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General Preface

This report is one of a pair that is eoncerned with the improvement
sf educational practice in the classroom. One repart primarlly concen-
trate; upon the diaghostic research task of determining personal, inter-
personal and organizational conditions facilitating the fnnovaflon and
sharing of teaching practicegé the other concentrates upon deVélopment
of designs for the utilization of this knOw!edge to improve classroom
teaching.

jf thé process of educational improvement occurs within the class-
room, it is usually because the teacher is oriented toward.change and
feels free to invent and try out new ideas and procedures that seem to
" be needed and appropriate, Some teachers are educational inventors j'
change creators - and others are not. But regardless of personal
qualities, no single practitioner can be expected to be the major source
of new ideas and procedures in such a complex field of technology as
the teaching of children: Much of the growth in professional competence
must be supported by others and often Imported from others' discoveriesr

What are the characteristics of teachers which are associated with
high or loﬁ inventiveness? What are the organizat}onal-characteristjcs
of 'schools in which teachers feel free to experiment with their own
-creative ideas and tap the rg]evant resources of others? These are the
foci of aur first report analyzing some'of‘the personal, Inter-personal
and organizational factors which facilitate and/or inhibit’the innova-

tion and spread of creative teaching practices.]

IChesler, M..and Barakat, H. The Innovation and Sharing of Teaching

Practices |: A Study of Professional Roles and Social Structures in
Schools, Cooperative Project 2636 (OF 5-10-241).
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The process‘of the identifiéatfon -spread'ana utlllzatibn bf such
eractlces requ1res that innovations by ‘school bU|ld|ng peers, ne:ghborlng
schoals or school systems, and Unlversnty research .and development
'centErs_must become visible, relevant,_and.usable. The development
program described ln oﬁr second repdrt,'docements eftorts to deeelbp
.bracedures to help teachers and school‘syetemsifapilltate_and‘spread
creatllre~teachlng.2 Both projects were aupportedtay grants from the
Bureau of Elementary Secondary Research, U.S,. Offlce of Educatlon
Cooperatlve Research Program prOJects #D-l37 (Stlmulatnng adopt1on
rand adaptation of selected classroom teachlng practlces) and #2636.
(lefusnon of new. classroom practlces) -In both reports the fruit:
: 6f4three years- work has taken us far beyond the‘pgssgbillties implicit
in the original contract titles. Therefore,‘these'reborts bear titles
different from the original contract, and the tltles are dellberately
slmilar to stimulate,reader consideration of the;two reports as one
.integrated effort, | |
| Although the two projects had the'éame.senjor:staft leadership;

there were often sharp differences of identity'andAerientation of those
who viewed themselves as '‘the researchers' ana'those wh0*were i he -
‘action people." This division of team |dent1ty was of course supported
by the separated fundlng of the two projects. At varlous pornts in the
development of research and action efforts theée eeparatiens of "per-
sonnel and orientation resulted in conflict.and COnfuslen about prioritles
within the staff; some of these.problemsiwill be apparent in these re-

ports. But we believe thaﬁ the more dominant fact is that the staFf of

2Robert‘Fox and Ronald Lippitt. The Innovation and Sharing of Teaching

"Practices !l: Procedures for Stimulating Adoption and Adaptation of
Selected Teaching Practices. Final Report U.S5. Office of Education.
Cooperative Research Project No.D-137. . Ann Arbor: Institute for
Social Research, The University of Michigan, 1967
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both projects often overlapped functfonally, thﬁs enriching our entire
effort by their creative intefrelatedness as well as their disagree-
ments. Moreover, the entire staff'did have a '"research and action"
commitment to the idea that educatioﬁ, or-any other field of practice,
can be improved beést by combining basic research interests and theory
with experimental action and evaluation inquiry and the skill of ex-
pert practitioners,

The teamwork required to carry out these projects included a
number of creative and energetic people. |In addition to the co-authors
of this report, Mark Chesler and Halim Barakgt} other collaborators
have included Donald Dennerll, Eileen Entin, Mary Flanders, Robert Fox,
Jeannie Lee, Ronald Lippitt, Jack Logan, Stanley Morse, Susan Swap,
Orian Worden. The secretarial work has been organized by Karen Donahue)
Pat Alting and Evelyn Feinberg. The superintendents, principals, and
teachers of participating school systems are deserving of an extra vote
of thanks for their efforts to experiment with the collection, analysis
and utilization of scientific efforts in their schdois. Without the
dedication of those teachers and-administrators who took leadership in
professional growth activities there would have been no project, and |

little cause for optimism about future plans for educational improvement.
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CRAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

A major aspeét of the teaching role is.cgnstant flexibility, imagina-
tion and change in teaching téchn?due hhd‘méfhodl The ¢classroom teadher.
ofteﬁ has to present new material In new'wa&s to hew students. I|f he didn't
vary and constantly improve uPdﬁ his procedure, he could not adapt effec-
tively to students' changing needs and behaviors in therchSstomu This is
the essential reason innovations In teaching style and content occir
despite the boteht?al barriers established by self, peer relations and
school authorfties. In addition to interpersonal‘bérriefs, numerous demands
are pléced upon the teacher to accomplish a variety of administrative and
fime~consuming tasks, as well as for teaching to be stahdardized and related
to tried and ;ested patterns., As we have changed from ome-room schooThous;s
to larger community schools, }hcreased organizational demands have been
placed upon teachers and principals. Time and energy Iimifatidns, adminis-
trative duties, and asbects of the peer and authority Systenis may wel)
inhibit the development of flexible and creative teaching.

When educational innovations have beea subjected t6 scientific scrutiny,
the emphésis has been placed most frequently upoﬁ the inhova'tion itself,
na;her than upoﬁ the conditions within persons and systeﬁ% involved in its
invention and diffusion. Miles notes this trend in decrying ''the popular
view that the content or demonstrated efficacy of a partlicular educational
innovgtion, as sﬁch, is the crucial thing in defgrmining whether or not it

will be adopted and used effectively." (1965, p. 13). It is not our



- éonfeatiﬁn that characteristics of innovations are'ﬁnimportant; but thatfi
_,organizétiona] featureg of the school, which aré seldom examine&, arg‘
also crucial.

One resulf of the‘?nhibition of teacher innovat}pn and sharing isl
that the jds of developing innovative classroom pfactices and disseminatjng
them to teachers is undertaken by other-persons, or even by other 1nstitg-
tions outside the school. Principals seldom have the time or enérgy to ab
this; neither do most higher level administrators. It is often left éo
curriculum specialists or academicians to focus upoh‘new methods and materials,
as well as to interest teachers In their use. Scientists and administrétors
concerned with the innovation and spread of educat}onal ideas most of%en see
teachers as the target group to be molded, changed or influenced; Teachers
seldom are seen or treated as the source of new iQeas.and practhés or the
creative adapters of worthwhile experiments. |In fact, in the forward to

Miles' book, Innovation ‘in Education (1964), Foshay describes nine groups of

people actively involved in educational innovation. None of -these grdUps is
teachers! '

This strategy of specialization of change efforts has many.econohical
features, but it also creates several problems. !n fhe first place, @any
appropriate new methods are bound to come from thqse practitionefs ciésest
to the classroom,'and;not those farAremoved from the sﬁene. Further, teachers
may need to. feel and demonstrate their own sense of esteem and.professlqnal.
compgtence, and méy' ﬂo this by rejecting or sabotaging ideas coming into
the system from the outside. Recent experience in professional settings

suggests that many good Ideas may develop from the bottom up, rather than

from the top down. - Ideas that do start from the bottom--from teachers'



experiences--may have_amgfeatef chance of being accepted gnd ag;ua]]y

used by teachers in thfr own, and bthers'"cja$§fooms.r‘thn ideas are

freely shared, other:teapher§ can.help;rgfine suggested prég;ige§‘§nq 

modify them for useAIp.theirrowntglass;oom§.. This pa;ternTof_inqpvathn

.and communicatipn-f%qwhtakes_ful]égﬂvap}agg of creatiye teachers' profes-

‘sional skill at the samé tiTe:if helps create a gjimatg‘fqﬁ:dgmocratjcv_

.particip§tjon,jn ¢du;a;iona1,jmproygTen$.."}t,also.pléce§,teaébers in an

agtive'inyentiye and inf]geﬁce,PosIurg, ra;herrghgn”jg g,pgsgiyg fggﬂptjye

role. When FgaChers QQunot.share_Fhe}rAErofe§§jopal invqn}foqs'gng‘reactioﬁs-

w{th-;hgi;zcolleggugs,“ghgy canpgt_gnd do PPF ;gptrihytg Fg‘eagh Q;hprf§

growth and competépce.: The edpcatiopaj_eng;fﬁyi;g_is»tbereby dégfived of .

a prime SQ&r;é of skill, g;per;jée and quality control. e s
This, then, is the cebtral préblem'for:oqr work. }W@ayigpngj;}opé

encourage meghiﬁngLand effective tgaéhlng innovations? Under what school

condjtions;dé teachers share their new ideas with_thejr“collga§u¢§ or.

a&épt and adopt colleaguesf_idea§ fér themgélves? ;Whatllg_thp gffg;t of

thé organizational context--varying ﬁegr patterns and p{lpfiﬁalj§paff_re1a-

tithj—in §ch9915?;,How can we utilize our kpgwledge‘abput_thg;g_ponditionsl

'toifaci]itate‘gréater:innovat[qn and shéring? How can ;heseu§pbool§opganiza4

tional conditions. be manigu1§ted to improve education?

The Character of Innovation and Sharingk

What' is an ihndvétkon? And ‘what is a‘téachlhg'ihncyatian?. Nﬁat'doeg
it mean £o share.an innovation? An innovation is best descrIbed as somethfng
new, either in terms of a process for doing SOmething; or as a prﬁducf -
which can be used. $haring involves the passing on of that innovation in
soﬁe exact bf‘mod??iéd form to others, ft does not mean that othérs.actﬁally

use it, but that they know about it.



The scientiflc study of innovation and diffusion has flourlshed most ”
wrdely in the fields of pharmacy and agrlculture Many studies in these
.areas are summarized by Rogers (1962) and Katz and his colleagues (Katz, 196]
Menzel and.Katz, 1955) In the drug industry studies, the innovatnon is”
‘characteristically a pharmaco]oglcal discovery: or operation. The brunt of
the reseanch concentrates not upon»the dlscovery process, but upon the diffu-
élon‘df the innovation. Simiiarly; the great méjority of the studies
reportéa by Rogers are eésentia!ly concerned with what habpens after a new
farming practice iﬁzﬁhVentEd - how it |s received aha'ihitiated, or modifiéd
and used or rejécted by others. He”stétes, in fact, that '"fnnovators are the
first members of a social system to adopt new ideas." (1965, p. 55). |In this
study our concern is'hét solely with the processes of sharing and adoption.
It is also with tﬁe conaitions that surround the process of innovation
-and public awareness of_its existence. Oncé-an innovation becomes public
ftvcan be shared with ofﬂers, and thuﬁ begins the diffusion process.
Sharing leads to further diffusion and the potential acceptance of thg 
Innovation by others. |
Studies of Tnnoyatioﬁ in educétion-have not focu;ed, in the way the
drug and Férm.studies have,.upqn the individual pracfitloner's behavior.
They have been much more cbncerned with new programs that have been invented
orrcreatéd for_system-widejadoption. rjn fhose fngtances where teacher
behavior Is a concefn, teachers are not conceptualized as active agents in
a change or ufilfzation pﬁocess, but as téfgets of someone'g influence
‘attempts. (Guba, 1966; Pellegrin, 1966). - In such analyses and programs the
‘key personnel are ''gate keépers“; superlntendents, curriculum coordinatofs
and sometimes principals. This trend in rese;rch and practice is also

reflected in Mites' (1964) outstanding compendium of education innovations

~



and lnnovation research. The sole article in this volume that does dealbu
_with teachers' innovations levbylFox and Lippitt;ll96h).

" In this study we are not concerned wlth.new systeo-wide progrems“
and policies. Rether'we are concerned with the teachinglpractices the
_Indivldual teacher reports he uses‘in his own cleserooo.A The meanlnd we
gnve to lnnovatlon is deftned by the teacher 5 perception, and sometnmes by.
that .of a colleague, that he is usnng a technique new for hlm.- It is, of
course, possibie that what ls'new to one teacher tsnnot new to another.
But if it is new to the inventor it does repreeent.his creetlve power at
work, and Is therefore worthy of our attention.lnln this regard we di;tlne.

»
"I

guish between several types of innovatione accordlhg to their source; e self-
lnventlon, a practiceJedopted directly_from someone or eomehhere else, or'en-
adaptation or modjflcation of another prectlce.
It is also problematic to rely on teachers' self-reports of thelr:
behavior; it is possuble that a teacher s self- report may not be congruent
with his actual-behavuor. In some cases peer reports call attentlon to thus
gap between saying and deing, or at least between d0|ng in prlvate and dorng
in public. In these instances some of the potentlal dlstortlons of self-
reports can be controlled Further dlstortlons can be controlled by ObJectIVE
evaluation oF reported :nnovatlons | We have further Inmlted the meanlng of
.innovation by concentratung upon those pract:ces wh:ch are de5|gned to’ |mproue
the cilassroom learnrng cl:mate, thereby de-emphasrzrng systemlc |nnovat;ons
such-as new texts, currlcula and-school—wlde tracklng, and'mere classroom
glmmlcks such as bulleten boards, new marklng procedures, roll books or
llbrary content.

As we have already suggested, In almostino‘erea of organized human

intéraction is Innovation as important as in-the teacher-learnér transaction.



Its very importance, coupled with thé peculiar.environmeﬁtal setting

within which 1t occurs,'makes'thg?fnnoyatﬁve act’' in éducation markedly dif-
" ferent from the process in agriculture or medical Institutions. |In both

of these latter areas of spcial pﬁactice the produ?ts--more férm yield,
faster healing, ‘higher profitsQ-are viéible and often assesgablé. 1n
educaffon this is seldom the case. As a result of éften inadequate'goaY
-statements, lack of goal consensus, sﬁd infrequenf evalQation and assess-
ment, there are few clear ways to kﬁow and agree dppn:what is working well, -
better or best in education. Théhjoais of educatfdn are seldom precise

and seldom agreed upon by various g?oups of professionals or the lay

public. The public éducational syspeﬁ deals with such ;ulfural ﬁluralism by
accepting the goals and sty]es of many groups and not by promoting controversy
or hegemony with.unequivocal value commitments. This l;ck'of goal precision
and consensus makes the systematicueQaIUation of-_student gfowth, and
evaluation of the feach§rfs‘contribut?on to this growth, very difficult.

The character of educational innovation and adoption or adaptation is
also often different from innovation initechnological areas. Given the
relevance and pluré1ffy of values in the educationa1_5etting, a new practice
often involvés not.Only new hébits or skills on the part of the practitioner,
but new attitudes aﬁd'moral commitmehts'as well. Since each classroomlproce-
dure impfieslcertaiﬁ,learning goals, -goal reorientatiqn ma?'be an ésgential
part of a change in this broqedure.

