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Introductory Statement

The Center is concerned with the shortcomings of teaching in Ameri-
can schools: the ineffectiveness of many American teachers in promoting
achievement of higher cognitive objectives, in engaging their students
in the tasks of school learning, and, especially, in serving the needs
of students from low-income areas. Of equal concern is the inadequacy
of Americanm schools as environments fostering the teachers' own motiva-
tions, skills, and professionalism.

The Center employs the resources of the behavioral sciences--theore~-

tical and methodological--in seeking and applyirg knowledge basic to
achievement of its objectives. Analysis of the Center's problem area
has resulted in three programs: Heuristic Teaching, Teaching Students
from Low~Income Areas, and the Environment for Teaching. Drawing pri-
marily upon psychology and sociology, and also upon economics, political
science, and anthropology, the Center has formulated integrated programs
of research, development, demonstration, and dissemination in these
three areas. 1In the Heuristic Teaching program, the strategy is to
develop a model teacher training system integrat ing components that
dependably enhance teaching skill. In the program on Teaching Students
from Low-Income Areas, the strategy is to develop materials and pro-
cedures for engaging and motivating such students and their teachers.
In the program on Environment for Teaching, the strategy is to develop
patterns of school organization and teacher evaluation that will help
teachers function morve professionally, at higher levels of morale and
conmitment .

The following report presents an extensive comparison of teachers
in open-space schools with teachers in traditional schools. It surveys
the effects of team teaching on variables such as the teacher's sense
of influence, job satisfaction, and attitude toward being evaluated by
colleagues. It thus focuses on the organizational effects of team
teaching rather than on the substance of the team members' interaction
or the effects of team teaching on children. Teachers in structurally
open schools, who teach in teams or in view of other teachers, report
a higher sense of efficacy--~they feel better satisfied with their jobs,
more autonomous, axtd more influential-~than do teachers who teach in
walled classrooms.

l'rhia 1s the second study of team teaching undertaken within the
Environment for Teaching program and represents a different approach
from that of the first, B, Lopossa's "Comparative Study of Team and
Individual Decision Making," Technical Report No. 20. Lopossa's study
was an experimental one that compared the rationality and quality of
decision making among teaching teams and ad hoc groups of individual
teachers. The teams were not found to be more rational in their
decision-making process or better in the quality of their decisions
than the ad hoc groups.
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Abstract

frhis study vas concerned with a fundamental problem in the
organization of the social role of the teacher: What are the na~
ture and distribution of the work-related interaction and influ-
ence which teachers experience and the effects of these pattems
on the way teachers actually work? Teachers are commonly isolated,
in the performance of their day-to-day activities, from their
immediate colleagues and superiors and from the profession at large.
What are the consequences of current efforts to change teachers'
work situations for teachers' job satisfaction, sense of control
over their own work, and actual job performance?

Elementary schools are currently undergoing revolutionary
changes in organization. How do these changes affect the status of
teachers, their job satisfaction, their attitudes toward children,
their sense of influence and autonomy within the school? In tlﬁ.s
gtudy, a comparison was made between teachers in open-space elemen-
fary schools, and teachers in traditional schools where teaching
takes place in self-contained or walled-off classrooms. Open-space
schools refers to a new type of school architecture with a minimum
of interior partitioning. From the organizational point of view, such
schools represent a radical departure from traditional school organi-
zation in at least two ways: (a) teachers operate as a team to make
important decisions about deployment of groups of children, scheduling,
curriculum, and learning problemé; (b) teachers are visible to one

another as they work.

The sample. The sample consisted of 110 teachers from nine




open elementary schools and 120 teachers from eight traditional

elementary schools. All were K-6 schools with a predominantly
middle~class suburban clientele. Questionnaires were administered
to all the teachers in the selected schools.

Major findings. As compared with teachers in traditional schools,

teachers in open schools were more satisfied with their jobs, felt more
autonomous, and reported more influence in making all kinds of decisions.
Principals were seen as less influential in the open schools. The rise
in sense of teacher efficacy in the open schools does not appear to be
a product of the selection process, since the two sets of teachers were
similar as to sex and education, with the open-school teachers being
slightly younger (probably because open schools are newer schools).

The high morale in the open schools does not appear to arise only out of
the gzeneral increase in teachers' power and autonomy in such schools.

It appears to have other sources as well, which have not yet been
identified.

Other interesting findings concern the responses of ambitious
teachers working in these two organizational systems. In the tradi-
tional schools, ambitious teachers tended to be more dissatisfied with
teaching than did relatively unambitious teachers, regardless of the
measure of ambition that was used. In the open schools, women teachers
1nterested in vertical promotion were also less satisfied than women
without such interests. There was, however, a sharp rise in the
occurrence of women with professional, i.e., collegial (as opposed to
bureaucratic) ambition in the open-school setting, and these women

tended to be more satisfied with their jobs than women who did not
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score high on the project's measure of professional ambition. This
finding was interpreted as a structural effect of open schools; open
schools appear to give teachers professional ambition, which, in tum,
becomes an important source of job satisfaction.

Teachers' orientations toward children on five different dimen-
sions vere measured on an attitude instrument. The hypotheses of the
study were that teachers who had a maternal orientation or a “child-
development" orientation toward children would be less happy in the
open schools because .of lowvered opportunities for intensive teacher-
child interaction. These relationships were not found. They apparently
were eliminated by two much stronger relationships~~-teachers in open
schools were more satisfied (in all sub-groups) than teachers in tradi-
tional schools; and, in either setting,’ 1f a teacher had a matermal
or "child-development'' orientation toward children, he or ghe was more
likely to be satisfied with the job. These orientations, as a rule,

were not markedly different in the two settings.
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Chapter 1

THE ORGANIZATIONAL ISOLATION OF THE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHER

Introduction

Recent innovations are changing the environment for teaching. These
changes, many of them radical in natwure, may have strong consequences for
teacher power, teacher morale, and for the ways that teachers act toward
st:udenfs. Innovations such as team teaching and differentiated staffing
are truly fundamental alterations in school organization. School adminis-
trators and educational researchers need a way to describe and analyze the
nature of these changes and their organiza:ional consequenc;s.

