al
i Intrusions | ! |
Strik%s , 24 03 .28 08
" Grievances ” ST N /. TS )
#Significant at the .05'level
HSignificant at the .01 level .

I]:~ .

! Facilitative Dependence—-Hel9¢ReceiVed

v

0vera11 ‘,From Teachers | - From Princigalj

| Zero- ‘ Par-  lero-  Par- Zerof Par-
order  tlal ‘order  tial  order  tial
SRR L S| LI R RN
1) RN | R B S LW X
S 36 05 <08
=02 -03 -0 -08 LR U
TR R YRR R ) R

24 Q5 0 30k 14 07

- 34 000 -.28 23 =04

=20

NS for zergorder correlations range from 28 to 3, 3 for partial correlatibns|

\ 9

CERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

R



_APPENDIX: OPERATIONALIZATION'OF VARIABLES
. R :\.'@:—'.."‘ - "

~ : -
2

oy, “ . '
) , . ..‘;,-‘ .. . ) i -

Community pressure: dissat1é¥action - , Xr. . - “ ‘ﬁ?&

Jf-ﬁ

Two scales were formed from teacher-and .administrator estimates of ‘\\
community attitudesy: Principal component analysis was used to weight _\
the items in the scalas. A school values for the teachers' resgonses
- was derived by taking the mean of the scale.value across teacher \
.respondents at each: school The items and their loadings on ‘the scales
are: ‘ : . e o :

Teachers' scale

Teachers and parents dé not get along well here. (.36)
" ‘Parents question the authority of the principal. (.35)
There is considerable mistrust of the schools in this community. ( 41)

There is pressure in this community for a return to basics in the /.
school. (.27)

The ’ommunity seems afraid that thehsdﬁbols are wasteful. (.37)"l
The community seems afraid that the schools are not teaching values
ic holds\dear. ¢.39)

Community support for the schools is rising. (-.34)

Administrator's scale

Parents of students here would like to’see significant changes made
in this school. (.29)

‘Teachers and parents do not get along well here. (.33)

‘The parents and T generally see eye- o—-eye on issues concerning their
children's welfare. (-.31) -

- There is pressure in this community for a returd to basics in the
" school. (,00) . N -

People in this community are afraid that their schools are 1neff1cient.

939) . : S



. . R R
- People in this community prdvide generOus support for their schools.
. (-.29) : S

People in this community generally ‘believe teachers hold the same
values they do. (-.39)

. The people in this community support the amount of 1nnovative educa—
tional techniques we are using here. (-.30)

-

The parents of . students here are quite satisfied with the school. (=.37)

‘In this community there is considerable mistrust of schools. ( 32)
14 . Y

-

The teachers' scale explains about fifty-five percent of the variance
among the items in it. The administrator's scale explains forty-four
percent of its common variance.

-~

bescriptive statistic? for the teacher and administrator scales. respect-
tively are: :

means: .01, .00
standard deviations: .57, 2.1

.

Community pressure: organization

The scale was formed b& principal compenent analysis from admin -
istrator data. The items and their loadings on the scale are:

-
Is there an active parents organization or parent-teachers organization

at this school? (yes =1, n=2) (-.59) 3
. The parents here are well organized to present their wishes. (.60)
The community is divided in its attitudes toward the school. (~-.54)

The scale expla}ns about fifty-one percent of the common variance among
the items. .

The mean is ,00. #
The standard deviation is 1.38.

. Community pressure: intrusions

This variable is the number of times according to an administrator,
there has been an effort in the last two years by parent, organized
group, businessesy or other parts of the cdmmunlty to make their
opinions felt in the school. The mean is 7.64. - The standard deviation
is 10.23. > S




‘Teacher organizationi strength

Admlnistrator data is used to derive a Guttman scale with a coefficient
of reproducibility of .%4. [The component items in the order in which
they are combined to build the scale are:

A teacher who refuses to pay dues to the teachers organization is
dlscharged from the staff. p : i ’ﬁ g

A grievance by an individual teacher is settled by compulsory arbitration
9 of a neutral party if it is not settled by other steps.

Teachers are assured by-contract of representation on the district' s,

curriculum committee.
.’\J

H

Thé scale values and the percentages of the schools at ‘each value are:

¢1) #two percent (2) twenty-;four percent (3) twenty-one percent
(4) ive percent. The total is ninety-nine percent because of
rour@%ngp error. K '

’

Teacher organization: rank-and-file participation
e . .

Teacher data is used to form this variables by summing the weans
across teachers at each school for the following two items:

How many teachers would you estimate regularly attend meetings of tha
teachers’ organization 6T are otherwise active in its affairs?

How many teachers would you estimate regularly talk with the building _
representative about teachers' organization business? |

Response categories ranged from nome (1) to all (5) for both items.
The mean for this variable is 5.55. The standard diviation is .94.

Teacher organization: strikes

This variable is the administrator's report of the number of times the

“ teachers of the school have gone on strike since January 1, 1970, coded
from none (0) to six or more times (6). The mean is 1.03. The standard
deviation is .82. '

- * o

Teacher organization: grievances

This variable is the administrator's report of the number of grievances
that have been filed by teachers at the school since Septémber, 1974.
The mean 1is 1.41. Therstandard deviation is . 2.01.