'Most.teachérs are .commltted toldoing a good job in the classroom; many
sﬁend extra hours and energy improvinglthefr skills aﬁd abilities.  Since It
appears to us that.increased professional competehcé éoes hand in hand
with a greater éersoﬁql repertoire of teaching styles, and thereby the wi}ling-

ness to innovate In the classroom, we see innovation and communication of



innovation as.a part of the teacher's professional role. The critical
questions for us afe: Under'what organizational conditions are teaéhers
encouraged to develop and publicize this role?. What conditions and
procedures will facilitate effective spread and utilization of'the inna-
vations of others? This question of procedures and spread of new
practices naturally takes us‘inté the‘question 6f;nefworkg df-dif%uéion.
Is it possible to organ{ze effective spread W}thin a buiiding? Within

a state system? A professional society?- The national educat fonal -
establishment? What conditions of administratibn ané organizational
structure are necessaryAto support the deveiopmént and maihtenaﬁce of
these procgdures?' S T
We hope this report and its companionireport* make alcontriﬁﬁtion

to the challenging tasks posed by these questions.
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CHAPTER 11

TEACHING I1NNOVATIONS AND -SCHOOL CONDITIONS

It is fashionable in these times to be concerned about the chafacter ;
- and structure of American education. People so concerned range from
philosophers and social scientists, through professional and lay leaders,
to parents and children themselves. The focus ofncon;grn may be the

natﬁre of the curriculum, the training of-teachérs; the place of religious
and moral ideology in class or the need to better serve minority populafionﬁ.
Other foci of concern may include the.institutlons-performing educational
services; their funding Operétions, the place of lay or porfessional con-
trols, the role of professiohallunlons aﬁd égenc1es, éhd the social
organization of teaching and learning. As the principal public agent
entrusted with the tqgk of socfalizing ohrAyéqth; the American public schoal
system is a critical and vulnerable societal institution. Moreover, it is
largely a professional institution, with almost afl its personnel carefully
and specifically trained to influence and manage'their roles with a large
and varied clientele,

When the tocal schocl building or school digtrict is conceived as a
social system, several critical points of inquiry and leverage for change
become prominent. One centfgl point is the relétionship'between this and
other societal institutions and the interchange the school system has with
other institutions. Flrst of all the schqoljis relafed to other yeuth;
serving agencies in the local community, as well as to mainstream political,
economic and moral systems. Clearly schoofs depend upon the community

for economic and political support as well as a marketplace for the

g



éméloyﬁént-or future training of its charges. Many of these institutibns )
- jointly plan how to make available and‘expend community resources and
oppdr#unities. Inasmuch as administrators and teachers spend much of their
time outside of the school, they represent an opportunity for constant
interchange an§ interaction between the gchopl ana the non-school world.
The studgﬁts themselves, both the raw materials and end product of eéuca-
tional processeé, represent anothér exchange link with the world outsidé.

Anotﬁer central point is the character of internal social relationships
within a scﬁool or schobf system. Within a school'system the various mémber
schools aﬁd their répresentatives interact with a hierarchy of mapagers and.
administrativé supervisors. |n addition, within each schoocl there are complex
organizatioﬁaliand interpersonal relations that must be managed effettiveyy.
Office staffs must serve in ways that db not §iyert or dominate the school's
professional mission.. Teachers must be encouraged and supported to colla-
borate with one. another. Principals must devise Qays of prbviding administra-
tive, professional and soclo-emotional leaderéhip to the diverse population
of this complex social system.

Finally, of course, there are the critical intéractiona] episodes between
‘teachers and studén#s, partners in the feaching—learniﬁg process. Both part-
ners must somehow contrive to be 6pen and responslvg to one another 56 that
mutual adjustmeng'and growth can occur.. Teachers must decide how to interpret
a common curriculum to fit their own styles and the diverse needs of their
students. Students must be interested and encouraged enough by the class-
room's activity so they‘£rﬁly invest energy in learning.

One of these broad major issues is explored In this study; the internal
social relations among professional members of a school staff. That thi§

is the only important problem of contemporary education is demonstrably



10

untrue; that'this is an important focus for potehtjal scientific and educa-
tional developments is incontestable. Our focus on these relations may'shed
light on a number of other issues, all directly relevant to the successvéf
the teaChIng-learning process. As Charters poiﬁts out, any inquiry effqrt
must attend to the combined effec£s of many varIab]es in ;he educafionél,l
setting: “The_teaching-learhing procéss of the classroom is, in a very
real sense, subordinate to the social system of the school which, in tdkﬁ,
is only one of the components of the iﬁstitutiona] structure of education;
Forces which affect the school affect ghe coqduct of the teaching-learnjﬁé
process." (1963, p. 716). If clear scientific fiﬁd{ngs could provoke a '
réformation in the relatiaons among these ofgénlzitlonal forces, it would'_
facilitage greatly ]ndividual change byAteachers and principals. Such
scientific findings also would add to:our-gfowing knowledge of change
sfra;egies some re]lable notlions of thé oréanizational context within whfch
educational change takes place.

This study grows out of our earlier coﬁcernﬁ‘with the nature of teaéher-
student interactions in the classroom (Séhmuék, Chesler and Lippitt, 1966;
Fox, Lippitt and Schmuck, 1964; Fox and Lippitt, 1964). In investigating
the potential alternatives that teachers céula pursue in the classroom Qe
were struck by the relatively Inflexible and private character of teachérs'
classroom behavior. This privacy was supported by the organizational relations
In the’ school; what went on within ohe teachér's classroom was ‘seldom knowiy
to other teachers or even to the principal. In many ways each classroom
const ituted a feudal domain, unseen and unshared by colleagues. Many
teachers sugéesfed that Important barrigfs~to thgir own growthland exper imen-
tation existed in their relatlions to peers and;authorities. Some teachers .

felt thelr principals would not support new and varied content or methédd1ogy

A
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in the classroom, and others felt there was pfinbipal'support for trying
new ideas but clear collegial rorms against experimentation (Chesler,
tSchmuck and Lippitt, 1963)." Change.at this level of staff interaction
.and feelings about interaction may be assumed to have considerable effect
on teachers' professional behavior and their alterﬁatives for classroom

management .

The Study of School Conditions

Many schoql§ of gddqation sponsor courses in educational sqciQ!OQY'
and educational administratioh,}and numérog§ tgxtbgoks hayg bgen writ;eq
about the organizational anq jnterpersonal life gf,the school . Qut‘;he ‘
majority of Fhesg sources of professional cqncern'aﬁd expertisé are specu-
lative and prescriptivg in nature. They tell what toido‘in much tHe same
waylthat student-teachers are‘tqld what methods thgy shou}d use‘in thgjr .
future classrooms. Both often suffer from a lack of'attention to the i
behavioral science principles underlying the performance of rolgs éndl
orgariizational functions, Methods of classroom inspruction and:s;hoof
admjﬁistration'msut.begin to aéknowledge the empir%cal tests and,re;ults

of social scientific investigations.

A number of insights gnd findings from beﬁavioral sciencé studies:ofl ;
organizations could we[l:be applied to the educa;fonal.setting. To a ;ertain
extent, of course, schools are not like factor}es, élubs, armies, gangs,
work groups and the like. The lack éf clear ag;eement on the goals of
educational systems and the great variation of organizational %nputs in the
form'of learnerg are markedly digergent from the‘tOnditions ekisting in most

formal organizations. Moreover, the school is staffed by professionals; each

teacher is an authority in his own classroom and in many ways his role
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_performahce is both invisible and independent of others. Social integratioﬁ
among staff members in educational systems Fs-mbré often moral or normative
than.functional, thus making collaborative reléfioﬁs rare. Such.difféerences:
long have provfded educators with an isolation and protection from new.kﬁow—
ledge and practice in the science of organizational development and manggemgnt.
Stressing their unique bfofesslonal training and dﬁties, many educational
admlnistrators have denfed the relevance of findings from other institutionaf
settings. | |
This study will attempt to investigate empirical}y some aspécts of the

soclial structure of pub]ic scﬁools. It will not ;tudy all of the issues
'pdtentially at work, bu; a limited set of important relations. Moreover, th;t
this study. Is limited to ed0catlonalforgén1zat36nsfdoés not mean that the
relevance of the findings necessarily can be so limited. Inasmuch-as we will
freely draw concepts and vaf!gbles from a broad range of social scientific.
~studies of organizations, this study may well have cghsiderable relevance

to the comparative study of'érgaﬁlzatloné. -

The social structure of educational organizations cannot Be understood

"best in the abstract,-or with a mere typology of structures. Tﬁese relations ‘
ana roles can be Investigated best when they are.considered in relation

io other Important aspects of the educational.enterprise., In this study we
will Investigate the relationship between certain structural conditions énd
two aspects of teacher;' brofessional activity, teacher Innovation in class-
room practice and the'shariﬁg of these innovations with others. Most models
~ of bureaucratic and administrative management have wrestled with ‘the effect§
of bureaucratic forms upon'individual flexibitity and innovation in role
beﬁévior. March and Simon (1958) review, for example, several ways.in which

demands for standardiza;}on of rules and regulations, and supervisory
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necessities may inhibit individual freedom to operate and innovate.

Nowhere, outside perhaps of scientific organizatlonsh,isvthe need for
. .. R . L . - Lo . . . O B .

individual flexibllI;yvaqqnlnhovagiqq_qg great as it is in the school

situation. . . . )
R S Lo L . I L TR

Although schoqls‘cqnybe ;eeﬂéaétexqmplgs‘qf burgaucragie;,lthgy ére
particular kinds oﬁ‘bureauctacieg,fyiolgtjng several rules of the classical
models. For Lnstance,hin.mahy ways teaghgcsAarq;npt_intgrdegendent Qith
each other in their work inlthe way otherfburqguéfagi; rqle_ocqupapts are,

- They do exist in the samevsééiq} sygggq anq_may‘eatr?qd §§]k togetherj

but their primary ro!g_behaylﬁrlis only mihjmglly cgpzdingtad or integrated
with their colleaghes. Interaction with students goes on behind closed
doors; and in most elementary échdofs7§tuden£SEEEMéiﬁi1hrgély’WTtﬁ one
.teacher throughaout the ‘enfire day. Thusléfudeﬁt;-h?é'nét as.'great 'a vehicle
for teacher to teacher interaction and Interdependence 'in e¢lementary schools
as they may be in secondary schools. The expectation and'preservation of
autonomy and'briééci'oftén'hakés individual téacheFE'?Sir19“inv1sﬁble to
others in their core professional behaviors. The historical support for

~ this patfern makes supervision a very ambiguously reéélbéd'aétrﬁlty; some -
teachers are glad to be supefvised, others resist 1tlas intrusion. As
Bidwell points out, many ''teachers tehd to resist offical authofity In the
instructional area and to press for professional discretion.™ (1965.'pﬁ10]W3-
,Furtﬁermore; a 16cal'sch§blrs ope}affbhs and méﬁgémént'a?e;6ften'$ubjected

"~ to control and direct influence from community forces. The potential of lay
control of professionaT'functfoh of this public organization makes school
personnel constantly atténfﬁve-and often Feactive-tq community pressures and
koncérns.- These characteristics of the teacher”s professional rolé and status

hélp distinguish the school bureaucracy from other forms of bureaucratic
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organization. Other distinguishing characteristics include some we have
already mentioned: the low degree of standardization of the input variab]es:
(students) and Tow agréement on appropriate 6utput measures. l

in this study we explore séme of thosé persopaf variables and hharagter‘I
istics of the educational system and administrative bureaucracy that promote
teacher alienation and disaffection. Tﬁen these characteristics are relaté&l
to the existence of_innovative teaching andlstaff sharing. These conceptua-
lizations of the nature of Innoyation as both professional role behavior andl"
as a means of adjusting to an educational bureaucracy are not mutually eXCIUj

sive; In fact, they are treated here as complementary.

The Staff and Social Structure of the School

The staff of a schoo! represents a social system involved in direct
interchange relations with other social systems, It is linked to.other
elements of the tqtal educational enterprise through students, families,
publ ic educational events, ﬁepresentathes to-school boards and public
agencies, and the like, It would be an error to think we can'safely
abstract the school from its environmental cradle.- But at the same time,
the internal staff relatiqﬁs of a school are critical ejementﬁ themselves
in the educational process. Our focus inlthis study upon the internal
staff relations does in no way mean we wish to deny the community forces S
which shape and condition all the actions, thecories and data repqtted and
discussed here.

The ;arIOUS elements of the professional social system of the school
that are the object of this gtudy are the individual teachers, the peer
relations among feachgrs, the principal, and the relations between the

principal and teachers. While characteristics of the teachers and princlpél
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_'may be mainly ‘a functlon of their personai styles c0nditioned in part by
their traln:ng and experlence, the relatlons between and among these elements

'are strongiy imbued wnth role expectatlons and tradltlons The maJor part
_of our concern here is with these reiatlonsh|pe and rqle;t.-
Since educationaiiresearch has oniy minimaily focueed:upon teachersv
. as |nnovators,lthere are almost no data avaliabie to suggest directly
:relevant hypotheses for testing in this study However, Rogers reports
'that innovators .in adopting farm practices tended to be younger than were
:iater_adopters (1965).- We may expect that the same wouid be true of teachers
(Carlson, 1965) and that. younger teachers would also have Iess tenure and
o experience as profe55|onais and as members of a schooi staff. Furthermore,
we would expect t hem to hoid p051tive vaiues about fiexubiiity‘ln the teach-
ing role, and an orientation to genU|ne educatlonal lmprovement. Of course,
-personai styles and_systemic norms interact to influence roie.behavior, and
these individuai-preferences'willAbe.mediated.by school standardsf

Homans and others report,waye in which informal peer;reiations_may lead
- to the establishment of firmiy heidinorms about productive output (i958§ Coch
" and French,.léﬁbi. It is to be ekoected'that'this'phenomenon;occuré initheA
current context as well. In schoois where public norms eupport innovative
teachlng and professuonai act|VIty, we expect there wall be a profe55|onal
'atmosphere that 'is more conducive to,teacher innovatlon and sharing. Where
the school norms support Innovation we may expect that oid;timers might be
..more adjusted‘to this norm and thus innovative. Under these circumstances
'{those teachers who are most highiy involved and committed in their school
-shouid be most innovative and shouid participate most In professuonai sharlng

In contrast, those cases where school norms discourage innovation, the teachers

‘who are neweet.to the system may .be more likely to be more innovative. In
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these circumstances the norm-Bréakers should be more 1ikely fo innovate

and share new ideag. It is quite possible that in some schools differentiated -
norms exist, some of'which encourage innovation and sharing among older
teachers and discourage it among newcomers. :In.this context we expect that

- those teachers Whe, by virtue of age, experiencé, values congruent with school
normg, or whatever, haQe the greatest commitment to the teaching profession

and .who demonstrate this commitment by active partfcipation in professional

agtivities, should evidence the greatest amont of innovation and sharing.
SN .

Y
1

I nasmuch as.]hnova%ién is an activity that may involve some public atten-
ticn and risk, we'héy expect that teachers who feel more powerful and secure
Qith.theﬁr colleagqés and the principal are more likely to innovate thaq
others., Certainly;-this association should be greatly heightened wfth ;egard
fo sharing, a patently publlc process. Carlson (1965) reports that.admfnistra-
tors who were well ijkedlby'their peers adopted.educational inﬁovations more
quickly thanlless we]Y—likgd colleagues. Of course, the innovafions in
Carlson's studies represent systemic programs, such as modern math and forefgﬁ
iaﬁguage.labs, but the principle of postive peer relatioens should remain‘the L
same. In general, the -notlon that peer relations are impértan;'inf1uencés A
upon behavior stems from the Interactional approaches of Mead, Cooley, an&
primary group theorists. Clesely related others help,. in many ways, to define
the situation for the individual. |In addition, their reactiong He]p farm

the indlvfdual's own self-perception as professional. In theselways peer
‘attitudes and relations cannot help but affect fhdiyidﬁai behavior. [t may
'be.exﬁected that work in a situation where one féels he is liked and.resp;ctéd
by peers and supervlsofs Is ﬁore satisfying and fulfilling.

Charéers points out that '‘one of thé most significant ofnﬁhe teacher's

relationships--the Informal celleague relationship--has been virtually
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ignored in educational research' (1963, p. 781). Most of our discussion

of these peer factors, then, is drawn from-other areas of inquiry, largel;

from studies of classrooms and industrial organizations. Lippi;t, Po]ansky,i
Redl and Rosen (1952), Van Egmond(1960) and Schmuck -(1962) have demonstrated ©
ways in which classroom peer relations appear to affect students' fee]ing; |
about themselves, the risks they will take, thefr social-behav}or and even
academic performance. Similar expectations can be extrapolated. from a number“
of studies in small group dynamics and industrial settings (Cartwright and
Zander, 1960; Katz and Kahn, 1966). A high degree of satisfactory peer
activity seems to be.an important principle in effective industrial and govern-
mental organization. Stimulated by.small group studies (Schachter,vEllertson,

McBride and Gregory, 1951; Leavitt, 1951; Festinger, 1950}, several authors

report the importance of peer group cohesion, loyalty and open communication

channels in decreasing alienation and improving worker satisfaction and effec-
tiveness (Likert, 1958; Seashore, 1954). When the peer relations.in a school
encourage open and free conversation and professional discussion involving
most of the members of the staff, we should find greater evidence of, and
attention to teacher innovations and- professional sharing. |

Schmuck (1962) has developed a means of scoring and analyzing sociometric
nominations in the classroom to characterize the peer sociometric structure
as either diffuse or central. When the choices are spread out and include
most staff members equally, the structure is said to be diffuse. When there
are a few highly chosen staff members and some isolated or rejected ones,
this structure is said to be centralist. |In an open or diffuse structure,
one where there is a good deal of shared communication or influence linkages,
we should find teachers in greatest touch with one another and encouragéd to

discuss and share their classroom practices.