In this study we report some findings on the impact on elementary
school teachers of a major imnovation in the organization and setting of
their work. We compare teachers in two types of schools: (a) Those
organizing the work of the school in a way that 1s now traditional by
assigning a single teacher and an assigned and stable group of students
to a classroom, and (b) those assigning a larger group of students with
several teachers to a single large classroom space. These latter schools--
called open-space schools--are designed and intended to provide a great
deal of flexibility in elementary school teaching. Teachers can exchange
duties, and can move from one group of students to another. Individual-~
{zed instruction is facilitated--some teachers can work with individual
students, or small groups of students, while the other teachers are

working with larger groups.

-

Our interest in open-space schools, however, does not arise primarily

because.of their instructional flexibility. We are interested in seeing
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how they change the work, working relationships, and orientations of the
teachers. In other words, we do not study the effects open-space schools
may ha.ve on the instruction students receive (let alone what they actually
learn) but on the work relationships and attitudes of the elementary teach-
ers. The open-space school locates the teacher in a group of teachers
working together. It creates new opportunities for teaching, the new
responsibility of working in close coordination with others, the new
resource of constant feedback and assistance from other teachers, and

the new organizational limitation of potential interference, criticism
and evaluation from others. How do these changes affect the role and
attitudes of the teacher?

The role of the teacher is a subject of great importance because its
restrictive character has been the focus of so much discussion in contem-
porary criticisms of education. The isolated character of the teacher's
role--closed away behind the doors of the classroom--has been seen as the
source of many educational problems. (a) The isolation of the teacher is
seen as insulating teachers from innovations arising in the profession,
the organizational structure of the schools, or the community. The teacher
is both protected and insulated from the stimulations and the pressures
outside the classroom which might make education more responsive both to
community needs and the most modern educational developments. Thus, while
the demands, requirements and possibilities for education created in the
external social system and the educational professions are constantly
changing, the little world of the classroom is believed to go on, irrele-
vant and independent to the point of isolation. (b) The isolation of the

teacher 1s also believed to have negative effects on teachers. The teacher

£ .
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is seen as not only protected, but imprisoned in the classroom, with
little professional contact or opportunity for development and innova-
tion. Partly because of its insular situation and its custodial charac-
ter, elementary school teaching has been thought to be an unexciting,
impotent activity, low in almost every component of social status--
prestige, income, social authority, power, effectiveness, and future
career prospects. Many entrants into the profession leave within a

few years. Hardly any--especially among the women--advance to positions
of wider social significance and effectiveness.

It is therefore important to see how an innovation which opens up
the classroom a little to bring the teachers into contact, at least with
each other and possibly with the widexr profession, affects the role and
orientations of the teacher. This is the problem the present study sets

out to ilnvestigate.

The Importance of Interaction

A crucial feature of our approach to school organization is the impor-
tance of the interaction of participants as they go about their jobs.
Whether or not it is uritten into an organizational chart, if workers
report that they cannot make decisions by themselves but must receive
direction from others, and that their work is evaluated firsthand by
these others, something vital about the authority structure of the organi-
zation has been revealed. Direction and evaluation are the foundation
of organizational control.

In the traditional elementary school, the formal authority structure

is misleading, giving the impression of a hierarchically organized bureau-

13
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cracy with teachers taking detail.led direction and evaluation from the
principal. But studies examining how often the teachers actually work
with the principal on the making of a decision show quite another
picture.

In a study of traditionally organized schools in Wisconsin, Roland
Pellegrin reports few collaborative relationships. for the principal
outside of his work with his secretary and the custodian. The teachers

ort being dependent on the principal. However, in response to ques-

t decision making, the teacher, in isolation, turns out to be

Despite the hierﬁeh{cal structure, principals infrequently give
directions to teachers or e;raluate their work. In actuality, principals
often avoid evaluation procedures and rarely apply sanctionms.to tenured
teachers. A recent California Teachers Association survey of evaluation
procedures in over 700 school districts showed that principals normally
evaluated permanent or tcnured teachers annually and probationary
teachers twice annually. Most districts report the usc of only two

classroom visits for evaluation purposes during the school year.2

1Roland J. Pellegrin, Some Organizational Characteristics of Multi-
unit Schools. Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Administra-
tion, University of Oregon, Eugeve, Oregon, 1970, Technical Report No. 8,
Ppo 3-7.
2Recruitment, Assignment, Transfer, Promotion, and Evaluation
Practices Reported by California School Districts--1966-67. Research
Department, California Teachers Association and California Association
of School Administrators. Research Bulletin No. 211. October 1967.
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Teachers are also isolated from their colleagues. Traditionally,
elementary teachers have performed their tasks 1nd1v1dua11y--1nde;;endent:
of each other. There are few mutual or common tasks that require meaning-
ful professional interaction. Teachers talk to one another, but their

conversation is largely informal and is not often related to decision

making or evaluation. As a matter of fact, the observer in a traditional
elementary school will not find many task-oriented groups of teachers to
watch. It geems lt‘hat: the organizational structure emphasizing independent
work has adverse affects upon meaningful task-related interaction among
teachers.

The importance of work-related interaction lies in the opportunities
it creates for influence and evaluation in decisions about the task of
teaching. If we want to describe the sources of power and influence in
school decision making, ve must question and observe very closely the
day-to-day decisions in the school~~who makes them, with whose advice and
consultation; who observes the consequences of the decision? If in some
traditional schools the teacher is influenced and evaluated by no other
staff members, then it must be concluded that teaching proceeds in an
organizationally uncontrolled manner. Usually, when professionals work
within a bureaucracy, some form of control is exerted by the colleague
group, if not by the organizational superordinate. If the teachers in
these schools interact on the job only with children, it follows that the
organization not only fails to control the teacher's behavior, but also
cannot modify, improve, or encourage the teaching process. The teacher,

in this case, must act on his own ideas about the nature of teaching and

o
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the proper role of the teacher. In order to see organizational control
at work in these schools, watch the teacher controlling, directing, and
evaluating, as well as doing most of the talking in the classroom. In
the traditional elementary school, the closest thing 't:o ; rouﬁ:lne bureau-

cratic employee turns out to be the childl

Peculiarities of Eiementary School Interaction

We have been suggesting how the elementary school differs from
organizations such as businesses and hospitals, t:radit:ionally studied
by sociologists. |

The isolation of the teacher from potential colleagtises and the prin-
cipal is indeed a curious phenomenon. Lortie describes éhese oddities
of organizational arrangement very well in his chapter on control and
autonomy among elementary school teachers.3 On the whole, Lortie feels
that teachers are not powerful figures in the organization of the school.
The teachets' main spheres of influence and reward are the classrooms,
which Lortie describes as "small universes of control"; benefits derived
from interaction with colleagues have little significance. "The teacher
may participate (often voicing complaints) in committees which deal with

school-wide matters, but since these occupy the fringes of her concern,

nh
such participation does littie to intensify relationships with colleagues.