+




Normative consensus: among faculty .-

The operationalization here is. the mean agreement across teachers at

each school with the statement: "Teachers in this school are more

united by what they have in.common than divided by their differences." *

The higher the code, the greater the perceived consensus among teachers. -
K R

Normative consensus:. between aculty and principal

This scale was formed by principal’ component ana1y51s.- The items and
their loadings are: ~

The principal usually disagrees with the majority of the faCulty on
issues felating to teaching as a profession (-.48).

I frequently find myself in.disagreement with the principal (-.61). -

'The majority of the faculty often disagrees with the principal on how
the school be run (— 63). '

. This scale accounts for about tifty-six percent of the common variance
among the items.

Normative consensus: among administrators

This variable is created by taking the mean across administrators in
the school of agreement with the statement: "My superior sometimes asks
me to do things I do not think are a good idea." The code is reversed
so that a higher code indicates consensus. "Superior," of course,
refers to a different administrator in the responses of the principal
and of an assistant principal. In treatimg both referents ‘together
this consensus includes some central effice administrators as well as
building administrators.

[}
Upwvard communication: behavioral measure

P

This variable compares teacher and administrator listings of "the
o ~ five prohlems which you feel are of greatest concern to your school's
faculty with réspect to the operation-of the.school and life in -it."

The problems mentioned were coded in detailed categories derived
from the mentions in a sample of questionnaires. These detailed
categories fell in the following twenty-five areas:

\

A. Students

1. Behavior, discipline

' 2. attendance, . tardiness |
3. learning skills, learning behavior
4. learning attitudes
5. other

-34 -




B. Teachers

1. characteristics of (other) teachers
2. relationships,
3. other o

C. Principal administrators/ school board

1. personal qualities of administrators (not school board)
2. relating to teachers

3.- school board i

4. other

D. A¢ministration of the school

l. policies . . C
2. cqntroll% students, discipline : E
3. coordination ' ' ' !
4, related to teaching, classroom

5. insufficiencies (usually from budget cuts)

6. physical conditions at school

7. contract, labor relations

E. Program for students

1. curriculum
2. extra-curriculum .
3. other

F. Community, parents

- 1. community

2. parents

3. other
Only these twenty-five areas were used in comparing teacher and ad-
ministrator mentions for matches. The number of matches between a
.teacher mention and an administrator mention at a school was standard-
ized for variation from school to school in the number of administra-
"tors and teachers responding and the number of problems actually men=
'tioned. : i
Upward communication: perceptual measure .

->

¢ -

n

t

This variable sums the proportions of teacher-respondents at a school

" who agree that "the principal spends a good deal of his time. on matters
of everyday concern to the faculty" and that "teachers feel free-to
,[approach the principal with school problems.' : _ L

_35 -
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-Uncert}inty: describing faculty

This variable was formed by principal component analysis of teacher
responses to six items. The school value was derived by taking the

"mean across teachers at each school. The constituent items and thelir
loadings on the scale are: ‘ : ‘

There is no teaching technique" suitable for ‘the maJority of students
at this school. ( 45) . :

Teachers ‘at this school must constantly adjust to new ways of doing
things. (.46)

"' The students at this school are very different from one another (.39

-

It is hard for a teacher at this school to know what to ‘do to educate
. students effectively. (’50)- :

.Many teachers at this school are unsure ~whether they will be working
‘here next year. (. 25)

Y

Teachers at this school do not know what others expect of them. (. 36)

The scale explains about thirty—five percent of the common variance
among the items. :

Uncertainty: describing self:

Principal component analys(s was used to form a scale from teacher data.
The school-level variable was derived by taking the mean across teacher-

respondents for teacher school. The items and their loadings om the e
scale are: ' ' E

. . - Al ‘

/ .

I often feel tensé about my life at school. (.56) vq
. /

‘ ‘ /
I often feel unCertain about‘my life at school. (.59)

I often fell insecure about my like at schodﬁg ( 59)
Thé scale explains about eighty-four percent of the common variance
among the items. ce s

Facilitative dependence: overall, on other teachersl,on the principal ‘
Overall. dependence was 0perationalized from teacher responses to the :
question: '"Overall, what effect do others at school have on the succesg-
" ful completion of .a .teacher's job at this school9' - The response categories o
range from "a great help" through "some help," Mlittle effect," "some .
hindrance," to 'h great hindrance." For this measure of dependence on
. others, helping and hindering were considered equivalent aspects of

36




1
14

L]

dependence. The measure used, therefore, rarges from "little effect"
(coded 1) to great-help". " a great hindrance' (coded 3). The
dependence of the individual teacher on other teachers and on the
principal was assessed by asking the same question specifically with .
respect to "otHer teachers" and then with respect to "to principal.”
The same coding scheme, including folding_ the original scale, was used.
The three variables measure facilitative. endence rather: than
dependence in general, ‘because teacher respondents almost universally

ravoided the two "hindrance" ' responses. For the measure of overall

dependencge; dependence on othersteachers, and dependence on the
principal\, respectively, only eight percent, four percent, and eleven
percent chdse these categories. Essentially, therefore, -the responses
rang om "little effect" to "a great help." Variables at the school
lev?}/ézre formed, finally, by taking means across teacher respondents
for{each school on each of the three variables.:

- 37 -
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