In addition to the nature of peer relations, however, we must
consider the historical importance of the autonomy and’ independence of
the teacher as a professional. Bidwell reports that one of the effects
of this role definition is that the ‘'teaching.and administrative personngi
of a school also enjoy broad diécretionary power concerning procedﬁres
to be used" (1965, p. 976). One of the most jealously guarded prero-
gatives and self-identificatory labels of teachers 15 their status as
 profe5sionals and right to such autonomy. Recently this symbolism has

bgen challenged by some teacher unions' claims that it represents a
aefense'against the reallity of their low pay, low status and low power
roles. But most teachers are, and want to'con;Ider themselves, profes-
sionals with autonomy and independence;. Therefore, we would expect that

In those situations where a teacher does coﬁsfder himgelf free‘to behave

in the classroom as he wishes, he wI]]_fegl %rée to try new ideas and
practices. Where he feels constrained to conform or behave in a
standardized way, when he does not feei'he has the power to do as he
wishes in his own classroom, this teacher will not operate as a full
professional. He will tend to feel alienated from such a constraining
system and be less llkely to innovate and to share new ideas. Pelz's
studies demonstrate the importance of freedom and autonomy for scientists
(1957); but they also demonstrate that this freedom from peer and authority
' constraints is not absolute. It is alsé necessary for the scientist or

" teacher to be integrated into the sociai-system, to be involved In some
form of social interaction and to receive some support from peer as well
© as authority figures. The most effectiQe prqfessiona] norms, then, would -

not only provide teachers with the freedom to experiment with new roles -

: énd‘Styles, but would provide support and encouragement for such actlvity..

o
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There are two contrasting potentials evident in. this discussion of
the staff social structure. Qne is the openness, autonomy and anonymity
generated by independent professionals in their private classrooms. The
other is the constraint, demands for conformity to.traditﬁon.and bureau-
cratic centralization of power in schoels. Both themes affect teachers'
feelings about the social system and the school, and these feel Ings
become evident in one or another form of role behaviors. One conceptual
system for considering the diversity of such feelings intervening between
persén and system -- between teacher and the social systemiéf the school
-- is alienation.

-

Teacher Alienation and The School

A central question In this research is the ngtﬁre 6? ;h; Ee]ationsﬁip
between thé bu}eaucratfc'elements of the ;chéol soé}aljstrugéure ahd };achers'
feelings of alienation from that sch&ol. What.happens whenlfeacherg are
expected to fit into thg school system rather than chanée it} In Qhat ways,
if any, are impersonal or formal peer relatﬁonshibs related ioralienation?
What hapﬁens when there are great demands on teachers By‘peérs, principals,
the community, and othe;s to confo}m and refrain from dealing with.contro-
-versial issues? .Nhat-haﬁpens'ﬁhen teachers cannot influence what goes on at
school? These questions all are concernea with special instances of the_
propositién that*overEOntrol, overintegratioﬁ or great emphasis dn molding
persons into some'bureaucratiied system is likely to be related to alienation
from fhat system, |

Is a stéte of normlessness related to feelings of qlienatlon? What

happens when teachers feel that some of the school regulations have to be

disregarded if they desire to accomplish their goals? What happens when
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they are not sure where they stand or oﬁ whom to count? How do teachers
feel when they realize that they occupy cénflicting roles and must meet
conflicting personal peer and parent eXpectatioﬁs? What happens whén'
professicnal expectations are unreal or inconsistent and goals are
unclear? Such questions are concerned with-special instances of the
proposition that undercontrel, a state of normiessness or lack of contact
and communication with others is likely to be related to alienation from
the school system,

These two propositions'may be thought of as representing opposite

poles of the same continuum, or as two sides of a dilemma that has rarely

been systematically investigated. This dilemma is in one sense an aspect of a =~

larger issuie to which a number of investigators havé addressed themselves;
namely, the relationship between the i;dividual and the social organizations
of which he is a member.

Overcontrol may be defined as a state of socfalization in a society,
a group, or an organizational system chéracterizgd by_great demand for
conformity and discouragement of dissent. Such a state of socfalization
Is viewed as a poténtlal source of alienation, because the emphasis Is put
on molding the individual Into the systém. One consequence of overcontrol
may be the loss of individuality, creativity and the potential for fnnovation.
Still another consequence may be the develophent of superficial compliance
to rules and standards rather than internalization and'IdentificatTon of’
principles as one's own. Several exlstentlai philosophers and contemporary
social scientists'andilntellectuals in general descrlbe the quest of man as
one of divesting himself of such false masks and roles; they assert that
conformity contributes to man's losing contact with himself and behaving

without authenticity. In some cases overcontrol might be accepted by the

-
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the individuals concerned because of certain deeply held objectives or
ideological principles. But even in such situations protest, rebelllon

or serious strains or disaffections are to be expected. For instance,
Weingarten (1962) points out that the problem in Israeli Kibbutzim is

not how to achieve solidarity but how to preserve individual freedom
and'creatithy in @ highly cohesive group. He shows that solidarity is
achieved but not without strain resulting from the great demands for
conformity and the restrictions placed on individua! expression. Similarly,
Whyte (1956) and Mills (1953) also make it clear that the individual pays
heavy prices for organizational solidarity. Teachers, too, often complain
about the tedium and red tape connected with their roles and with systemic
constraints on their freedom of action. Non-compliance with rules, sabo-
tage, or the fosterfng of student discontent may be means of expressiﬁg
such feelings.

Some scientists treat alienation as a general phenomenon pervading
all aspects of one's behavior and all relations with primary or secondary
associations. Others use alientation as a description of the relations
between a person and a sbecific group or prganization. The first level
is one of personality traits, where persons feel more or less integrated
into their own Selveé and the entire environment in which they are located.
The second analysis level is more conﬁerned with mutual descriptions of
organizations and persons, with statements of perceived role perogatives
and expectations. In this study we utilize both levels of the concept of
alienation; however,‘we have tried to make clear separations between these
two prominent.usages at the personal}py and social system levels.

In a&ditioﬁ to this problem of ascertaining the level of the pheno-
menon of alienation, the term itself historically describes many diverse

feelings.
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Seemah (1959) addressed himself in 'a major way to the task of differ-
entlatlng:among various meanings or feelings connected with alienation
.including: powerlessness, isolation, meaningless, normlessness and
self-estrangement. First, Seeman defines powerlessness as ''the
expectancy or probabltity held by the individual that his own behavior
cannot determine the occurrence ofvthe outcomes, or reinforcements he
seeks ;" (1959, p. 784). Marx concgivéd of powerlessness as a condition
. of labor and life in society. He argued that work in capitallst socleties
‘was not the creation of man, but external to the worker and in fact con-
trolling his destiny. Conseqﬁently, the worker

. does not fulfill himself in his work but denies himself,

has a feeling of misery, not of well-being. . . . in work he

does not belong to himself but another person. . . . The more

the worker expends himself in work, the more powerful becomes

the world of objects which he creates in face of himself, and

the poorer he himself becomes in his inner life, the less he .

belongs to himself  (Bottomore, 1956, pp. 169-171). o -

Weber resfated_the“Hérxian thesis that powerlessness Is generalized |
to all social relations In western societies (Gerth -and Mills, 1958). He
argued that in addition to the manual laborer, the scientist is separated
from his means of inquiry and’research which often are controlled by
large research organizations. Similarly, the modern soldier can be
viewed as separated from, and lacking control over his means of violence.

Milis (1959) viewed powerlessness as a dominant condition in man's fole
relations In bureaucratic organizatlions and societigs; he observed that

the individual Is increagingly confronted with remote centers of power in
organiiations and feéls helpless before managerial cadres. More recently,
R. Blauner (1964) ;tudied conditions of powerlessness, among other variants

of aiienatlon, in a number of indistries. He differentiated four modes

.of industrial power]essness...These modes are ''{1) the separation from
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ownership of the means of prodﬁction'and the:finished products, (2)the
inability to influence general manageriél_policies, (3) thé lack of control
over the conditions of employment, and (4) the lack of control over the
immediate work process.' {1964, p. 16). We will be concerned here with
the extent to which this alienated perspective exists aﬁgng teachers, and
the effect of such posture upon professional role behavior.: The traditional
lack of teacher participation in school policy decisions suggests thfs may
be a fruitful variable to explore.

The second way of defining alienation fs as personal feelings of
isolation from others or from organizations. Alienation in this sense involves
lonel iness, nonbelonging, noninvolvement and honidentificatibn.in the social
system, To Blauner isclation ‘'means that the worker feels no sense of
belonging in the work situation and is unable to identify or uninterested
in identifying with the organization and its goals.'" (1964, p. 24).

" Members of an organization may be unable to relate or feel close to each
other. In a school, patterns of staff communication and involvement in peer
intercourse should illustrate the degree of such isolation. Given the ]ack
of functional integration of tasks characteristic of the schocl, this
particular form of alienation may be gquite pervasive in the educational
bureaucracy.

The third way Seeman defines alienation is as meaninglessness; "a low
exﬁectahcy that satisfactory predictions about future outcomes of behavior
can be made' (1959, p. 786). The clearest contemporary examples of this
phenomenoﬁ are found in Adorno's (1950) treatment of the roots of prejudice,
and in Cantril's (1958) diagnosis of the personal and social background of
the communist movement. Others such as Maclver (1950), for instance, have
been concerned with what they see as-conditions of ''great emptiness' and

/
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“purpose]éssness” in contemporary western societies. Blauner (1364) suggests
that modern bureaucratic structure; encouragg'suéh'feelings of meaning-
lessness because the gmpioyee tends to Iack\ausense of;pﬁrpoée;énquirect
..reward in his work. Méaning]essness is seen as-a lack of un&;rstanding on
the.part of organizational members of thelrélationshib of their contribution
to the enterprise as a whole or to a broad life program. To the extent
that teachers are clear abéut their goals for youngsters and their ability
to contribute to that goai effort, thefrlprofessional life may be.seen as
meaningful. To the extent that they feel they caﬁ have little affect on
youngsters, or that the school system does noﬁ appreciate ﬁheir effort,
they wifl become ihcreasingly alienatea.

The fourth way of defining alienation is.norm1essn¢ss, a '"high
expecfancy that socially unapproved behaviors are'réquired to achieve
given goals" (1959, p. 787)." Merton (1957) attgmptéd to develop Durkheim's
conceptuglization of anomig by viewing it és a dissociation between
culturally prescribed goals and socially struétured means or avenues for

real izing these goals. We have suggested the concern and potential relation

between school norms, teachers' perceptions of system norms, and teacher

-role behavior. In this study, staff commonability about the existence
of professional and social norms also will be related to professional .
behavior. '

The fifth way of defining alienation is self-egtrangemenp, defined
by Seeman as a high degree of dependence of the given behavior upon
anticipated future rewards, upon rewards that lie oufside'the.activity
itself. One extended treatment of this conteptualization is found in
Fromm's The Sane Soetety (1955), where alienation is viewed as a mode of

experience in which one perceives himself as an alien to, and unable to
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be, Himself. Blauner psints out fhét ""the worker may become ;lienated from
his inner self in the éctivity of work' (1964, p. 26) because he cannot fina‘~';
intrinsic gratific;tion in his work. In other words, work'is primarily . |
instrumental and by no means expressive or fulfilling. The worker cannot
experience personal growth, because his work is not creatively fulfil]ing‘in
itsglf. ’Self-estrangeﬁent must exist where there is awareness of a great
discrepancy between ideé}.and actual images of self, work and work place;

A final measure ofipccupational and role alienation included in this
study is the teacher's awn sense of dissatisfaction with his job and role.
Many persohs continue to teach despite such generic role or specific
situational dissatisfactionﬁ many are forced to b} economic pressures and
limited mobility. We expec? that tﬁose teachers less satisfied with their
current ppsitions will be less likely to invest a great deal of energy in
innovative aﬁtivities in the'classroom ¢r:in sharing hew ideas about teaching
with their colleagues.

in this study teachers feelings along some of these dimensions of
altienation will be related ta fhe social and normative structures of the
local s;hool.‘ An attempt wi}l be made to study the relationship between
characteristics of the school, social structure and teachers' personal
experienca of alienation. The way teachers perceive the school's organi-
zational climate is closely connected with whether or not they experience
feelings of powerlessness, isolation, noninvolvement, and dlsgatisfaétion)

Although the person's relation to the social structure can be considered
a source of feeling of alienation, such feelings in turn can.influence: the
way the soéial $tructure is perceived., .In other words, the relationship
between perceived.social structure anarfeelings of alienation may be rather

circular.
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It should be pointed out that members of an 6rganizatlon can'accept
conditions of undercontrol or overcontrol for differentAreasons; A true
Budﬂhfst or Muslim might accebt his powerlessness -easily and vfew such an:
accaptance as a virtue. Others might yiew'a great dg%and for'conformftylas
a necessary condition for the ma}ntenance'of their own status and thev
system, Such persons need not be considered as alienatedbunless there is
a perceived discrepancy between what is actual aﬁd what is possibly
desirable or ideal. The greater the discrepaney between what is actual and
. what 1s ideal, the greater the alienation.A'Thdse who are pqwerless in an
organization but would like ta have somelpower are expected to be more
alienated than those who accept their powerlessness. Teachers who take the

iﬁpersonality and confusion of meanings iﬁ much of the educational system
for granted are-expecfed to be less alieﬁated than those who do not ant%;
cipate or who cannot accept such conditions. Thus, our stress will be both
on characteristics of organizational and pefgqhal systems, as well as on
the discrepancies between actual and idea} berceptions.

Dissatisfaction with and rejection offthé dominant value systems and
relations in an organization may bg portréyed in certain types of behavior
which may, for ahalytical‘purposes, be viewe& on a retreétismfinvélvement
dimension. In these terms an alienated persbn may either retreat from,
comply with, or.act upon the social system. On one end of the continuum
we find those alienated people who choose to engage in activities and
practices aimed at-changing the system. Such ehgagement may be reflecte&
in active involvement, Oppositjoh, Fesistance, invention. change or
creativity. In between, we find_those'who ;omply»public]y_rather than
privately, because they cannot internalize or identify with a value system

that clearly confronts the organization or group.
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Qur assumption is that the innovation and sharing of teaching practices
requires a degree of energy and commitment to the one's professional role
that is encouraged by a sense of involvement and integration in the school.
Teachers who are highly alienated from the school, therefore,. should be
less likely to be positive about their pfofessional roles, less respected
and accepted by peers and less involved in communication with colleaques.
Similarly, we expect highly alienated teachers to be less likely to innovate
teaching practices in their classroom and to share them with colleagues,

At the same time, it is possible to conceptualize innovation and sharing
as efforts at classroom and school change, thus representing one form of the
resolution of organizational and role alienation. The source of dissatis=
faction that generates teaching. innovations may be in the social system of
the schocl or the classroom., More than likely, the primary source is within
the teacher's own classroom since some sense of classroom problem or pain
must exist before innovation seems justified:

""A problem exists when there is a discrepancy between the actual

and desired state of affairs. In order to identify problems in

~his classroom, a teacher must have a clean notion of his goals

for the students and be sensitive to the processes of the class-

room.

In some cases the state of affairs in the classroom is obviously

unsatisfactory or intolerable...In others it may be a tolerable

situation that could be impreved...another type of problem that

is perennial: how to help students reach their fullest potential

for' learning or growth.' (Schmuck, Chesler and Lippitt, 1966, p. 15.)

Just as the primary source of disaffection that generates innovation Is
iikely to be classroom conditions, the primary source of disaffection that
generates sharing of innovations with others is more likely to be some
aspect. of staff conditions in the school. . Several of the structural and

interperéonal modes of alienation discussed in this chapter would seem to

be alleviated or even resolved by the active presentation of self;
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communication with others about important and valued matters, and perhéps

persuasion, that may be involved in the sharing of .teaching innovations.