Teachers have a few participation rights in. school-wide decisions. They

3Dan C. Lortie, "The Balance of Control and Autonomy in Elementary
School Teaching." 1In A. Etzioni (Ed.), The Semi~Professions and Their
Organization. New York: The Free Press, 1969. Pp. 1-54.

“Intd., p. 36.
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tend to leave everything outside the classroom to the principal's decision-

making domain.,

According to Lortie, there are indications that the feature most cen-

tral and unique to schools--instruction--is least controlled by specific

and enforced rules and regulations. Informal understandings exist wherein
principals concentrate instructional supervision on beginning teachers,
leaving more experienced teachers largely to their own devices. Teachers
do have, therefore, a limited type of autonomy, but one that is not for-

mally recognized by the organization. Controls may always be exerted from

above, and most teachers appear to recognize and respect this formal

power of the principal.

The significance of isolation of a technical-professional worker, both
from colleagues and from formal evaluation of superiors, camnot be under-
estimated. Some teachers regard this freedom from interference of others
as a desirable state of autonomy, characteristic of '‘true" professionals.
But the essence of continuous professional control and intellectual growth
lies in stimulating contact with peers who continually inform and challenge
ideas about children,. curriculum, classroom management, and larger problems
of school and community relations. The children, although a possible source
of favorable evaluation, cannot possibly perform this function. Without
some form of evaluation by others, whether by colleagues or organizational

superiors, the occupation becomes "fossilized."

Open Schools: A Natural Experiment in
Organizational Change

The innovation of the '‘open-space' school provided a unique oppor-
tunity to study teachers in an environment where the locus of decision

naking has frequently been dramatically altered. A Stanford School

17




Planning Laboratory bulletin describes these schools as lacking in
interior partitions: visual and acoustical separation between teaching

3 The most common

stations and classroom areas is limited or eliminated.
practice has been to create instructional areas by forming ''pods,”
"Classroom clusters," or "big rooms' that accommodate a definite number
of teachers and class groups usually ranging from the equivalent of two
to nine classrooms. Many schools constructed within the last two years
have open areas that range up to 30 equivalent classrooms. Figure 1
contains some representative examples of what constitutes open-space

instructional areas.

. Figure 1

APIER

£17)¢]5

123y
$7 65

"9_ T} Partitions
' b 240 Teacher/Classroom
110 11 laua) Equivalence

KEY
=== Permanent Wall
--== Demountable or Operable

Drawings show relationships, not scale.

SSchool Planning Laboratory, School of Education, Open-Space Schools
Project Bulletin, No. 1, March 1970. Stanford, California: Stanford

University.
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According to a national survey of 43 state directors of school plan-
ning, over 50% of all new schools constructed within the last three years
have been of open design. In some states such as California, virtually
all new elementary schools being constructed are opén-space ia nature.
The most important reasons for this architectural change, according to
Stanford's survey, have been (a) improved flexibility in grouping of
students, and (b) better use of teacher competencies through cooperative
planning and teaching arrangements.6 When schools emphasize individualized
instruction, conventional classrooms limit the flexibility of potential
grouping of students. Also, a physical structure enclosing a teacher and
a single group of students behind a closed door has always limited the
principal's ability to support weaker teachers or to make general use

of the special skill of certain teachers. Some form of team teaching was

the most commonly reported innovation by the superintendents of districts

with open schools. 7

Changes in the Organization of Work

The open-space school (which we shall call ‘'open school"), when it
makes use of team teaching, represents an important alteration of con-
ventional elementary school organization. At least two of the changes are
certain to have consequences for teachers. The first is the shift in focus
of decision making from the individual teacher to the group of teachers.
The second is the fact that teachers are working in full view and within

acoustical range of each other.

6Ib:l.d., p. 5.

7Illb:l.(l.
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In sociological tcrms, these are changes in the basic authority
structure of the organization beéause the dimensions of evaluation and
control have been altered. If there has been a true shift in the per-
sons responsible for decisions, then accompanying changes should be found
in the sources of influence on the content of those decisic;ns. If prin-
cipéls are taking advantage of the new physical structure to make spe-
cial use of highly competent teachers, it would seem essential that they
find a way to identify certain teachers as competent. This in turn would
necessitate a much more frequent and meaningful formal evaluation process
in the new schools. If teacher groups are given the formal right to
extensive decision making, then they must experience an increased sense
of power and efficacy, and this increased sense of power may extend
teyond the team's area of direct concern. Lastly, if teachers have the
stimulation of interaction with other adults on professional matters
rather than being confined all day to the company of children, they may

well show a sharp increase in morale.8

Research Juestions

Evaluation and Influence

This study cc;mpares the roles and role orientations of teachers in
open schools with those in self-contained classrooms. By comparing the
answers of samples of teachers in the two organizational settings, we
hoped to be able to see the consequences the open school has for the
teacher's position in the school.

In particular, the study w;s organized around a number of specific

consequences the open school was hypothesized to have for teachers.

8For a complete discussion of the changing authority structure of
the elementary school, see Brunetti (1970).
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1. Does the open school increase the amount of work-related
interaction t:eﬁchers have with colleagues? |
It seems likely that the teacher interdependence created by the
structure of the open school, with the attendant need for coordination
and "team meetings," would greatly increase the interaction teachers
have with each other. The effects of the open school on teachers' inter-
action with the principal might also be expected to be positive, since
in this situation teachers are working in a public area freely available
to participation and involvement by the principal.
2. Does the open school increase the overall amount of influence
of the teachers?
1f the open school creates colleague relationships and increases
in the degree to which teacher groups effectively contrci & varlety of
aspects of classroom life, it should produce an increszs in the amount of
influence they fee! they have in the school. The eféact on che influence
of the principal was seen as ambiguous--principals may gain, in the open
schooi, access to a wider range of classroom activities which now go on
in a more public place, but at the same time t:he_y no longer dqminat:e the
school by default because of the isolation of each individual teacher.
* Rather, they may be dealing with eifectively organized teaching teams which
set their own policies and make thei- own decisions.
3. Does the open school increase the amount of explicit evaluation
of teachers which goes on in the school?
Open-school teachers work in a public situation. Colleagues and
superiors can watch them work without having to penetrate the isolation of

the self-contained classroom. In fact, colleagues and administrators in

3l
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an open school can hardly avoid observing and being affected by the work
of the individual teacher. With this increased opportunity to evaluate,
the stated goal of using specialized competencies of individual teachers
should result in evaluation of the competence of individual teachers.
Thus, we hypothesized, both informal and formal evaluation (by both col-
leagues and nrincipals) would be much more common in the open school.

We also expected that because open-school teachers are so interde-
pendent and because :tl}ei.r competence can so easily be observed by others,
more-or-less formal rank or status differences would emerge in open
schools. Team leadership positions and special resource-teacher roles
would emerge. But very early in our study it became clear that the open
schools in our sample had not developed very far along this line~-formally
acknowledged leadership positions carrying differential salary or author-
ity rights were quite uncommon.

4. Does the open school increase the job satisfaction of

teachers?

On this question, we began our study with conflicting expectations.
The open school clearly provides teachers with new and satisfying oppor-
tunities-~they can work with each other and share their problems with each
other; their freedom to try out curricular innovations outside the con-
fines of a preassigned classroom full of students is greatly increased.
But the open school may also be scen as oppressive--the tecacher is always
working in public, with other te;chets, and often supervisors are able
to observe and comment. Further, the teacher's work is restricted by the
fact that in a huge classroom without interior walls many kinds of noisy

and exciting teaching activities arc very disturbing to other teachers :and

LS R
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their students. Thus the teacher must constantly be on guard lest his work
be disturbing to others. So we were unable to decide on definite hypothe-
gses about the effects of the open school on teacher job satisfaction.

Data on the four basic research questions listed above are presented
in Chapter 2. In Chapters 3 and 4, these results are further analyzed. We
attempt, with multivariate analysis, to dissect in greater detail why the
open school has the effects it does on the influence and satisfaction of

teachers.

Teacher Orientations

We wished to discover the effects of the open school on teachers'
orientations to their work, as well as effects on patterns of interaction,
evaluation, influence and satisfaction in the school. It was expected
that the open school would greatly change the way teachers looked at: their
work, because it provided more organizational rewards for competence and
a group of colleagues on whom the individual teacher could depend (instead
of being dependent for rewards primarily on the students in the self-
contained and isolated classroom). More specifically, we made certain
predictions concerning teachers with particular career goals and teachers
with certain orientations toward children.

5. Are open-space schools especially likely to support professional

ambitions in teachérs?

It has often been suggested that the lack of organizational rewards for
competence in teaching tends to drive the most ambitious men ahd women into
administrative positif.).:;.s. or out of the profession entirely. We wanfed to

explore the question of whether open schools provided special opportunities
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for reward for ambitious teachers--rewards which are lacking in most schools.
It became apparent early in our study that open schools had few, if any,
more opportunities for formal promotion to offer teachers than other schools.
But this still leaves open for investigation the possibility that teachers
in open schools become oriented toward broader professional activities

than other teachers. It was predicted that open schools would prove reward-
ing to professionally ambitious teachers who would therefore show more job
satisfaction.

6. Are open-space schools especially likely to support teacher

interests in curriculum and in formal academic learning, and
to discourage broad (perhaps even maternal) identification
with or interest in the child as a person?

Open schools usually divide up the day among specific lessons to be
taught a given child by different teachers. Teachers specialize in par-
ticular areas and rarely teach a given group of children for most of the
day. Further, becausec open-school teachers are constantly involved in work
with the teaching team--the collegial group--it seems likely that they are
able to look at children from a more distant, or perhaps more professional,
perspective than teachers who confront a given group of children on a per-
sonal basis day after day in the self-contained classroom. The corditions
of open-school teaching, that is, may create in teachers tendencies to
identify less with children, and to use them less as a source of gratifi-
cation, than elementary school teachers usually do. Correspondingly, open-
school teachers may be especially likely to concentrate on the relation
between child and curriculum--that is, the degree to which the child has

learned the specialized academic materials for which the teacher is respon-
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sible. If these speculations are correct, open-school teachers can be
expected to be considerably less maternal in their approach to the child,
and considerably more analytical in their orientation to him as formally
engaged in academic learning. Further, teachers vith the appropriate
orientations might be expecteci to be more satisfied with their jobs in
open schools. Studies of teacher orientations are contained in Chapter 5,
which report.'s- our findings on teacher ambition, and in Chapter 6, which

shows how open schools affect teacher attitudes toward the students.

Description of the Study: The Sample

Two criteria were used in selecting the schools to be studied: the
formal arrangements of the teaching task and the physical arrangement of
the instructional space. Two types of schools were selected:

1. Schools in which teachers are organized into formal work teams
to plan cooperatively and to conduct instructional tasks in open instruc-
tional areas where teaching situations are not separated by floor-to-
ceiling partitions. (These schools will be referred to as "open" through-
out the atudy.)

2. Schools in which teachers are formally organized to carry out
instructional tasks individually and separatlely in self-contained class-
rooms. | (These schools are referred to as "gelf-contained" throughout the
study.).

The sample consisted of 110 -teachers from nine open elementary schools

and 120 teachers from eight self-contained elementary schools. All of
the schools were K-6 elementary schools serving predominantly middle

classvsuburban populations in metropolitan areas. The open schools
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were selected from six different school districts, and the self-contained
schools were selected from three schooi districts. It is noted that the
sample was not randomly selected, as we attempted to choose only those
schools representative of the two structural types of organization and
architecture.

Since the practice of designing schools to accommodate team teaching
and other cooperative staffing arrangements is relatively new, none of
ﬁhe open 8chools had been operating for more than 4 1/2 years. Only
schools that were at least in their second year of operation were
included in the sample. Three schools were gselected from one district
that had pioneered the "open-space' concept, and one school was selected
from each of five other districts.

The self-contained schools were selected from three different school
districts. We purposely used school districts where no school had for-
mally embarked upon team-teaching programs. Five of the schools were
selected from one district that had developed good working relationships
with previous SCRDT projects.