The Principal
Clearly a key role and role occupaht in the network of staff social

relations in schools is the principal. As with most supervisors he has

é variety of alternative role opportunities. He can be mainly concerned
with his teachers' goal performance, with their good feelings, or with some
combination of these tasks. This traditionat dichotomization of ‘leadership
roles and functions {Benne and Sheats, 1948) has been inveétigated in the
school setting by several scientists. Halpin (1956) discusses the distinc-
tion between task-initiating and personal-consideration roles of the
principal, while Getzels and Guba (Getzels and Guba, 1957; Guba and
Bidwell, 1957) use the terms nomothetic and idiogréphic to describe essen-
tially the same functions. Getzels also suggests another style, that of
the "“transactional' leader, which achieves a balance between these divergeqt
polarities. The principal who is seen by his staff as being trangactionally
incl ined seems to generate the greatest staff confidence and effectiveness.
But in this professional bureaucracy there are additicnal dimensions
of the supervisor's role that must be considered. The principal can be
concerned with his teachers' professional activity and growth or not; and
he can be concerned about a tight organiiatiénal administration or not.
He can choosé to meet with parents and community leaders a great deal or
not at all. He can choose to be , or try to be, warm and friendly, or cold
and impersonalf In terms of his working relations with teachers, it seems
that the principal's degree of formal and structured or relaxed and informal
behavior may be an essential element in the degree of teacher acceptance of

his role performance. Bidwell (1965), for instance, records teachers' desires
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to define the Prlncipg} as an informal qolleague rafher than a formal and
distant administrative manager.

Finaliy, the principal can éhoose to share dgclsion-making power wi th
"his staff or keep it to himself. Tannenbaum (1954) and others (French,
Israel and Aas, 1960) report thét workers feel more satisfied whep they
feel that they can héVé 50merjnfluence\pé management officials. Similarly,
teachers who feel they participate in policy-making roles, and hqve.a say
in what goes on in thé school, seen to be more satisfﬁed,with their work
(Chase, 1952). ToAthe'eitent that teachers feel involyed in‘impqrtant
-.profeSSional decisions, they will be more Tntergsted and_inyolved in p;her
prgfessionally relevant activities, such as ;ea;hing innova;ipns: prevgrr
as Tannenbaum (1954) warns, some individuals will be less satisfied Py‘ a
invo]yement and participation In decision making; yé m;y expect that the‘v
generql‘rule‘of involvement leading to greater satisfaction will hold iq
ﬁost_cases, with the reverse being true for, teachers with certajn personality
characteristics and schools with certain priné}pals and ;ertain normativg
themes. ‘In the same context, Likert's're;Iew (1961) can be extrgpo}gted_;o
suggest thaf‘teachers will also be more involved when_they perceive that |
their pfincipal has influence with o;Her pr}ncipals and with the sppgrﬁn*
tendent's deéision-making activities. We would expect_tgachqrs[£o_feel
effective. in iﬁfluencing their supervisor when-they_perceive'thgir super-
visor,. too, as berqg influential.

TBe Gross and Herrfot k1965) studies suggest that an effective principal
is likely to be committed to the professional growfh and development of
his staff. :This.privatg>qrientation ig only one factor, however, and it
must be CoupTed with publfcipbstures vaiidating these concerns to influence

teachers to more complete pfofeésional considerations. Extrapolations
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from industrial management studies also.suggest that the principal mayv
operate as a role model for his teachers (Kahn, 1956). {f the pr{ncipal
demonstrates an interest in professional growth and innovation féaching,
his enthuslasm could well contage to his staff. The perception of
principal interest and potential support helps egfablish firm and visible
aerganizational norms for teachers to follow. (Becker, 1953).

We have already suggested that the.princiﬁal's style bf supervision
cannot be effective If it is felt to encroach on the professional
autonomy and freedom of his teachers (Becker, 1953; Gouldner; 1954; Kahn
and Kati,4196b; and Pelz, 1957). In particular, close supervision of
supposedly autonomous professionals may be very dysfunctional and trigger
substantlial staff hostility and resentment. Gross and Herriot (1965)
highlight this issue as they point out tha£ some administrator efforts
to help teachers 'might be construed as betraying a lack of coﬁfidence in
them and as out of bounds. Or, if adm?nistrators urge their subordinates.
. to try a new practice, it may be viewed as an encroachment on their rights
as.professionals.“ (p.99). In over 55% of the schools Gross and Herriot
studied, the teachers wanted the principals to exert less édntrol over
.their professlonal activities; in the remalning 45% the teachers wanted moré
exercise of principal controls. So an effective role vis~a-vis professional
subordinates must combine the exercise of control with the provision of
autonomy, At the same time, the principal can alsc perform to guarantee his
staff's autonomy by mediating external parental and community pressures.
(Becker; 1953). He can best do this, of course, when he actually does Have
upwards influence. (Likert, 1961).

‘t is also apparent that an effective educational manager must be In
touch with the standards and relationships of his staff members. By the

same token, teachers must feel he has the necessary information, and that



3

there is two-way access from principal to teacher and the revefse. This
pattern of shared communication can be expected to minimize staff alienation
(Kornhauser, 1959) and increase the potential for collaboration. Another
important outcome of this aspect of the principal's role is his knowlédge
about what's going on in his staff. To the extent the prTncipaJ is acclrate
about Fhe character and organiéatfén of peer relations, we can expect he
would know what to do if he wanted to exert influgnce, (Chesler, Sdhnuckf'
and Lippitt, 1963; Chowdhry and NeQCOmb,.l952).( |

Among the various members of fhé schoél staff there'may be some highly
‘divergent and even competing preferences and expéctatioﬁs regarding the
principal's behavior and function. For instance: |

MThe prgncipal of the school may, for example, be expected by

some teachers to visit them regularly to give -constructive help,

and by others to trust them as professional personnel not in

need of such supervision.!" (Getzels, 1963, .p. 314).
In all of these respects, therefore, it is not enough to know what the prfn-:-
cip;l reports about himself. 1t is perhaps even more critical to know how
the teachers perceive and interpret his behavior. For here, as elsewhere,
teachers} phenomenological views of ‘the sqcial system are the most important
determinants -of behavior. Some authbrs utilize staff perceptions as a check.’
on the manager's statement of his own behavior; other autho}s utilize this
"variiance as an important variable itself. [t is quite possibié, of'codrse,
that various infarmants might not agree on the behaviors of an official
(Charters, 1963). Since we are to deal ‘in part with teacher phenomenology’,
we must recognize that it i§ not the sole déterminant of behavior by any'
means. A téécher who i; an isolate iqvthe sociometric structure will not
be able to publicize an innovat ion no matter how competent and réspectéd he
feels. Our work will permlt sémé.combqrison between some moré objective
~and other.morg.phenomenologica]lviéwg-of.the kea]ity of relationships iﬁ

the school system.
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Summary of School Conditions and innovation and Sharing

The conflux of various forces in the internal social structgre'of the
staff are diagrémmaticéliy represented in Figure 1., For iﬁStéhQE, tﬁe
diagram suggests that individual professional behaviér, whethéf'innovative
or not, is'mediatéd.by the}teacher's perceptions of the sta?fi%bg?al system
and his reactions to those perceptions. |t is imEortant t0~}eédgnjze that
the objective cha?acterisgics of the peer social sfruétufe aré mediated by
individual teacher perceptions. >Moreover, theée perceptiﬁ%s.;re then
evaluated affectively and become attitudinal bredispositions before eventual
translation into role behavior. ‘Teacher perceptions of thei} an fplé and
their schoel are a p;rtial functian of the peer social structﬁré-anq norms,
teacher personai characteristics and principal behévior. In ;ufaj_theﬂpeer
social structure is affected‘both by.lnaividual teacher characteristics and
principal behavior. Froﬁ the principal's point of view, he mayibe able>to
affect change In teaéhers' percéptions and behayiors in two wéyg;J(l)
directly, through conversation and interaction with téacherg o?,jXZ) in-

" directly, through his influencé upon the establishment ‘and opéﬁati?ﬁrof
certain staff norms and structures. Individual feache;.chéracfeTI;tics,-too,
'may be directly related to individual perceptions‘qn&iré]e behs;{brs;, More
than likely, they may be mediated by the standards aﬁa str;ctures‘of the

peer social system. This diagram stresses the importance'of the;ﬁeef socfal
system as a mediator of interactfon for teachérs and prfncipals;'énﬁ a point

of entry for individual and organizaticnal change designs.

“r
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Figure 1.
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Sample and Methods of this Study

This study was conducted among three school systems in southeastern
Michigan. One §chool system is rural in character, and the other two are
semi~industrial suburbgﬁlcommuhities. By and large the school populations
are lower middle class and middle class, with only one school.system having
a sizable proportion of lower class or Negro students. None of thesei"
systems cﬁrreﬁtly feel uﬁder great pressure from cémmunity or'professioﬁé1
agencies to change. By and.large these are small schdol systems, with |
from four to nine schools fn'each system.

The data to be. reported fﬁ this'study were collected by means of a .
self-report guestionnaire administered to the entire professionél staffs
of the three échoo] sysiem;. .Thére'are a total of twenty-one schools and
499 teachers in the{fhree school systems. The numberﬂof teachers in each
school fanges from 7 te 88. Of the total population, 473 teachers (95%)
responded to the qﬁestjonnairéu Figure 2 represents the number and per-

cent of teachers in each school who responded to the questionnaires.
(Figure 2)

The dependent variables of personal and organizational innovation and
sharing are measured in several different ways. The basic measure of in-

novation is the teacher's seif-report response to the question:

We are interested in significant classroom practlces for improving
pupil learning or motivation to learn. Are you trying any pro-
cedures or techniques to accomplish this in your classroom?

Yes No

Out of the total of 473 teachers responding to the questioennaire, 375
answered this question (79%). Of the total who answered, 63% reported

they wére innovating and 37% reported they were not.



Figure 2

DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHER RESPONSES BY SCHOOL

IBSfJ: ' |

. Teachers .
School Teacher N _responding ;3
1 28 21 75
2 20 18 90
3 16 16 100
b 15 15 100
5 36 34 9%
6 43 37 86
7 13 | 13 100
7 6 .86
9 12 12 100
10 19 19 100
" 13 13 100
12 h 1 100
13 88 - 84 95
14 43 43 100
i5 22 22 100
16 12 P2 100
17 20 20 100 .
18 23 20 96
19 23 20° 87
20 21 21 100
21 IS ]h 100
Total 499 473 95
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vThe measure of sharing used throughoutitth:study~js-derived from three
separate litems, TwB éf these involve the number'of peér‘nominatioﬁs for

innovation a teacher receive§ from gthers and the number of peer nominations

he makes of others on the following item: co -

We are interested in significant classroom practices for. im- )
proving pupil learning or motivation to learn. 0On this _ e
roster of staff members of this school, please indicate any
significant classroom practices you know teachers are using
or have used. Please write a brief description of the
practice next to each teacher's name if you can.

A third component of the index of sharing is the teacher's reported know-

ledge of what others are doing:

To what extent do you know what significant practices other
teachers are using to improve pupil learning in their class-
room? Know a lot . My knowledge is limited - . Have
some knowledge . Don't know what others are doing .

When combined, these three items providé the highest-sgaring score for
those teachers who know what their collgagugs‘are doing ‘and whose col-
leagues know what they are doing. .Only one-wéy informapion typically re- ' -
sults in a low sharing score; ~Information is available on 79%, or 375,
of the total 473 teachers for this index; 45% are catégorized as low
éharers and:SS% as high sharers. | |
Thére appears te be slightif more innovafion by .elementary gchool

teachers than by secondary school teachers (SSZ-VS.'GO%), and slightly
more high shgring among secondéry school teachers than among elementary
- school teachers (59% vs. 50%), but neither of these differences approach
‘acceptéble Ie;eTs of statistical sfgnificaﬁcé;' Af*bb;h levels of in-
struqtion'thosé.teéchers who report fhat-théy Inﬁovate also are more _
often high on {he sharing index.

| Table 1 éresents the significantly pés?tive‘réiétldnshfp.betWeen‘

teachers who innovate and share at teachers practices.



TABLE 1

INNOVATION RELATED TO SHARING BY
TEACHER'S LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION

Innovaticn

Sﬁariné No Yes Total
Elementary level (N=51) - (N=113) (N=164)
Low _ 73% . 38% (N= 80)
High 27% 62% (N= 84)
X2 = 16.68; p< .0l

Secondary level (N=67) (N=113) (N=180)
Low ‘ 66% - 24% (N=71)
High 3hg, 76% (N=109)

X 2 = 30.84; px<.01
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It is very clear that these two dffferent variables measured in differ-
ent ways aée highly related. Teachers who do not report innovating are
not 1ikely to be seen as high sharers of innovative practices -- not by
themselves and not by their colleagues. The differences between levels
of instruction aré insignificant.

In addition to these basic measures, two more refined measures of
innovation are included in our analysis, In one Eefjnement, teachers
were asked to indicate the degree of originality and the source of
their classroom p?actice. Innovators may have invented the new practices
themselves, in which case they are jnventions, Or, they may have:taken
the idea from somewhere with ér without mo&ifitations,fthat is, they

_is, they are adaptions or adoptions. The following question was asked

of everyone reporting an innovation:

The classroom practice you just described can be 'original
with you'" (i.e., you invented it) to ''got it from somewhere
else." Please check on the line below the position that best
describes your practice.

original with got it some- got it some- got it some-
me (to the best where else where else where else
:of my knowledge) and made and made without.making

major changes minor changes any changes

When a practice is '"original with me' it s considered an Invention; when
it came from somthere else and the teacher made cHanges, it is an
adaption; when it came from ''somewhere elsé without making ahy'chahges”
it is an adoption. TaEle 2 indicates the frequency of each tyﬁe of

innovation in elementary and secondary sclicols.

(Table 2 here)



-TABLE 2

SOURCE OF YNNOVATION BY LEVEL OF INSTRUCT{ON

Level of Innovation Source

Instruction Adoption  Adaptation - Invention Total
(N=68) (N=64) (N=72)  (N=204)

Elementary '38% 31 30% (N=107)

Secondary 27% o 32% Lk (N=97)

x2 = b.24; NS

39
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There are élight]yrmore.inventionrinnovatﬁons gttthe secondary. school
level éhd'sliéhtly more adoption-inngvations at thé'eiéﬁehtahy schoo!ilever,
‘hut-the uitferéhcesLare instgnjficaht. | |

The second refinement of the uepehdent variable of innov;tibn“ihud}ves :i
the categotization of innovations-with regard-tqjthe behauiorat ofiéhta_
tion of the'tea;hiné practfce. Different kfnds of practtces may also
interest utfférent innovators, and for different hgasoné) the practicés
are new td them they may serue-to.improve classroom climate for them,
they fit thelr teaching styles, etc, |In this study we have chosen to
categorize teachlng practices accordlng to the extent to which they focus
on student behavuor and student-student or student-teacher prpcesses {n
the clasgroomQ Each teacher.repo?ting éh innovation was asked to describe

it in some detail as follows:

Please describe the most 5|gn|f|cant one of these practices.
What specifically did you do?

What kind of prob]em regarding pupll learnlng were you trying
to solve? .

Does it require any SpeC|a] tralning, preparatlon or equnp-
ment?

Were there any speC|al dlfflculties or operatlng prob]ems?
If so, what?

' What were the pupilé' reactions? What pupil behaviors changéd?

Two Judges,.mastek‘teachers with ‘a great deal of experlenbe-with teachers
and,teaching, then rated each practice. Judgments.from a third rater
uehé solicited whenever there were major discrepancies between.thehtatings
ot'the F?rst.twO experts. The behavioral urientation of innovative

- practices i's based on the following ‘ratings:



1. Classroom Proceés

formal: : : : : : : : rinformal
feelings T feelings
controlled: : : : : : R rexpressed
teacher- - - © pupil-
planned: : I : : : s :planned
lecture: : : : : : : - :discussion
competitive: R : e : ; :cooperative’
business-1ike: : o : : : : :friendly

_content: : : : : : : : © :interaction

2. Material or Behavior Emphasis

.Emphasizes materials : ~ Emphasizes teacher
. or equipment - or pupil behaviors

] 2 N

| .

For each. item on classroom process a check in the first two spaces from
the rigﬁt,means a high rating for'fhe practice along that particular
dimensioq of cléssroom process. These ratiﬁgs are summed and.a prac-
tice is'Tabeféd as high in total classrcom process if it is high in more
than five Qf'thése séVen categories. |t is low if it is rated high on
less than fhreé categories. This rating is then éombined with the rating
. of the préctice on its material or bghaVipr:empha;is to give the Finél'
rating of the1behavi6ra1-orientatioq of the préctice. Table 3 indicates
the frequéncy'of ea;h type of fnnovatién in elementary and secondéry

schools.
(Table 3 here).