The background characteristics of the teachers in the two types of
schools were highly important to the study. Open schools are generally
known to be "experimental" or "{nnovative” not only with respect to
staff organization and .architectural design, but also with respect to
philosophy, curriculum, and teaching methods; Although there have not
been any substantive studies made to confirm or reject these assumptions,
it was incumbent upon us to .exam:l.ne some of the background characteris-
tics of the teachers to determine if open schoéls attracted and/or
recruited a "special” kind of teacher. Some of the background charac-
teristics of the teachers from cthe open and self-contained schools

are shown in Table 1.
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TABLE 1

Selected Background Characteristics of Teachers from
Open and Self-Contained Classroom Schools

Characteristic . Open Self-Contained
‘Schools Classrooms
Sex:
Male 15% 17%
Female 85% 837%
Age:
20-25 24% 24%
26-30 31% 22%
31-35 9% 15%
36-40 19% 1%
41-50 ' 10% 227%
Over 50 7% 107

Years Teaching Experience:
(not including current year)

1 year or less 10% 15%
Two 1% 8%
Three 39% 23%
Four 287% 2%
Five or more 167% 23%
Education:

BA 61% 60%
BA+ 30% 27%
MA 9% 9%
MA+ 0% 2%
Other 1% 2%

N(100%) 110 120
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Teachers in the two kinds of schools are virtually indistinguishable
on the basis of sex or amount of formal education. In both samples, around
85% of the teachers are female and around 45% have more than a B.A. degree.
There are some differences in the age and experience distributions which are,
of course, closely related to each other. Although the proportions of the
very youngest and least experienced teachers are similar, there is a slight
tendency for a higher proportion of the open-school teachers to be in the
26-30 age bracket than the self-contained classroom teachers. The self-
contained classroom teachers are somewhat older on the average than the open-
school teachers. Similarly, the open-school teachers have, on the average,
fewer years of teaching experience. Twenty-one percent of the self-contained
classroom teachers have five or more years of experience.

These differences in the age and teaching experience of the teachers
seem to be a function of the age cf the schools. Most school districts,
feeling the pinch of rising costs, hire inexperienced teachers to replace
thosc who leave or to staff additional positions. The large percentage of
teachers having two to five years of experience corresponds to the age of the
open schools. Although most of the open schools were staffed, in part, by
teachers recruited from other schools in the districts, unfilled positions
were most likely staffed by new, inexperienced teachers. Thus the open
school staff looks more like any new school staff, despite efforts that were
made to self-select or deliberately hand-pick some open school staffs.

Other background factors include marital status, previous work, exper-
ience, nationality, political oriemtation, and religious performance. There
were virtually no differences between the two groups except in their expressed

political orientations. In responding to three categorics-- " conservative,"

<8
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"moderate," and "liberal''--the open-school teachers appeared to be less
"conservative''; 54% indicated their political orientation to be ‘'moder-
ate" as compared to 39% of the teachers in self-contained classroom
schools. Approximately 207 of the teachers in both groups checked the
"liberal" category.
Procedure

The questionnaire (Appendix B) consists of five parts.

Part FS- Personality Background Information

Part 1 - Ambition and Orientation

Part 2 - Formal Evaluation

Part 3 - School Authority Structure
Part 4 - Job Satisfaction '

Pargs FS, 1, 2, and 4 were pretested (see Appendix C) in three
elementary schools in three districts. On the basis of the éretest, we
were able to reword ambiguous items and to reduce the final length of
the instrument. Internal consistency of items in each subscale was
measured, and items with a low relationship to the dimension were dropped.
Also eliminated were those items that failed to produce wide variability
along the five points of the Likert scale. Part 4 of the questionnaire
was administered to several elementary teachers on an individual basis
to refine individual items and increase the general clarity of this
section of the instrument.

Questionnaires were administered to all teachers in the sample,
if at all possible, in a regularly scheduled faculty meeting. A member
of the research staff vas' present at each meeting both to administer ‘and
collect the questionnaires. Questionnaires of teachers who were
absent or who did not have sufficient time to complete them were
either mailed to a member of the research staff or picked up at the

school at a later date.
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The data analyses were carried out using the Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences program at the Stanford Computation Center.
Indices were constructed in analyzing most of the data. Multivariate

cross-tabulation techniques were also employed. Specific treatments

are described in each of the appropriate chapters that follow.
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Chapter 2

TEACHER INTERACTION AND INFLUENCE IN OPEN SCHOOLS AND IN
SELF-CONTAINED CLASSROOMS *

This study focuses on a dramatic organizational innovationm. The

open school breaks down the walls separating the classrooms of the more

traditional school stru;:ture. The teachers are to work as a team, coor-
dinating their work, exchanging pupils and ;:asks , jointly planning activ-
ities, and together facing a host of new and collective problems, of
which the confusion and noise genmerated by the ne‘.a arrangements are the
most obvious. The new physical arrangements of the open school are
intended to change the work of the teachers in some of these ways—to
break down the professional isolation of the traditional elementary
school teaéﬁer, and the rigid relatiom\between the teacher and the given
classroom full of students.

Organizational innovations, however, have a way of going awry.
Time and time again, evaluation studies of major changes in organiza-
tional structures show that fundamentally--at the level of day-to-day
work--nothing has changed. The entire constitution of the organization
has been transformed, new goals and new structures have been created,
but so far as the actual distribution of work, the actual location of
duties and powers, nothing has happened.

In s;atting out to study the open school, we received many intima-
tions that this major innovation, too, was one of little substance. In
pretest interviews, informed individuals in the field were careful to

leave open the possibility that the central patterns of authority activity,

*
Findings presented in this chapter are based on Brunetti (1970).
[} .') .
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and especially the defensive isolation of the individual teacher, were
quick to reassert themselves in the new physical setting of the open
school. l'igld observation also suggested this possibility. The first
thing a casual observer can note ab‘out many open schools is the extent

to which the huge open collective classroom 8pace is artfully broken up
into smaller physical units. The teachers are not brickmasons of course,
and cannot rebuild the physical walls; and in any case to do 80 would
violate in an obvious way the new organizational plan, with its 1ideolog-
ical base stressing the importance of collective or "team" teaching.

But using the equipment available to teachers, they do indeed seem to
rebuild the physical wallg of their classrooms. Bookcases .ate piled up
on boundary lines. Storage cabinets and files are carefully located to
break up sight lines. Classes tend to meet in nooks and corners protected
by the few structural walls vhich are left. Pillars and posts are ex-
tended with displays of student art work, pictures, maps, and shelves con-
taining the collections of flora, fauna and minerals characteristic of

the modern elementary school.

" It seemed clear that the defensive reconstruction of the walls of

the classroom operated to protect the most central and individual part

of teaching?-the actual instruction of particular classes in particular
lessons. Teachers seemed to be more willing to work collectively on
general problems of curriculum, school policy and student discipline

than on the more personal questions of instructional style.

“  As the collection of quantitative data on interaction and influence in
~ open and self-contained classrooms began, we {ncreasingly entertained the

possibility that there would be few; or small, differences b?etween the
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two structures, and that the apparent innovation of the open school was
a new bottle in which very old wine was to be found.

This chapter simply compares the reports of teachers in open and
self-contained classrooms on the distribution of interaction, evaluation
and influence in their schools. Throughout the report the observed
differences are assumed to reflect the real differences in the long-run
impact of the two types of organizations, but there are two methodological
difficulties with this argument which must be made explicit. (a) It is
possible that any differences between teachers in open and self-contained
classrooms reflect differences which the two kinds of teachars brought
with them to their schools. The teachers are not randomly assigned to the
two types of schools, and all sorts of underlying differences between them
are conceivable, This potential defect in the data is made much less
likely because, as shown above, the two groups of teachers are quite simi-
lar on most of the selected background characteristics. They are similar
in age, education, experience, sex, and as the data in Chapter 6 show,
many basic educational attitudes. The open-school teachers report that
they are politically "liberal” to a somewhat greater dégree than teachers
in self-contained classrooms, but the difference is not very large, and
in any case, political attitudes do not seem to be closely related to
any of the variables of concern here--teachers' reports about their inter-
action, evaluation, influence, Or satisfaction with their jobs, All in
all, the methodological problem of respondent self-selection is not likely
to be a major difficulty in this study. The major qualification this
statement requires is that open-school teachers have selected themselves

and thus enter their positions, presumably, with higher morale and greater
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involvement than others. Even though open-school teachers have attributes
similar to other teachers, the very fact that they have chosen (and,
typically, been selected by the teaching team) to work in a prestigious
and atypical teaching situation may indicate, or result in, exceptional
commitment on their part to their work situation. A consideration of this
point leads to the second basic methodological problem in our data. (b) A
more serious problem arises because the open school is a well-known inno-
vation. Innovations carry with them prestige, involvement, and satisfac~
t_ion--the. much-diacdased "Hawthorne' effect. Respondents are likél'y to
be affected not only by the substance of an innovationm, but by the fact
that it is new and exciting. Further, the very newness of an innovation
may create unusual kinds of involvement on the part of participants as
they work out and routinize the new organizational and task-related
procedures. These factors mean that any differences may result from the
temporary or traditional effects of the newness of the open school as an
organizational form, not from its intrinsic structure. There 18 no
effective way to deal with this methodological problem, except to see if
the differences betveen the two types of schools are clearly related to
substantive structural differences between them, and are not a global or
diffuse prestige effect.

This chapter investigates differences between teachers in open and
self-contained classrooms on the dimensions which might be expected to
be most obviously related to their differences in structure. The

reported results deal, in s;quence. with four basic questions:
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1. Do patterns of interaction in the two types of schools
differ? 1If teachers in open schools do not work together
more closely, the innovation we are examining lacks the
substance it was intended to have.

2. Do patterns of work evaluation in the two types of schools
diffar? The open school, with its attendant team teaching,
18 intended to transfer authority and responsibility from the
isolated individual teacher (and sometimes the principal) to
the professional group. If this doee not occur, the informal
changes in interaction brought by the open classroom are not
accompanied by shifts in formal or informal authority.

3. Sinilarly, do patterns of influence in the school, and over the
work of individual teachers, change in the open school? In

other words, arc shifts in interaction and the authority to
evaluate accompanied by changes in the distribution of overall

power in the school?

4, Finally, are teachers in open schools more satisfied with their
jobs than teachers in self-contained classrooms? One of the
basic justifications of the open school is that it makes the
work of teaching more involving and satisfying, and in this way
improves the capabilities of the teachers.

Differences in Interaction Patterns
In comparing interaction patterns between the two types of schools,
the primary concern is with the extent to which teachers interact with
their colleagues about work-related matters. A main thrust of the open
school 1is to make the work of teaching a collegial activity, and thus
to create both 1nformal'and formal (i.e., group meetings) interaction
among teachers about their work. Also of interest were any effects the
open school might have on teachers' interaction with principals, although
no clear effects coulé be hypothesized. In some ways, the open school
may make the teacher's work more accessible to observation and discussion
by the principal, but on the other hand this organizational change may
also take much responsibility for supervision and evaluation out of his

hands as the collegial group becomes more important.
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In order to measure interaction patterns, tecachers were asked to
indicate how oft’en they talked with other teachers, with teacher groups
and with the principal about six separate task areas: (a) the educa-
tional goals and objectives of the school, (b) school rules and regula-
tions, (c) grading students, (d) curriculum planning, (e) teaching
specific lessons or classes, and (£) student discipline and control.
These ﬁreas were chosen to cover a wide range of work-related topics.
To each of the six items a teacher could give any one of five

answers describing how often interaction took place: (1) at least once

a day, (2) at least once a week, (3) at least once a month, (4) less than

once 8 month, or (5) never.

Three indices of interaction were constructed using teachers'
responses to the six task areas on three separate questions:

1. Index of Informal Work Interaction: (Q. 1) “How often do

you talk informally, aside from prearranged or formal group
meetings, with other teachers about,..”" (followed by the six

task areas).

2, Index of Group Interaction: (Q. 2) '"When you meet with school
committees, teams, or teacher groups (e.g.,of similar grade level

or subject area), how often do you discuss..."

3. Index of Informal Principal Interaction: (Q. 3) "How often
do you talk individually with the principal about...”

In constructing each index, each teacher was given a score on each
item ranging from 1 (for those teachers reporting interaction at least
once a day) to 5 (never interacting). Then the scores on the six items

for each question were combined by addition into the overall 1ndex.1

]The {tems within each index ahwwad ruhatancial intercorrelations.
The data are shuowm in Appendix A.
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For simplicity of presentation and analysis, each index was reduced to a

trichotomy. All three measures were trichotomized at the same cutting

points to permit comparisons between them.

Table 1 shows the differences on the three interaction indices

between teachers in open schools and those i{n self~-contained classrooms.