It is obvious there are no differences between elementary and secondary

schools on this character of their innovation.

4y
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TABLE 3

BEHAVIORAL QR{ENTATION OF INNOVATION BY
LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION

Level of Behavioral Orientation .
Instruction Law Med ium High Total

(N=86) - (N=31) (N=37) (N=154})
Elementary ' 55% 20% 25% (N= 84)

Secondary 57% 20% 23% - (N= 70)

- X7 = .11; NS
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Thus we are not tapping an elementary schoal concern for '"students"
and a secondary concern for ''subject'’, but some more pervasive aspect of
teaching style. These‘two ref inements of the basic innovation measure will
be introducéd'fn fhe text of this report Whéfever they 'shed additional:
light on the character of a variable on a‘relationship under examination.
In tne fifth and sixth'cnapters nf thié_neport we will be makingjuge'of
other indices -- of school level statistics negarding innovation-and
sharing, " A fuller explanation of the averages, distributions and per-
centage means used in.these analyses at ﬁhat'time.v Then we will be able :
to go beyond distinguishing between individual styleé_or attributes nflpeer
relations and compare characteristics of organizations. Sincé this study
has twenty-one schools as its sample it has the potential of being more
than a singie on even a series of case studies, but could be a comparat ive
study. Our intention,'howéver,.js not to conclude_wi;h phenotypic or
best model’ for an "innovator' or an‘“innonative staff.” It is our ex-
pectation_thaf some variables will work one way in one system and another
way in another’ system; such is the nature of the many vanﬁed ways of ‘en-
couraging innovation or change in complex‘soc}af systems, But 1t Is our
objentive>iq discover éoﬁe broad and genotypic outiines which willlsuggest'
underlying ann consistenéldeterminants of teachersf professional role

behavior in educational organizations.



CHAPTER 111

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF INNOVATORS
AND SHARERS '

in thls chapter we examine the relation between teachers' personal
characterlstlcs and thelr innovation and sharing of classroom teachlng
practlces. Innovetion and sharing were-conceptualizedAearlier as the.
role-performance putcamee of certain teachen role—perceptions. We ere in—”
terested in ldentifying those personal characteristics-that may be releted
to Feachers"perceptidn of these components of prefessfdnal roles, end'fe-
lated to their perfdnhanCe of these peréeived;roles; The personalnéhaﬁec4
teristics: examinéd range from demographlcrcategories to personal attitudes-
and professidnal orientations. Some have to do witn charaéteristics offln-‘,
n0vator§'and shdarers as teachers,?othersAare_more.genenal.éhafacteFiStfcs o S

offthem as persons,

The Independent Varlables Investlgated

Several different categories of independent varlables are examlned
'Some of these lanIre abogt non-;eachlng-characterlstlcs relevant to alperson'sd
éenerel style and outlook; Fer instance, demegraphic and-background eetegonies
are used to distinguish between teachers with more urban and-cbsmOpolﬁfan |
vereus more rural and provincjal backgrounds. Furthermore, teachers' level
of professienal tralning and familial understanding end support for their
| occupat ions are among those variebres that mey‘be related to full prefessfona]'.rl

role performance. The specific Variebles examined include:
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Demographic and background characterfstics:

Sex

Age

Marital Status
Father's occupation
Rural-Urban background
Religion

« Education

-

~lOvo oo —

Se#eral general peﬁsonaiity attributes aras examInéd, wﬁth.the‘expecta4
tion that .certain aspectsAof teachers personal views and_qrientations
‘would be related to their professional_role performance. In general
teachers who sée themselves and §o;iety as relatively wélllintegkated, who
féel they are potent and responsible in their-qwn lives, and who have a‘
positive and flexible erientation to change should be most involved in in-
novating and sharing teachiné bractices.‘ The_generaf.persona!ity or atti-
tudinal qua]itigs of teachers ‘examined include:

Personal Sfy]es

. Orientation to change
Reliance upon authority
. Anomie . : ’
.. General alienation : S
. Social motives of power, achievement and affillation

ulEw N -

In ad&ltlon to these genéral qualities there are other varjab]es directly .
related to the teaching profession that should infiuence the saliency of in-
‘novation as a role component. IH order for the classroom teacher' to perceive
inpovative teaching as a conscfous and deliberate:ﬁroféssional role canﬁlt-
.ment he must: (1) perceive tﬁg improvement Qf classroom learning as an im-
porfant goal; and (2) perceive tﬁat:a change, oriconstant change, in teach-~
ing practice |s necessary for the achievement of that go;]. Some of the
relevanf personal variables in ;hése roles perceptions and orléntafions musf
lhélude the degree of a teachéfls comﬁltment to the tgachlng'prdfeésion'and

‘his professional orientation an&-véTuesh A teacher's commitment or marginality -
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to the profession influences how seriously he takes his role .and how much'
energy he invests in it. Such commitment influences the degree to which
a teacher is likely to strive beyond the existing teaching-learning situ-
ation, and the extent'bf his interest in the improvément of his own and
others' teaching. Certainly a teacher marginal to Ehe profession may be
just as aware as a more highly involved téacher of the peed for improve-
ment in his classroom learning c}imate. However, he‘mgy lack the energy,
desire ;n& perhaps skill of a mare highly committed'téacher to be equally
challengea by and responsive to his reél teaching problems. Moreover, the
more marginal professional may have a smaller repertoire and less access
to the solutions to cléésroém.problems. Questions relevant to the rela-
tionship between marginality or commitment to-the teaching professicn and
classroom innovation are as follows:

Commitment to téaching profession

Teaching backgroﬁnd

1. Teaching background of spo&se and parents
2. Own teaching background

a. Years teéaching present grade or subject
b. Years teaching present school
c. Years of teaching experience
d. Whether teaching in own trained specialty
Future status
1. Tenure status
2. Plans in ten years
A teacher's educational values and goals indicate whether and what kind
of classroom learning climate will be a major concern to him. Moreover they
will determine what kinds of innovation, if any, are relevant to his own

classroom process and goals. The need for classroom improvement and change

will probably be felt more keenly by those teachers who see a discrepancy
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between the actual situation in their classes and their #referred or idéal'
teaching-]earniﬁg situation. However, there may be dffferent thresholds
of tolerance for discrepancy, and discrepancy that s too Qreat may produée‘
a sense of futility or resignation. The amount of perceived discrepancy,:
that 1s related to constructive concerns will be estimated from the
evidence regarding actual and preferred conditions. Questions relevant

to these variab}es include:

Professional orientation

1. Priorities of educational objectives for the
school system

2. School priorities

a. Actual priorities

b. Preferred priorities

¢. Discrepancy between “actual“ and 'preferred"
priorities

3. Classroom atmosphere on a variety of dimensions--

a. Actual climate

b. Preferred climate

c¢. Discrepancy between “actual” and “preferred”
climates

L, Time spent on daily activities.

DemograPhic Characteristics and lnnovation and Sharing

we have noted that the total numBer of teachers in the sample was h73;
Table 4 shows the distribution of these teachers on the various backgrouﬁd
variables. |

(Table 4 here)

It is clear from this téble that there are major differences Tn.the demography
of elementary and secondary schoof teachers. The latter are more often males,.
seem to be younger and more highly educated, The majority of male teachers
fall in the middle age group (25-40), whereas the majority of female teachers
are either older or younger, The younger female teachers are predominantly
located in the secondary schools, with older female teachers more often found_

in elementary schools.
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE BY LEVEL OF INSTRUCTiON

Demographic " Elementary. — Secondary
Characteristics . - (N=236) ~ (N=237)-
A) Sex

Male 27% 39% .
Female 50% L7%
No Answer 22% th
B) Age
25 or less 23% 2h%
26 - 39 19% 27%
L0 or more 34% 19%
No Answer 24% 30%
C) Marital Status
Single 13% 14%
Married 68% 64%
Widowed or divorced 06% 07%
No Answer 13% 15%
D) Education
Bachelor's degree 70% . 55%
Master's degree 16% 30%
No Answer 14% 15%
E) Rural-urban background
Rural 21% 14%
Urban 65% 71%
No Answer 14% 15%
F} Religion
Protestant 61% 53%
Other 27% 34%
No Answer 12% 14%
G) Father's Occupation
Laborer & blue coflar 20% 29%
White collar’ 25% 14%
Managerial Professional 37% 37%
No Answer . 21%

17%
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Throughout this.cﬁapter we will examine theee djfferendes fn ins;rud-
tional level as-thef effect reletions'among thefindependenf and
dependent variebles; | |

The data indicate that marital status, sex, age and number of
children do not. differentiate teachers wuth regard to the profe351onal
role outcomes of innovation and sharing of feachjng practjces.
Although the number of children a teacher has does notiappeér'to be
related to professional rele performance, amené innovators, those
teachers with youeg children tend: morevoften toibe addpters,tﬂan:
adapters or invenrors. These data are presented in Tables. 5 & 6. |t mey
well be that teachers who have a family with young chlldren Feel more
home pressure, and may thereby have less time and energy for maklng |

classroom inventions or modifying others' invent.ions,
(Tables 5 and 6 here)

The occupatlonal status: of teachers parents’ is not sigelflcently
related to teachers |nnovat|on, although there is a trend for teachers
from higher status homes to be more 1nnovaﬁ|vea W|th regard t0'shar|ng,
however, a curvilinear relationehip exists; teachers whose fathers.were
in the lower white collar group tend to share significanfly Iess than
teachers whose fathers were either In a lower or higher status occupa--
tion. Teaehers from FIOW‘_statue backgropnds, who have beeq.uﬁwerdly
mobile, may need especially to protect thejr erefessional'étetus-fran
combetitioe or threat from others. One wayiré'guard agaiest such vul-
nerability'may be to keep all professional activities privete{_and not
to.ellow efhers to see or know“what is going dn‘in the classrboml

Rural-urban background ‘is sfénificantly related to both innovation

and sharing. Teachers who ‘spent most of their early years in rural areas



TABLE 5

NUMBER OF CH{LDREN IN RELAT!ON
TO INNOVATION

Children . Innovation

No Yes Total
(N=115) (N=195) . (N=310)
"~ None . 37% 63% (N=107)
One 36y 64 (N=126)
Two or more 398 61% (N= 77)
2 = .19; NS
TABLE 6

NUMBER OF CHILDREN AGED 0-~b IN RELATION TO
SOURCE OF INNOVATION

Children aged

0-4 Adopéion'""°Xﬁ§é%3t%8%r°? Thveation Total
(N=54) {N=55) (N=66) (N=175)
None 26% 34 405 (N=137)
- (N= 38)

-} or more L7% 21% | 32%

X% = 6.436; p .05
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tend to innovate and share less than teachers with town and city backgrounds.

These data aré présented in Tables 7A and 7B.
(Tables 7A and 7B here)

The negative relation between rural background and innovat ion may be ex-
plained partially by the style of life apd orientation developed by
teachers from rural families. Théir own experignce in school may.bé-qﬁite.
fimited by the homogeneity offruéal classés and a heavy depeﬁdence on -
routine and habitual ways of ‘teaching and legrning.

When the sex variable is céntrolled it Eecomes clear that the posi-
tive relation between rufal background and iﬁnqvation applies only to Méle
teachers. Male teachers are either more gfféctéd by a rural wé* o% lifé
.énd professional socialization patterns, or they retain ft much more than
female teachers. Sex does not discriminafe amogg rural or urban back-
grounds with regard to sharing.

Teachers' religious affiliations are not related to.githef iﬁnoQa?
tioa or-sharing, but.thelr-degree of churgh attendaﬁced at least at-thé
extremes, is related negatlively to sharing,r Table‘8 shows thét 69%- of
the teachers who attend church.more than once a week do a low amoQﬁttof
sharing, whereas_oqiy 35% of the teaghers who never attend church are so
categorized, In all probability this finding, like the influence of '
young children, reflects the time and,ene}gy Timitations on teacﬁers Eigﬁl§

involved in extra-professional organizations and activities.

(Table 8 héte)



- TABLE 7A

RURAL-URBAN BACKGROUNb RELATED TO INNOVATION

lhnovatién
Rural=Urban No Yes Total
(N=133)  (N=215)  (N=348)
Rural Loy . 51% (N= 71)
Town & City 35% 65% (N=277)

X2 = 4.66; p < .05

TABLE 7B

RURAL-URBAN BACKGROUND RELATED TO SHARING

~ Sharing
Rural-Urban Low High Total
(N=159)  (N=191) (N=350)
Rural 58% k2% (N= 70)
Town & City 42y ‘582 (N¥280)

x? = 6.37; £ .05

Ll



CHURCH ATTENDANCE RELATED TO SHARING

TABLE 8

13.23; p <.005

Sharing
Church Attendance Low High Total
(N=151) (N=197) (N=348) .-
More than once a week 69% 31% (N= 35) -

" Once a week h2g 58% (N=153)
Once a month 49% 51% (N= 47)
A few times a year

or never 35% 65% (N=113)

53
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There doeslnot appear to be any systematic re}atidhship betW:en'level
of educational training and innovation or sharing. However, among teachers
who innovate, those with less coursework beyond the B.A. are moée be-
haviorally oriented in their practices than innovators with Master's

degrees. These data are presented in Table 9.
(Table 9 here)

This finding may be due to several factors involving the interaction. be-
tween instructional level and education. Table 10 shows the breakdown

of this relationship in elementary and secondary schools.

" (Table 10 here)

Almost 60% of the teachers with less additional coursework are elementary
schoo! teachers, but the evidence presented in Chapter }| demonstrates that
elementary school teachers are no more innovative of behaviorally
oriented practices than secondary school teachers. At tlie elementary
school level teachers with less advanced fraining are slightly less be-
haviorally innovative but this relation is not significant; at the.
secondary school level teachers with less advanced training are more
present at both high and low éxtremes. Even though some. of these rela-
tioﬁs are'statistically significant, the small number of cases ih,some
cells makes any reliance on these tables suspect. The most compelling
explanation may be that less trained teachers have not been as exposed
to the formal apparatus of post-graduate educational curricula, with its
concomitant emphasis on special subject skills and disciplinarily oriented
courses.

When we focus on the area of specialization of educational train-

ing, it is clear that teachers who were trained primarily in one of the
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TAELE 9

EDUCATIONAL TRAINING RELATED TO BEHAVIORAL ORIENTATION
CF INNOVATION

~ Behavioral Orientation
Education Low Medium  High Total

(N=B6) = (N=31) (N=37) (N=15L)

Bachelors

degree and

above ' © 58% 5% 27% (N=114)
Masters degree. ' ,

and abave 50% . 35% 15% (N= 40)

X2 = 7.96; p < .05

TABLE 10

EDUCATIONAL TRAINING RELATED TQ BEHAVIORAL QORIENTATION
: QF INNOVATION BY LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION

tducation & Level Behavioral Orientation
of |Instructian ' Low Medium High Total
A. Elementary ~ (N=b6)  (N=17) (N=21)  (N=84)
Bachelors ) ’
degree and ‘
abave 57% 18% 25%  (N=67)
Masters degree ‘ : '
and above : 47% - 29% 24%  (N=17)
X2 = 1.4; NS
B. Secondary . . {(N=40) . (N=14) (N=16) (N=70)
Bachelars '
degree and : )
above _ 60% - NE- o 30% (N=h7)
Masters degree.. ' . , . '
and above . 52% 39% 9% (N=23)
2.

X = 9.5; p<0l.
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academic subjects--English, mathematics,'natural'sciences, or soctlal
sciences--tend to share more than teachers who majored In education or in
non-academic subjects. These data are presented’ In Table 11; there’is no

relationship between such training specialties and innovation.
(Table 11 here)

Once again we are confronted with a phenoﬁenon that is partly expiicable
in terms of the differences between the needs of elementary ana secondary
schools and teachers. Ninety-two percent of the teacﬁers trained primar=
ily in éducation are teachingfin elementary school; 12% of those with
academic subject majors and 38% of those trained in non-academic subjects
are in elementary schools. Being a secondary school teacher, which in

88% of the cases means being trained in an academié subject, accounts for
much of the high sharing groups in Table 11. Persons primarily trained .
outside of the educational establishment may have much more to talk about,
may feel the need to talk more about what they're doing, and may feel
more free to share ideas than teachers trained within the pre-professional
schools. That this may be a level of instruction phenomenon is further
substantiated by the finding that within e]ementéry and secondary schools
there are no signifiéant differences in innovation or character of innova-

tion associated with differential training.