TABLE 1

Task-Related Interaction on Three Indices of
Interaction Reported by Teachers in Open
.and Self-Contained Classroom Schools

Self Contained

Interaction:

Index of Informal
Principal Inter-
action:

High
Medium
Low

N(100%)

7%
172
76%

110

Open Schools Classrooms
a. Index of Informal
Work Interaction:
High 76% 487
Medium 20% 31%
Low 5% 21% '
b. Index of Group

8%
18%
76%

120
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The data in Table 1 strikingly confirm two aspects of our inter-
pretations of the structure of the elementary schools we studied. First,
teachers in open schools report much more interactiom with each other, in
both informal and especially formal meetings, than teachers in self- .

contained classrooms. The difference in degree of interaction in formal

group meetings is especially striking. The teaching team meetings character-

istic of the open school (at least weekly, but frequently even more often)
clearly have a strong impact on the work-related communication of the
teachers. Sixty-one percent of the open-school teachers, but only 21X of
the teachers in self-contained classrooms, are high on the measure of
formal group interaction. This finding is of cracial importance to our
study, since it validates the decision to examine open schools as repre—
senting a significant change in the organization of the school. ﬁhatever-
else may be said about the open school, it sharply increases the amount
of formal, work-related interaction teachers have with their colleagues.
Teachers in open schools also have much more interaction with their .
colleagues on a more informal basis. Seventy-six percent are high on
this variable, while only 48% of the teachers in self-contained class-
rooms received high scores. i

The data in Table ! also show a second important result. In neither
open schools nor in self-contained classrooms do teachers report mch work-
related interaction with their principals. Only 8% of the teachers in self-
contained classrooms and 7% of the teachers in open schools were high on
this measure. This is striking in comparison with the large numbers of
teachers in both types of schools with high scores on indices of formal

and informal interactfon with colleagues.
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More detailed data show that on every one of the specific items
of discussion, running from "th: educational goals and objectives of the
school" to"teaching specific lessons or classes,' over half of the
teachers in both open and self-contained classrooms reported having
talked with their principal "less than once a month" or "never." No
more than 2% of the teachers reported that they talked with the principal
"daily" in any of the task areas. These data amply doc&ment the isolation
of the teacher from the formal organization of the school, and the corres-
ponding isolation of the principal from the ideas and the day-to-day work
of the teachers.

In designing this study, we had considered the possibility that the
open school, while greatly affecting teachers' interaction with their
colleagues, did not really affect them in the areas most clogsely related
to the individual's personal and professional work--instruction and sub-
stantive matters of curriculum. But it is particularly interesting that -
open—acl;ool teachers report a frequent interaction about these two task
areas most dircctly related to imstruction. "C_un'iculum planning" and
“teaching specific lessons or classes'' are particularly substantive in
nature and are common concerns to teachers in any school. The perceat-

age of teachers reporting daily interaction .about these twe task areas,

both as individuals and in groups, is presented in Table 2.
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TABLE 2

Percentage of Téachers in Open and Self-Contained
Classroom Schools Reporting Daily Interaction
about Two Tasks

Two Task Areas |
!
% Interacting at Least % Interacting at Least i
Once a Day about Once a Day about Teaching !
Curriculum Planning Specific Lessons or Classes :
Open Self-Contained Open Self-Contained
Schools Classrooms Schools Cisssrcoms ;,
Interaction with |
Other Inctlvidual a
Teachers 30% (110) 8% (120) 51% (110) 152 (120)
Interaction with
Teacher Groups 15% (110) 5% (120) 23% (110) 6% (120)

aFigures in parentheses are base numbers upon which percentages are computed.

The small number of self-contained classroom teachers and large number

of open;school teachers reporting daily contact about instructional matters

It should

18 clearly indicative of the effects of the two task structures.
be noted that while a relatively small number of open-school teachers re- ;
port daily 1i1teraction in groups, if the responses for interaction "at |

least once a day" and "at least once a veek" are combined, 71% of the

open-school teachers report group discussion about “curriculum planning”

as opposed to only 17% of the gelf-contained classroom teachers. Sixty-

eight percent of the open-school teachers report group discussion about

“teaching specific lessons" as opposed to 19% of the self-contained class-

room teachers. The question concerning interaction in groups may reflect

the weekly team meetings that are common in most of the open schools in

P
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the sample, and which are clearly a vital part of the imstructional

activity of the school.

Evaluation

We have seen that open-school teachers report much greater task-
related interaction than teachers in self-contained classrooms. Further,
teachers in both open and self-contained classrooms report that they have
relatively little interaction with their principals. Now the question may
be asked: To what extent do these characteristics of teacher interaction
carry over to affect the evaluation of teachers' work? It is a common
sociological observation that patternms of interaction create networks of
evaluation and, ultimately, influence. If the elementary schools in the
sample reflect this type of effect, teachers should be much more actively
involved in evaluating each others' work in open schools.

On the other hand, the elementary school is not simply a casual
structure of informal interaction and influence. There are formal evalu-
ation procedures, typically required by the larger school systen. If
these predominate in the evaluation processes of the school, then our two
types of schools should not materially differ.

In response to a question on the frequency of being observed by their
principal for purposes of formal evaluation, the teachers' answers reflected
the relatively st:an@ardized organizational rules concerning evaluations.
Seventy-four percent of the teachers in open schools, and 70% of those in
gself-contained classrooms, said "once or twice a year." Only 11% of the
open-school teachers, and 24% of those in self-contained classrooms

reported being formally observed at least once a month. .
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Formal evaluation, then, comes infrequently in both types of
elementary school structure. These data show again that work relations
between teachers and principals tend to become routinized and ritualized,
resulting in the effective organizational isoclatiou of the teachers.

But even though formal evaluation of teachers' work for organizaticnal
purposes appears to be peripheral to the actual day-to-day work of teach-

ing, more informal kinds of evaluation are much more common.

Informal Evaluation

To determine the incidence of informal evaluation, teachers were
asked to indicate how often they received "feadback and/or adwice'" from
both other teachers and the principal about their performance in five )
task areas: (a) administration of school rules and regulations; (b)
student grading practices; (c) curriculum planning;‘(d) teaching specific
lessons or classes; and (e) student control and discipline practices. As
in the interaction questions, teachers responded to each task area using
one of five response categories ranging from (1) at least oncc a day, to
(5) never.