In summary, it is apparent that a number of these demographic and
background characteristics of teachers are not significantly related to the
innovation and sharing'of teaching practices. Sex, age and marital as well
as parental status are examples of these non-related categories. Some
variables that have important implications for the availability of teachers
time and energy were related to certain aspects of the character of innova-

tlons and to sharing. The frequency of church attendance is related to



EDUCAT }ONAL SPECIALTY RELATED TO SHARING

TABLE 11

Sharing

Specialty Low High Total
(N=152) (N=185) (N=337)
Education 53% 47% (N=116)
Academic Subjects 32% 68% (N=119)
Non-academic Subjects
{Music, art, ch.) 52% L8% (N=102)

x2

= 13.06; p <.0l

a7
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sharing and the number of young children a teacher has Is negatively re-
lated to originality of innovations. Teaqhg?s who come from urban and
semi-urban backgrounds appear to be moreilikely to innovate and share
than teachefs from rural families, and(this retationship appears to be
accentuated for males, It also appéa?s that tea?hers exhibiting moderate
upwards mobility i.e. those whe have come_frém_moderately lower status
families, are less likely to be'involyed in=;harfng than teachefs who
have come from laboring or high status fam?]fes, One lnterpretafion of
the latter finding may be found in the hobf}e teacher's need to protect
and secure his newly secured status froh fhé'ppieﬁtiél threat of peer
review and evaluation. It also appearg_tha: feve1 of educational train- .
ing 'is not related te innovation ér shéring But that teachers with less
than én M.A. degree consistently inhgvata behaviorally oriented practices
mere often than teachers wfth'MOré adyanged tfa?ﬁingh Moreover, teachers
trained in an academic spec}alty}share hore than teachers trained in edu-

cation. The character of their training which may establish felt

strengths or deficiencies as well as different pre-professional sociallza-

tfon may account for this phenomenon. Throughodt the Consjderatﬁon,of
these variables Is a theme stressing the differences_in background and
training characteristics between elementary and secondary school teachers,
The latter are meore often males, more of£én younger and have greater

amounts of educational training. Chapter 1l points out, however, that the

‘amount and character of innovation and sharin§ is not significantly

different between these two levels of instruction.

Personal Styles and lnnovation and Shafing

Several aspects of teachers' general views of themselves and orienta-

tions te the world are explered in thls section. One majer varlable 14
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this respect is teachers! orientations towards change, assessed by asking

respondents whether they strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly

disagree with the following items,

| don't enjoy having to adapt myself to new and unusual
situations.

The ways of the past are hardly ever adequate to handle
present day problems.

I have a working plan and schedule which | Follo@
carefully.

When the first and third items are reverse coded (i.e.;so"that disagree-
ment with the first and third statements and agreement with the second
are coded in-the same direction) the mean of all three items provides a
scale score repfresenting a positive and flexible orientation towards
change in one's own role or situation. Data regarding the relation be-
tween thls orientatlion and professional role performance are presented

in Tables 12A and 12B.
(Tables 12A and 12B here)

This measure of'openness to change does not seem to be related to Innova-
tlon but is positively and significantly related to sharing of teaching
practices. Teachers who are more positive in their views of the necessity
or comfort of change situations are mofe.highly invalved in sharing. The
difference between innovation‘and §haring in these findings suggest that
teachers' report of the?r attitudes toward change may-refleet or influence
more of thelr postures toward publlc actlvities with colleagues rather than
private events and roles.

A second major variable !nvestigated here was the degree of teacher
rel fance upon authority as a general outlook on life. The following two:
items assessing this variable were taken from scales devised by Adorno and

his colleagues (1950):



TABLE 12A

POSITIVE ORIENTATION TO CHANGE RELATED TO INNOVATICN

Orientation to ~© ’lnncovation
" Change . No i = Yes Total

o (N=132) (N=221) (N=353)

More positive . 36% 642 (N=216)
Less positive - 382 62% (N=]37):
X2 = ,25; NS
TABLE 128

POSITIVE ORIENTATTON TO 'CHANGE RELATED TO SHARING

Orientation to “Sharing
Change - Low "Righ - Tota)

(N=156)  (N=195) (N=351)
More positive - 36% 6L4% (N=216)
Less positive : 50% 50% (N=135)

x? = 5,9; p £ 05




In the history of mankind there have probably been
just a few really great thinkers.

In this complicated world of ours the only way we
can know what's going on is to rely on leaders or
experts who can be trusted.

Both items are worded and coded {n the same direction, so some degree of
agreement with each reflects a greater tendency to rely upon external
authority for wisdom and direction. The data do not indicate ény sys-
tematic relation between re]iance‘upon authority and innovation and
sharing. Teachers' general viéw; of the expertise and power Qested in
great authority does not appear to be related to these aspects of their
own professional performancei

Two other personality variables considered are teachers’ general
feelings of alienation from society and their sense of anomie. Both
these measures reflect on orieﬁtation to society that involves a lost;

ness and uncertainty or doubt about the efficacy of one's role and

understanding. We would expect such variables to be négatively related

to full professional performance; with teachers who feel more efficacious

and knowledgeable about a consistent and certain role and society being
more likely to innovate and share. All respondents were asked to indi-
cate how they felt about the following items which respectively assess
general feelings of Befng powérlgss, normless and ionely. Respondents
placed their answers on a four-point scaie ranging from ''strongly agree'

to "strongly disagree."

It's only wishful thinking to believe that a person
can really influence what's happening in soclety at
large.

| often wonder what the meaning of life really is.

Sometimes | fee! all alone in the world.

61
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The valqg of all items were summed and a mean was taken in order to
create the scale of general alienaticn in'thé following manner:

Low general alienation refers to a mean score of less
than 2.4,

Medium general alienation refers to a mean score ranging
from 2.4 to 3.0.

High general alienation refers toc a mean-score ranging
from 3.1 to k4.

The relationship between general alienation and professional role per-
formance is presented in Tables 13A and 13B.
(Tables 13A and>ISB here)

The data in these tables indicate no significant relation between general
afienation and innovation or sharing. |

Four other scale items were used to measure degree of felt anomie
or the perception of societal normlessness or meaninglessness, Teachers
were told that these items were statements which described the feelings
of some people, and they were asked to indicatg whether they strongly
» agreed, agreed, disagreed, or strongly d?sagreed with them. The four items

" were:

With everything in such a state of disorder, it is hard
for a person to know where he stands from one day to the
next. ' '

Though people might not admit it, they are out for all
they can get.

Most people just don't give a ''damn'' for others and are
ready to use any means to get to their goals.

The trouble with the world teday is that most people
really don't believe in anything.

These four items were combined into a scéle of anomie in the same way as
the scale of general alienation. The data in Tables 14A and 14B indicate
an inverse, although non-significant, trend in the relation between per-

sonal anomie and professional role performance. In general, those



TABLE 13A

GENERAL ALIENATION RELATED TO [INNOVATION

I nnovat jon

Aifenatﬁon No Yes Total
(N=134) (N=230) (N=364) -
Low 32% 68% (N= 37)
Medium 39% 61% (N=227)
High 33% 67% (N=100)
X2 = 1.49; NS
TABLE 13B

GENERAL ALIENATION RELATED TO SHARING

Sharing
Alienation Low High Total
(N=163) (N=202) (N=365)
Low Loy 51% (N="139)
Med Tum LY 55% (N=231)
High . 423 58% (N= 95)
2

X" = .54; NS
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teachers who felt léast anomic were most involved in innovation and sharing.
(Tables 14A and 14B here)

The scales of anomie and general alienation exhibit a high degree
of association with one another and with reliance upon authority. A sum=
mary of chi square operations examining thé interrelationship of these

three variables are presented in Table |5,
(Table 15 here)

' !f is clear from this table that teachers with a high degree of general
alienation also feel there are few valid and reliable norms governing
most persons' social behavior and that one must rely upon a few trusted
experts who are available to prévide leadership. Although these three
.variables relate significantly and positively with one another, it
appears there are very minimal associatlons and no significant relations
between these dimensions of teachers' personality styles and either educa-
tional innovation or sharing. General alienatiOn‘and anomie may be just’
that, general: and while they may be relevant characteristics of one's
orientation to themselves and to the society at large, they may not be
relevant for these aspects 6f one's occupatloﬁal and professional behavior.
In addlt#on to these personality dimen%ioné we asked a guestion de-
signed to determine the soclal motives orientation and priorities of
teachers. The question below elieits the relative dominance of needs for
achisvement (achieving personal goals, competent), affiliation (1ikeable,

'aaining'friendships) and social power (be a leader, Influential).



TABLE 14A

GENERAL ANOMIE RELATED TO INNOVATION

Inhovation ..
Ancmie Low ° © 7 High Total
(N=134) (N=230) (N=364)
Low 29% 7% (N= 58)
Med ium 36% 64% - (N=230)
High Loy 54% (N= 76)
X2.= b.32; NS

TABLE 14B

_GENERAL ANOMIE RELATED TO SHARING

: Sharing
Anom e Low High Total
(N=163) (N=202) (N-365)
Low 39% 61% (N= 59)
Med fum 43% 57% (N=230)
High - 54% L6% (N= 76)
2

X% = 3,67; NS
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TABLE 15

SUMMARY OF CHI-SQUARE TABULATIONS RELATING
THREE DIMENSIONS OF PERSONALITY STYLE

Level of
Variables Related Chi-Square . df ‘Significance . 'Directien
General Alienation-
‘Anomie 50.3 L £.001 ° Positive
Anomie-Reliance
on Authority 12.1 2 <£.01 Positive

Reliance on authority-
General Alienation 10.7 2 .01 -Positive
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This part is concerned with your interpersonal relation~
ships with your teaching colleagues. The descriptive words or
phrases at each end of the rating scales are not necessarily
opposites. Please place a check-mark on one of the lines near
the end of the scale that best describes how you would like
your relationships to be with your colleagues.

My Relationships With My Colleagues in This
School as | would Like It To Be

influential :_ : : i ¢ i i i likeable

. achieving

be a leader : " personal goals

ainin
Frigndéhig ' t be .a leader
competent : : : : : : : : : influential
. . . ) . . . ] . achieving
likeable : : : : : : : : ' personal goals
. gaining
cpmpetent " friendship

_Through the analysis of this quegtion each social motive is compared with
each other motive twice., Each motive receives from 1 to 5 points when
compared with anofher, depending on how close to one pcle or another a
check is placed. Thus,if power (influential, be a leader) is checked in
the space nearest that stem_whén twice cémpared to affiliation (likeable,
galning friendship), power receives 10 points and affilfation 2. The
total power score is obtained by adding the power-affiliation score to the
power-achievement score. The same scoring and tabulating operations are

_then done for both remaining motive categorles. Table 16 shows the spread
of the relative pricorities of teachers regarding these categories of soclal

motives,
(Table 16 here)

It is'¢cléar that teachers in this sample report a need for achievement as
their most potent social motivator, with needs for affiliation second, and

power relegated to a fairly minimal role. The relevance of concerns for



TABLE 16

SUMMARY OF'TEACHERS’ PRIORITIES OF SOCIAL MOTIVES

Motive - Score N  ? . Z
_Powér 0-4 157 33
' 5-9 LY -5

10-14 34 . 07

15+ 7 - 02

NA 33 - 07

| ‘ 7760

Achievement 0-4 6 |
5-9 . 176 . © 37

10-14 193 3'Q1

15+ +63 13

NA - 35 08

Affillation 0-4 39 . .08
. 5-9 227 48
10-1h 127 ) 27

15+ L3 09

NA 37 ' 08

100
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soclal power is so low that it is a suspect phenomenon and will be re-
examined later. Table 17 summarizes several chi-square operations -

relating these social motive categories to innovation and sharing.
(Table 17 here)

The data in this table clearly indicate the lack of a significant associa-
tion between these independent variables and the dependent indices of

role performance. This suggests that neither innovation nor sharing

are very widely perceived as ways of satisfying any 6f these social
orientations, Teachers' needs for power or influence with colleagues,
personal achievement, or social affiliation may all be sought and satis-

fied in ways other than through these professional role behaviors.

In summary, it appears that almost none of these personality or
basic attltudinal orientations is significantly related to professional
innovation and sharing. Teachers' orientations to change are positively
related to sharing, but reliance upon authority, anomie and general
alienation do not bear any systematic relation to either innovation or
sharing. These three independent variables, however, are highly associated
with one another and probably describe a somewhat unitary series of
phenomena. None of the categories of social motives - power, achievement,
affiliation - relate significantly to innovation and sharing. However,
teacher's extraordinarily iow self-report of the motive for social power
is somewhat suspect; for 157 teachers (33%) power never establishes priority
over affiliation or achievement on any of the stems utillzed. We have
speculated that this finding may be due in part to either poor  instrumenta-
tion or defenslve reactions inhibiting teachers' attribution of that motive.

We plan to examine this question in connection with other assessments of



TABLE 17

SUMMARY COF CHI-SQUARE TABULATIONS RELATING SOCIAL
NEEDS TO INNOVATION AND SHARING

Need Xz df ' P.

A. Innovation

Power 13 ] NS

Achievement 2,60 2 NS

Affiliation 3.04 2 NS
B. Sharing

Power | 1.05 1 NS

Achievement 1,82 2 NS

‘Affillation 3.81 2 NS




the same or similar variables elsewhere in this report. The general lack
of significance of these personal style variables suggests that they may
be too abstract and general, and that more specific statements of the
relevance of such personality dimensions in the school or job may need

to be employed. Moreover, it suggests that other interpersonal and or-
ganizational relatlons may.in fact be more potent phenomena in terms of

their effects on teacher role performance.

Commitment to the Teaching Profession

A variety of measures have been utilized to assess teachers' com-
mitment to their-ﬁrofession. Some of these measures focus upon teachers'
perceptions of their own roles and professional outlooks, others focus
on their backgrounds and current status. Our general expectation is
that tea;hers with the least marginality and greatest comm!tment to
fheir teacher roles will be more devoted to full professional performance
and thereby will innovate and share more,than.less committed cclleagues.

The data Indicate that teachers who come from families where another
family member hég been or now is a teacher are significantly more innova-
tive than teachers without any history of teaching in their family. This
finding conforms “fo one;of Ryan's\generaiizations suggesting that "‘out-:
standing' teachers usually have a history of teaching in their families
(1960). One explanation is that such family background-lends additicnal
support and understanding of the teacher role and conmitments as well as
establishing a trédition'of educational professionalism. There Is no
relationshlip between this aspect of personal history and sharing.

With regard to other more contemporary characteristics the data ‘seem
to Indicate that what one teaches may be less important than one's

teaching experience. Whether a teacher is teaching in his own specialty

N
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or not is not related to innovation or sHéring. On the other hahd, the
number of years a teacher has been teaching his present grade or subject
is negatively related to innovation (p. < .05), as is the nuﬁber o% years
a teacher has been teaching at his present school (p.-<.05). Summar les
of several chi-square operations performed with these variables are pre-
sented in Table 18,

(Table 18 here)

Further examination of these associations suggest that the relation be-~
tween years of experience and innovation appear to be curvilinear in
nature; teachers with.a moderate amount of experience innovate most often,
followed by teachers with little experience and then those with more time
In that school or grade. It seems that not just newness, but newness plus
some familiarity with the school or grade is optimal. With regard to.all
these -variables the negative relation between experience and innovation is
Strénger than the relation between experience and sharing; the-iatter not
being significant in any case.” It is clear that age is significantly
related to these experiential variables, since younger‘teacherS‘have less
specific and genéral experiencé. However, age itself is not related to
innovation and sharing. Specific grade-reievant or school-relevant ex-
beriences seem to elaborate and heighten the effects éf age or general
experience. 1

Although a relation be£ween general experience arnd innovation appears
to be absent, a look at the source’of -innovations reveals that teachers
with moderate experience '(i.é.,h-IZ years) more often invent their:® -
reported innqvation. Newer teachers more often engage in the adapta-
tion of others' ideas and teachers with the most experience more often

adopt directly from a colleague or other source. Very new teachers may



TABLE 18
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TEACHING EXPERIENCES RELATED TO INNOVATION AND SHARING

i " .
A SO Significance
Variables Related Value' df level Direction
Innovation
Years teaching present
grade/subject 7.52 2 <.05 negative
Years teaching present school 6.74 2 <.05 negative
Years teaching 0.07 2 NS
Sharing
Years teaching present
grade/subject L,77 2 NS
Years teaching present school 3.23 2 NS
Years teaching 3.16 2 NS
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bring greét vigor and fresh outlooks to the ideas of others, thus
modifyihg and adapting innovations to fit their own style and class needs.
More experienced teachers may be skilled encugh to generate their own |
original practices., Older teachers may be lacking in the energy or

fresh skill to generate new ideas or to sﬁbstantially modify their
colleagues; moreover, they may know and trust their colleagues enough

to make direct adoption of their new classroom practices. This finding

is primarily due to the effect of elementary schoo! relations, since no
such significant ‘association Is evi&ent'in secondary schools, These

data broken dawn by instructional level are presented in Table 19.
(Table 19 here)

With regérd to teachers' concerns and plans for the future, it is
apparent that neither security in the form of tepure nor professional
plans for the next ten years differentiate ambng teachers in terms of
their innovation or sharing of classroom-pract!cés. Approximately 66%
of the sample have teaching tenure and about 41% expect to be classroom
" teachers in ten years, but neither factor is relevant to these dimensions

of professional role performance examined here.