Two indices of evaluation were comstructed:

1. Index of Informal Evaluation by Colleagues: (Q. 4) '"How often

do you receive feedback and/or advice from other teachers about your

own..."

2. Index of Informal Evaluation by Principals: (Q. 5) "How often
do you receive feedback and/or advice from the principal about your

own..."

As with the interaction indices, each teacher was given a scorc on
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cach task area ranging from 1 to 5, and the scores were combined to form

the overall index. 2

Table 3 compares the scores on the two indices of teachers in open

schools and in self-contained classrooms.

TABLE 3

Informal Teacher Evaluation by Colleagues and by the
Principal Reported by Teachers in Open and
Self-Contained Classroom Schools

Open Self-Contained
Schools Classrooms
a. Index of Informal Evaluation
by Colleagues:
High 61% 322
Medium 17% 19%
Low 22% 49%
b. Index of Informal Evaluation
by Principals:
High 19% 21%
Medium 29% 18%
Low 52% 627
N(100%) 110 120

2rhe items within each index were substantially intercorrelated.

The data are shown in Appendix A.
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Open-school teachers report much more informal task evaluation by
colleagues than do teachers in self-contained classrooms. In fact, 61%
of the open-school teachers were in the "high' evaluation category, com-
pared with only 32% of the teachers in self-contained classrooms. Although
the difference between the two groups is to be found in each of the five
specific task areas, relatively few teachers even in the open schools
report frequent task evaluation concerning ''student grading practices."
This is to be expected, since grading students is still largely an indivi-
dual matter. Teachers sometimes confer about a particular student's per-
formance, but a single teacher is usually responsible for grading his
work in a specific area.

As was the case with task-related interaction, teachers in both
types of schools report that they receive little informal task evaluation
by principals. Over one-half of the teachers fell into the "low" category.
In fact, in each of the five task areas, over 60% of both open and self-
contained classroom teachers indicated that they received informal evalua-
tions from the principal "less than once a month" or "never."

Thus, findings on informal evaluation parallel the data on teacher
interaction. Teachers in both types of schools report receiving more
such feedback from their coliecagues than from the principal, but teachers
in open schools report much higher levels of collegial evaluation. As
with teacher interaction, the structure of the open school seems to have

a strong effect on the development of collective control through evaluation.

The Legitimization of Evaluation

The open school could broaden the range of collegial evaluation in either

-~or both--of two ways. The sirple presence of more frequent interaétion
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among colleagues might increase such evaluation by providing many more
opportunities for colleagues to work together in this way. But there is
an additional possibility. The open school, with its ideology of team

teaching and team responsibility, may also create a normative climate

encouraging, and perhaps even requiring, colleague feedback or evaluation.
The exchange of advice and suggestions characteristic of these schools

may reflect a difference of normative emphasis as well as a simple differ-
ence in opportunities for colleagues to exchange views. If this is true,
of course, the ekact ways in which the open school may increase informal
colleague evaluation remain a little unclear. It is possible that a norm-
ative climate supporting colleague evaluation tends to create the differ-
ences in actual behavior which teachers report. But it is also possible

that a supportive normative climate results from the substantial increasc

in teachers' routine interaction about their work. Cross-sectional data
alone cannot determine whether the crucial features of open schools which
change patterns of colleague evaluation are those which change the inter-
action networks or those which define a new normative order.

In order to discover whether open schools in fact posscss distinctive

normative climates encouraging colleague evaluations, it was necessary to

discover whether teachers felt that various types of evaluation were ,
legitimate in the eyes of participants in their schools.
With this in mind, teachers were asked to indicate the degree to
which they expected their colleagues and the principal to make informal
evaluations ("comments or suggestions') of their performance in the five
task areas used in the two evaluation questions: (a) administration of

school rules and regulations; (b) student grading practices; (c) curriculum

i 45




36

planning; (d) teaching specific lessons or classes; and (@) student con-
trol and discipline practices. On each of the task areas, a teacher
could give any of five answers indicating the degrev to which teachers
legitinized evaluation attempts: (1) a great deal; (2) considerally;
(3) moderately; (4) not very much; (5) not at all.

Two legitimization indices were constructed:

1.
(Q. 6) "Teachors in this school expect each other to make comments or
suggestions to each other about their. oo

2. Index of Legitiatsation of Inforwal Evalvation by Primcioals:
(Q. 7) ‘“Teachers in this school expect the principal to make comments or
suggustions to teachers alcut theige..”

As in cunstructing the interacticn and evaluaticn indices, each
teacher was given a score for each task areva ranging from 1 to 5, and the

scores were combined to form each tndex.3

Table & shows the degree to vhich teachirs ia open and self-contained
classrooms legitimize colleague and principal evaluation of task perform-
ance. Two interesting results emarge. First, open-school teachers indi-
cate much greater normative support for colloague cvaluativa than do
teachers in self-contained classrooms. Thie corresponds to Loth the.
4ntoraction and evaluation indices and shows very clearly the distinctive
character of the open school. Second, as is the case on the imteraction
and cvaluation indices, opmc;nool and self-contained classrocn teachers
responded similarly 4n their legitismdzation of principal evaluation of

task performsnce.

3‘lhe items in each of the indiccswere subLstantially intercorrelated. See
Lppendix A.

nd.
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TABLE 4

Legitimization of Informal Colleague and Principal
Evaluation of Task Performance Reported by
Teachers in Open and-Self-Containad Claisroom Schools

2& l S«1f-Contained
Clas

en
Schools sroons

a. Index of Legitimization
of Informal Colleague
Evaluation of Task

Pexformance: High 1Y 4 16X
Medium 302 252
Low 16% 592

b. Index of legitimization
of Informal Principal
Evaluation of Task.

Performanca: High 27 322
Madiunm 462 362
Low : 27 # 322
N(1002) 110 120
- =

If open-school teachers legitimize informal task-spacific "feedback,"
does this mean that they accept the rule that "colleagues should have the
right to evaluate cach other's wvork!" Teachars werc asked to respond directly
to this question using one of five response categorias: "strongly agree,”
"agree,” "ncﬁtéal," *“disagree,"” and "strongly disegree."” The results are
remarkably similar to those ia Table &4 and are presented in Table S.

Although the teachers were reluctant to "itiﬁn;ly agree” to the ques-
tion, a such larger nuber of open-sclwol teachers legitimize colleague
evaluation of general work performance than teachers in se