In summary, neither innovation nor sharing are related to future
plans regarding a teaching career or expéctations. Sharing has no
systematic relationships with other meagures of commitment or marginality
to one teaching profession. [Innovation on the other hand, is significantiy
related to the relatively specific variables of professional experience
teaching at the present schocl, or with the present grade or subject. It
seems that the most Innovative teachers are those whose experlience give

them the comblned advantages of relative newness to the profession, plus



EXPERIENCE RELATED TO SOURCE OF INNOVATION
BY LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION

TABLE 19

Experience & Level

Innovat ion Source

of Instruction Adoption Adaptation Invention Total
A. Elementary (N=41) (N=33) (N=32)  (N=106)
<3 years 24% 5L% o 22% (N= 46)
L-12 years 24% 20% 56% (N= 25)

> 13 years L6% 31% 23% (N= 35)

X2 = 14.6; p<.0l
B. Secondary (N=26) (N=24) (N=35)  {N= 85)
<3 years 30% 32% 39% (N= L4L4)
L-12 years 37% 21% " h2% (N= 23)
>13 years 28% 28% L4 (N= 18)
X2 = 0.9; NS
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some "time in grade''. General experience, or years teaching overall, does
not seem to be a }e1evant background for encouraging innovative teaching.
Innovation Is alsq.related positively to the presence of teachers in the re-
spondents own family, probably reflecting deeper fam!liar support for pro-
fessional commitments. In general, the data in this section give bnly‘
moderate support to the propoéitioh-that teachers more highly committed to

their profession will more often innovate and share teaching practices.

Professional Orientation

In an attempt to examine the relationship between teachers professional
priorities and thei? role behavior_éeveral questions éssess teachers' per-
~ceptions and values about school priorities and their classroom emphases and
daily activities. - As one means té élicit information about teachers' values
and orientations we asked them to name the most important educatisna1 objec-
tives for their school system. Teachers were presented with a Iigt of ten
sample objectives and asked to select those four they feit were the highest

priorities for their school system in the next two years.

A school system cannot be all things to all people. Consider-
Ing the staff in your school system, the financial support for the
system, the kinds of children who attend the schools, and the atti-
tudes of the community, what would you feel are the four primary ob-
jectives towards which effect should be put in your s¢hool system
during the next two years? Put "1'' by the most Important, ''2" by
the next most, '"3'" by the next most important, and ''4'" for the next
important. Remember you are thinkling of objectives for this school
system for the next two years. Use only the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4 to
show the four objectives you feel are primary. Leave the other items
blank.

reducing the dropout rate

improving attention to basic skills in the first three grades

improving attention to physical health and safety of students

increasing children's motivation and desire to learn

improving learning opportunities for disadvantaged chlldren

increasing the percentage of college student attendance by seniors

improving discipline and the behavior of '"difficult' children

improving quality of student academic achlevement at all levels

improving children's adherence to moral, ethical, and patriotic
standards ’

|

L]

Improving learning opportunities for gifted or talented children
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The frequency of teacher responses to the alternatives in this question
are presented in Table 20. There are no major differences between
elementary and secondary schools in this regard; the only minor differ-
ence being a greater secondary school concern for reducing the dropout
rate. |

(Table 20 here)

The data clearly indicate that increasing motivation to learn and im-
proving academic achievement are the most important objectives whether
measured by first choices or totals of all four choices,

These two predominant choices alsc appear to be most‘relevant for
our particular concerns regarding the ihprovement of classroom teaching
practices. When the relation of responses to these items to professlonal
role performance is examined the data fndicate that teachers who ranked
either one of these two objectives as the most important school obJect}ve
tend to innovate and share slightly more than teachers who" rank other
objectives more highly. However, the relationship reported in Tables

21A and 21B, does not reach an accepted level of statistical significance.
(Tables 21A and 21B here)

These findings suggest that teachers' relatively short term objectives on their
outlook for the direction of school efforts are not particulariy relevant
for their own professional role performance.

Teachers who report that they do innovate, and who choose either en-
hancement of motivation or improvement af academic achievement as the most
important objective for the school system in the next two years tend to
be adopters of others' practices more often than teachers who choose other

objectives. Innovative teachers choosing the other objectives are more .



" TABLE 20

TEACHER CHOICES OF StHOOL SYSTEM OBJECTIVES

First Choice
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Total Ch@i;esx.

Objectives N % N %

o | | (N=L48)  (100%) (N=1341) (iooz)
Reduce dropout rate 13 2.9% 60 _QLS%
Skills in first three grades 68 15.2% 138 10.3%
Physical health and safety 11 2.5% 58 h3%
Motivation to learn 160 35.6% 324 24 ,2%
Disadvantaged 37 8.3% 158 173
College attendance 3 % 15 I.AZ
Discipline 16 3.6% 124 9.1%
Academic achievement 99 22.1% 223 16.6%
Moral Standards 23 5.1% 134 10.0%
Gifted children 18 4.0% 107

7.9%




‘TABLE 21A

SCHOOL OBJECTIVES RELATED TO INNOVATION

Innovation :
Objective No Yes Total
: (N=132) (N=224) (N=356)
Motivation & desire to learn,
academic achievement 33% 67% (N=216)
Others 43% 57% (N=140)
2 = 3.30; Ns
TABLE 21B
SCHOOL OBJECTIVES RELATED TO SHARING
: Sharing :
ObJective Low High Total
(N=158) (N=198) (N=356)
Motivation & desire to learn,
academic achievement © 40% 60% (N=218)
Others - 51% b9% (N=138)

2

X~ = 3.72; NS

719
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often adapters of others' pré;tices. Innovating teachers sefecting either
these or other objectives invent original ideas and practices in~appro¥i~
- mately the same rafio.‘ tt may well be that in dealing with the enhance;
ment of motiQation and improvemeqt of academic achievement there may be

. many good practices available; therefore teachers interested in these ob-
jectives can just take over such existing practices for their own use
without engaging in serious modifications or adaptations. lnnovations
directed toward other objectives may require more complex modifications

of existing practices.

(Table 22 here)

A second measure was utilized to assess teachers perceptions of
the current philosophies .gﬁiding their school policy as well as their
desires for change in these policies. Teachers' perceptions of the
curre;f emphasis of their ﬁchoollwas investigated by asking them to indi-
cate, on the following question} which of the four orieﬁtgtions was most

true of their schobis; further they were asked to indicate which they -

would prefer to be the school's emphasis.

One way of viewing the objectives of a school system is
‘to lbok at the things the schools in it emphasize the most.
Each of the four hypothetical schools listed below emphasized
a different aspect of education. In cotumn A please place a
1 next to the one that"is most like your school, and a ﬁ next
to the one that is least like your school. In column B please
place a 1 next to the school which would, in your opinion, be
the most desirable or "ideal,' and 4 next to the school which
would be the least desirable. '
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" TABLE 22

MOST |MPORTANT SCHOOLIOBJECTIVE.RELATED‘TD SOURCE OF [NNOVATION

~ Sthool Objective = Adoption Adaptation Invention Total
o (N=63) (N=60) . (N=72)  (N=195)
Motlvation to learn . . | _ ‘
academic achievement 39% - 26% 36% (N=124)
Others Sy 39 3% (N=T71)

- x% = 7.24; p < .05
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A B
Most like Most desirable
my school - or ideal

School #1 feels that the most Im-
portant task of the schools is pri-
marily intellectual; that is, to
provide children with information
about many things, teach them read-
ing, writing and arithmetic, give
them the ability to figure things
out for themselves and a desire to
learn more.

School #2 is primarily interested
in social things; that is, teaching
children how to get along with
others, to know about people in
other countries and to be a good
citizen who is loyal to America.

School #3 is concerned with the
personal development of students;
that is, seeing that they possess

a sense of right and wrong, develop
into mature and ‘stable persons who
are in good physical condition, and
learn to enjoy things like music -
and hobbies.

School #4 is most concerned about
the more practical things; that is
helping students choose the right
occupation or college, giving them
specialized job training, and pre-
paring them for marriage and
family living,

The frequency of teacher responses to each item assessing the perception of

current emphasis is presented in Table 23.
(Table 23 here)

It is interesting to note the great disparity between elementary and
secondary school teachers' perceptions of their schools' emphasis upon
intel lectual matters. Over two-thirds of the elementary school teachers

feel that their main school emphasis is intellectual, while less than



TABLE 23

PERCEIVED SCHOOL PRIORITIES BY LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION

Priority Elementary Secondary

N % N %

intellectual 129 70% 58 31%
Social 7 04% 25 13%
Personal development 15 08% 38 20%
Practlical 10 05% L7 25%
Multiple response 24 13% 20 11%

185 1003 188  100%
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one~third of the secondary school teachers feel that Is their school's
emphasis. Furthermore, secondary teachers perceive their scHoolg as
placing a greater emphasis on practical, personal development and.social
matters than do elementary teachers. It seems appropriate thét elementary
and secondary school teachers do not differ greatly on school system ob-
jectives, but do differ on their priorities for their own school or
perhaps even classroom.

It is clear that these perceived emphases by no means reflect what
many teachers feel should be the educational priorities of their school.
The frequency of teacher responses to each item assessing desired

emphases is presented in Table 24,
(Table 24 here)

The data in this table generally manifest smaller discrepancies between
elementary and secondary school teachers than do the data in Table 23.
Elementary school teachers apparently desire less of an emphasis upon
intellectual concerns than they currently feel exist while secondary «
school teachers desire a greater emphasis. Other desired changes include
elementary teachers' preferences for a greater priority upon personal de;
velopment matters and secondary teachers' preferences for less emphasis
on social matters.

When teachers' perceptions of actual school emphases, desired school
emphases, and the discrepancy between actual and desired emphases are
related to innovation and sharing, the data indicate that innovation is
significantly related to preferred school emphases only. Those teachers
who prefer an intellectual emphasis for their school are more innovative
than teachers who prefer any or all other emphases. This phenomenon is

consistent across Instructional levels, suggesting that a commitment



TABLE 24

DESIRED SCHOOL PRIORITIES BY LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION

Priority Elementary Secondary

N % N %

Intellectual 100 58% 72 39%
Social 12 07% 6 03%
Personal development 24 14% 36 20%
Practical 10 06% 39 21%
Multiple response 27 15% 30 17%

173 100% 183 100%




86
to intellectual work, perhaps like an emphasis upon fotivation to. learn
and academic achievement, may be associated with prdfessional role per-
formance.

In addition to these school system or schooilbuilding_level targets
for the expression of professional perceptions gnd preferences, we asked
teachers to describe certain aspects of the climate or atmosphere of
their own classes. The classroom atmosphere not only reflects a
teaéher's teaching style, -it is also the social environment mest
relevant to the teaching-learning process: as such it is an lmpo?tant
index of professional role perspective. Teachers were_asked to describe
their actual and preferred classroom atmospheres in terms of ten
dimensions. Each dimension was rated with a check on one of the eight
spaces separating the two poles: beginning from the left, a check in one
of the first three spaces indicates the left pole of the scale as most
descriptive of the teacher's classroom atmosphere, Similarly, a check
in the last three spaces indicates the right pole as most descriptive
and a check in the middle indicates neither end of a dimension as de=

scriptive of the teacher's classroom atmosphere.

friendly : : : : : : : : : business-iike
individual | . , . . . . . . group
activities | : : ! 8 ; ; : T activities 7 °
planned : ¢ : o+ i 1 it 1 spontaneous
active : : : ¢ : : 1 : passive
relaxed : .: : : : : : : : attentive
formal - : : : : : : : : : informal
controlled | . . ) . . ] ] , feelings
feelings : ’ ' : ' ' : ' expressed
| pupil planned : : : : : : : : : teacher planned -
lecture : c : : : T : discussion
cooperative-: : : : : : : : : competitive
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None of the teachers' ratings along each of these dimensions of classroom
atmosphere are significantly related to innovation or‘sharing. But, in
addition to a description of the ”és is,''teachers were also asked to
describe their ''preferred' classroom climates. These preferences do not
relate significantly to teacher innovation, but sharing is signifi-
cantly related to ratings of préferred classroom atmosphere on the .
pdpil planned = teacher planned dimension and along thé formal - informal
dimension. Teacher preferences.for a pupil planned classroom are posi-
tively related to sharing (p € .05), as is a preference for an informal
classroom (p ¢ .05). These two items related to sharing but not to in-
novation, were further examiﬁed with respect to their relevance for
certain types of innovations. The data in Table 25 show that teachers'
perceptions of actual classroom’atmbspheré with respect to the pupil
planned - teacher planned dimension are positively related to fhe inno-

vation of practices high in behavorial érientation,
(Table 25 here)

Thirty three percent of the teachers who perceive their classroom atmos-
phere to be pupil planned, as compared with 16% of those who perceive it

to be teacher - planned, use innovative-practites that are more behavicrally
oriented. |t appears that a concern for pupil planning of classroom
activities leads the teacher into a consideration of the dynamics of
teacher - pupll and pupil - pupll interaction. A reasohable outgrowth

of this particular concern might well be the attempt to design and utilize‘
teaching - learning practices that foéqs on social behavior in the class-

room. - . : 4

PRI
-~



TABLE 25

CLASSROOM PLANNING DIMENSION RELATED TO BEHAVIORAL
ORIENTATION OF INNOVATION

Classroom Behavioral Orientation
Planning Low “Medium High Total:

(N=83)  (N=31) (N=35) (N=149)
Pupil-planned 45% 22% 33% (N= 63)

Teacher-planned 64  20% 165 (N= 86)

x% = 7.09; p < .05

88.
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In an attempt to look at some of the activities associated with
these and other dimensions of professional orientations, teachers were
also asked to report how they spend their time during an average school -
day. These time and energy allocations were assessed through the

following instrument:

Most teachers spend their time doing many different tasks
at school. How do you spend your time during the average
school day?

a great some little none
deal

a. Teaching students academic
material.

b. Discipling students

¢c. Counselling students

d. Keeping records and
administrative duties

e. Serving on committees

f. Talking with colieagues
about classroom practices

The frequency of teacher responses to the amount of time spent on each

of these tasks is presented In Table 26. §

(Table 26 here)

The data In Tablg 26 fndicate that most teachers spend a great deal of
their time in teaching academic material. Major differences between
elementary and secondary school teachers ate reflected in the elementary
teachers report that they spend more flme on disciplining students and-
teaching academic material. ~Twenty~four percent of the elementary school
teachers spend a great deal of time disciplining students and only 8% of

secondary school teachers spend that much time; 87% of the elementary



TABLE 26

PERCENT OF TIME SPENT ON VARIED TASKS DURING AVERAGE DAY

Time

Great :

Task Deal. Some Little Nope Total

Teaching 80.4° 14.7 2.4 2.4 99,9 (N=455)
Disciplining 15.7 h46.5 '3h.6 3.1 99.9  (N=b45)
Counselling 13,0 42.9 37.4 6.7 100.0 (N§4h7)
Administering Records 10,6 44,1 40,1 5.3 100.1 (N=is5h)
Serving Committees 3.4 23.1  46.7 26.8 100.0 (N=liti1)
Talking about practices 13.1 55.0 28.8 3.1 100.0 (N=k51)

20
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school teachers spend a great dea} of time teaching academic material-
and only 74% of the secondary scheool teachers spend that much time
teaching. One explanation for this discrepancy may be in the fact that
secondary school teachers'vdays are officially compartmentalized to a
greater degree than are elementary school teachers' activities, Thus,
it is somewhat clearer when a secondary school teacher ends a teaching
period and begins counselling or record - keeping. The élementary
school teacher who is in the same room with the same students all day
long may not clearly recognilze when he-actually stops teaching and
starts disciplining or counselling; it all may appear within the
temporal and conceptual context of teachiné: Moreover, secondary
school students may be able to work on their own more than younger
students, and secondary teachers may not see such independent study
periods or episodes as time spent teaching academic material, These
differences appear to be consistent with- the data in Table 23, where
elementary school teachers reported a higher perceived and desired
priority for intellectual matters than did secondary school teachers;
The data in Table-27A and 27B indicate that teachers who report
that they spend a'great deal of their time teaching academic material
innovate significantly more often than teachers who spend less time on
this task. Although the relationship is non-significant in the case
of sharing there appears to be a positivé trend between teaching academic

material and sharing as well,
(Table 27A and 27B here)

When the relationship illustrated In Table 27A is controlled for the

effects of instructional level it is clear that time spent teaching



TABLE 27A

TIME SPENT TEACHING ACADEMIC MATERIAL RELATED
TO INNOVATION

Innovation
Time Teaching No “Yes " Total

(N=135}  (N=228) (N=363)
Great deal 33y 67% (N=294)

Some, Little, None 54% k62 (N= 69)

x? = 9.78; p < .01

TABLE 27B
TIME SPENT TEACHING ACADEMIC MATERIAL RELATED
TG SHARING
Sharing
Time Teaching Low High Total
(N=162)  (N=201) (N=363)
Great deal L2g 58% {N=295)
Some, Little, None 54% L6 (N= 68)
2

X" = 3,28; NS
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academic material is related significantly to innovation in secondary

schools only. |In elementary schools such an overwhelmingly large per-
centage of the teachers report this time priority (87%), that there is
little room for differences in the tendency to innovate (X2=0.0; NS).
The demands for such great time priorities upon academic teaching are
evidently less universal at the secondary school level (70%) ; enough room
for difference does seem to exist here, and those teachers that do spend

a great deal of time on this task are more innovative (X2=]5u]; p < .001).

In summary, it appears that teachers.give high priority to school
goals such as increased motivation to learn and improving academic achieve-
ment, and see a stress on intellectual objectives in their schools. By and
large teachers who strongly support these emphases seem to innovate more
often than teacher§ perceiving or preferring alternatives, Teachers who
feel that the most important priority for their school is students' intel-
lectual growth innovate significantly more often than do teachers report-
ing social, personal or practical priorities. Teachers who spend a great
deal of time teaching academic material innovate more often than do
teachers spending less time on this task. Teachers who hold other values do not
appear particularly innovative. Classroom climate preferences regarding
informal téaching styles and the use of pupil planning seem to be related
to more behaviorally oriented innovations. On several of these variables
it appears that elementary school teachers feel their schools stress in-
tellectual priorities, prefer this stress and spend more time on teaching-
academic material than do secondary school teachers. Several interpreta-
tions of this phenomenon have been offered including the nature of other

school priorities competing for the attention of secondary school teachers
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and the lack of clear divisions between teaching, disciplining and

counselling at the elementary-school level.

Summary of Personal Characfgristics
Four different aspects of teachers' persoﬁq!ities, peréonal values

and personal background characteristics are expléred.in this chapter.
The general variables investigated include: (1) general background and
demographic factors; (2) personality styles and attitudes; (3) back-
ground and commitment to the teaching profession; and (4) professional
vélues and orientations. Within each cluster of variables a number of
specific Fraits or characteristics are examined and related to the
professional role outcomes of innovation: and sharing of teaching practices.

| In general, it appears that teachers who come from rural backgrounds
and from lower middle class families are less likely to innovate and/or
share teaching practices than are more urban teachers and cnes from
laboring or upper middie class families. In éddition, teachers who come
from homes where a.parent or sibling is or was a professiecnal educator
are more likely to innovate than persons without this supportive back-
ground. Teachers' sex, age, marital status, parental status and religious
affiliation are not significantly related to either inn6§ation and sharing;
but degree of church attendence is negatively related t§ sharing.
General experience in the profession and wﬁether a teacher is trained in
the specialty in which he is teaching are not related to Iinnovation and
sharing; but experience with a particular grade level or subject matter
course Is significantly related. Comparative newness to one's role as.
teacheér, in combination with enough experience to draw upon for growth

seems to be an optional condition, Future plans for education as a career
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as well as the current security of a tenured status are not significantly
related to the aspects of professional role performance investigated
here,

In general, broad and basic personality and attitudinal predisposi-
tions examined in this chapter-do not relate'significantly to teachers!
innovation and sharing of teaching practices. Feelings of general
alienation, anomie and  reliance upon external authority, as well as a
variety of basic social motivations, are not related significantly to
the dependent variables. However, more specific value preferences or
perceptions of ideological or philosophical trends in schools are sig-
nificantly related in several instances. For instance, teachers' con-
cerns for academic excellence, whether in their own classroom, their
school, or their school system is generally rela;ed te innovation of:
classroom practices. These predispositions are not, however, related to
sharing. Privately held attitudes about self, others and educat}onal
issues may well not be important aspects of peer commerce, and therefore
not essential to the more peer-related aspects of role performances
assocliated with the sharing of teaching practices.

Both the findings with regard to background factors and attitudinal
factors suggest that abstract and broadly concerned variables are not
very potently assoclated'wl£h innovation and sharing. But background and
experience variables that-are concretely and specifically related to one's
immedlafe position, or attitudinal predispositions that are focussed on
concrete and highly relevant professional issues, do seem to be related
to professional role performance.  Both kinds of variables will be re-
viewed further to determine how they related te other independent and

interviewing variables In later chapters.
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Among teachers who report that they are innovating, those who stress
concern for pupil planning, as opposed to teacher planning, more often are
engaged in tr*ing oﬁt behayforal]y oriented practices, Furthermore,
secondary schecol téachers with relatively fewer course credits beyond the B.A..
degree report Tnnovating:Behav?orally.priented practices more often than
secondary school’teachérs with more credits or with an M.A. degree.
‘Teachers who are particularly concerned with the improvement of students'
academic motivation and achievement more ofteﬁ adopt others' innovation
for their use rather than modifying others' practices or invgnting
origing1'ones. The same is true for teachers with young children at
home and for elementary school teachers with many years of experience.
'Relatively inexperienced elementary school teachers more often adapt or
modify others' practiées'for their use, while those with intermediate
experiencé more often invent their own original innovations.

['Throuéhout this chapter it has been clear that -there are Interesting
and ﬁmportant differences between elementary and secondary school teachers'
backgrounds, values and styles. The personnel és well as the primary
_educafional tasks. of these separate institutions are quite different.

The following chapters more closely examine interpersonal and institu-
.tional aspects of teachers' role pérFo;mance; a focus which should shed
additiénal Ifght on the structural as well as procedural characteristics

of these different educational organizations.
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CHAPTER 1V

- COLLEAGUE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

The interpersonal relations among teachers in a scheool staff cbnsti-
tute an important seét of variables that influence professional role per-
formance., The primary data in this chapter are teachers' perceptions
of their interpersonal relations thus the stress is upon their own
phenomenology. Teachers' feelings of alienation from the school system
are also examined with-the expectation that they are associated with
staff Interpersconal relations and pkofeésional innovation and sharing.

In short, teachers' interpersonal relations ﬁl\\ be treated as a set of
independent variables; teachers' aiienation'from the school system ejther
as an intervening or corollary variable; and professional role behavior

" in the form of innovation and sharing as dependent variables.

The flrst variable-explored in this chapter is teachers' sense of
alienation from school. In distinction from the general type of aliena-
tlion investigated in Chapter I1l, more specific aspects of teachers'
relations to the local situation, their profession and colleagues are
examlined here. Feelings of powerlessness, isolation, involvemeﬁt'and
dissatisfaction are among the components of this measure of alienation

from school. It Is our expectation that teachers least alienated from

school, e.g., those feeling more powerful, more’in touch with others, more

involved and more satisfied, should be engaged in more innovation and

sharing.
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The specific aspects of colleague interpersonal relations to be-
considered.in this chapter include power and influence relations, co-
hesivenss or attraction patterns and participation in the professional ' -
communication network and staff exchange. All three of these sets of
variables should be positively related to both innovation and sharing.
Particularly when these dimensions of staff relations are public in
character they should -have even more important associations with
sharing than with innovation. |

Teachers who see themselves and their colleagues as having some
influence up&n each other ‘and upon the determination of school policy
are expected to be more invelved in Innovation and sharing. This
sense of one's own influence can be seen as a hallmark of satisfaction
with the power and integrity incumbent upon a fully developed role as a
professicnal. |Items used to assess these variables include£

Power or influence relations

1. Reported personal influence in school
matters.and preferred personal influence.

2, Attributed peers' influence on school
policy. :

3. Colleague nomination as influential.

The secﬁn& major dimension of colleague relations examined here
focusses on teacher perceptions of the cohesiveness and personal attrac-
tiveness of their staff"felations, as well és colleagues liking prefer-
ences. Teachers who - feel they like thefr colleagues and whose coldeagues
like them, are more-likely to feel free enough to try new ideas and welcomg
enough to share them with their colleagues. Items used to assess thé;e

variables include: .
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Cohesiveness or Attractiveness of
intérpersonal relations

1. Staff cohesion as reported by diagram

2. Perceived personal position in the school
social structure,

3. Teachers' perception 6f'staff’5'impersona]Ity.

k. Colleague nominaflons,as well 1liked.

A teacher's participation in the'staff communication system and
professional exchange activities may expose him to different teaching
goals and praétices. ‘However, the degree of concentration on the Im-
provement of classroom learning alsoc may be adversely affected by ex-
posure to other professional ‘priorities and goals, especially if these
are conflicting in nature-or many in number. Professional exchange-
may be particularly important inifacilitat?ng teacher sharing since
sharing, unlike innovation, is necessarily a public act requirding ex-

change opportunities. Items used to assess these variables include:

Participation in professional exchange

Informal channels of conversation

1. Jnclusidn In communication sociometric
2. Patterns of travel to school
3. Time spent talking about classroom practices,

Formal channels of membership in professional
groups and mee&tings

1. School committees
2, Educational associations

3. Educational meetings outside of the school
system

Alienation from School

A full commitment to professional role performance is likely to re-

quire that teachers be relatively satisfied with that role and with the

g S0 U



social situation in which that role is played out. In this regard
teachers who feel least alienated from school are most likely to be in-
volved in the innovation and sharing of teaching practices. Those who
feel more alienated are more likely to expend -less physical, emotional
or intellectual energy on the improvement or refinemenf of théir pro-
fessional behavior, or on the tough task of sharing their‘ldeés with
col leagues.

The scale for assessing teachers' alienation from school consists
of nine items selected from instruments used in other research. The
items were presented to subjects as statements which described the

feelings of some teachers, and they were asked to-indicate on a four~

ﬁoint scale whether they almost always, often, sometimes, or very seldom

felt this way:

| do things at school that | wouldn't do if it were up
to me.

1 have a lot of influence with my colleagues on educa-
tional matters,

I am just a cog in the machinery of this school.
| feel close to other teachers in this school.

Though teachers work near one another, | feel as if |
am on an island by myself.

In the long run it is better fo be minimally involved
in school affairs.

| feel Involved in a lot of activities that go on in
this school. .

| find my job very exciting and rewarding.

I really don't feel satisfied with a lot of things that
go on in this school.

These nine items were designed to measure four variants of aliena-
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tion. Items 1 through 3 seek to measure feelings of powerlessness; items

4 and 5 isolation, items 6 and 7 involvement in school-activities, and

items 8 and 9 dissatisfaction. |Itiis important to note that these
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ftemg were not ordered as above in the questionnaire, but were dis-
tributed randomly among a number of other items. Further, the above

items are keyed in Soth positive and negative directions in order to
aveid the effects of respondent mental set and'social'desifabillty'blases.
For our purposes a general "scale; "as well as a number of subscales, can
be devised by using these nine items. Using mean scores oﬁ all nine
items, an overall scale of alienation from the school system was de-

vised in the following manner:

Low alienation refers to a mean score of 2.0 or less,

High alienation refers to a mean score of 2.1 or more.

Similarly, subscales of feellngs of powerlessness, of isolation, of non-
involvement, and dissatisfaction were devised. For instance, the scale

of powerlessness was devised from the thiee items above in the following

. manner:

Low powerlessness refers to a mean score of 1.5 or less.

Medium powerlessness refers to a mean score ranging from
1.6 to 2.4,

High powerlessness refers to a mean score of 2.5 or more.
Scaies %of the other three components were devised in the same manner and
by using the same cutoff points.
The four components of the scalte of alienation from school are

related to one another as illustrated in Tab]e;28,
(Tabie 28 here)

Moreover, Barakat reports-that scores 6n the total scale of alienation
" from school is positively and significantly rejated both to'general’

alienation and to anomie (1966, p.111-112), This finding suggests.a



SUMMARY OF CHI-SQUARE PROCEDURES RELATING
SUBSCALES OF ALIENATION FROM SCHOOL

TABLE 28
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Chi-Square

' Significance

Subscales Related Value df level Direction
Isclation & dissatisfaction 18.16 4 <.0l positive
Powerlessness & dissatisfaction 18.19 4 <.01 .positive
Noninvolvement & dissatisfaction 18.71. 4 <, 01 positive
Noninvolvement & isolation 25.27 b <.01 positive
Noninvolvement & powerlessness 20.52 4 <.01 positive
Isolation & powerlessness 2L .34 4 écdl positive
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consistency in the way persons relate to the variety 6f social systems of
- which they'are members, but it does not clarif§ any cause and effect
assumptiong regarding school or societal alienation.
Table 29 indicates that alienation from schoo]‘is significantly
higher for secondary school teachers as compared with elementary school
téachers.

(Table 29 herg)

Other aSpecfs of the phenomenon of school alienation as well as its effect$
at different levels of instruction, are clafified by the data in Tables 30A
and 30B wh{ch indicate the extent to which alienation Is related tec the
innovation and sharing of teaching practices at both elementary and

secondary levels of instruction.
(Tables 30A and 30B here)

Alienation is significantly and negatively related to both Tnnovation

and sharing in secondary schools. |In those schdols’the less alienated
teachers appear tc do more innovaping aﬁd sharing. In elementary

schools the relation between alienation and these aspects of professional
role behavior follows the same trend but does not'aéproach an acceptable
Tevel of statistical significance. The findinés that alienation is

higher in secondary schools, and that the reiatjon between alienation

and the dependent variables are significant only in secondary schools, may
be explained partially by the consideration tHat secondary schools are
unlike elementary schools in several respects, Hot only with regérd to the
client population they serve. [n Chapter 3 we roted some of the differ-
ences among the teacher populations at these different instructional
levels. The sex, age and educational composition of staffs are among

these teacher characteristics that differ. Moreover, these two quite



TABLE 29

ALIENATION RELATED TO LEVEL OF INSTRUCfION

Elementary

Alienation Secondary
(N=232) (N=230)
Low £o% L1y (N=259)
High 39% 61% (N=203)}
. xz "

= 16.9; p .0l
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TABLE 30A

ALJTENATION RELATED TO INNOVATION BY
LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION

Level of Instruction Innovation

and Alienation No Yes Total
A. E1emeﬁt;fy “(N=64) (N=118) (N=182)
Low Alienatlon 34% 66% (N=122)
High Alienation T 37% 63% (N= 60)
x2 = .09; NS
B. Secondary (N=7H)  (N=112) (N=186)
Low Alienation 3% 69% (N= 87)

High Alienation L7% 53% (N=-99)

x? = 5.21; p £.05

TABLE 30B

ALIENATION RELATED TO SHARING BY
LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION

Level of Instruction Sharing
and Alienation No " Yes Total

A. Elementary {N=91) (N= 91) {N=182)
Low Aljenation Ley 5L (N=120)}
High Alienation 58% hog (N=62)

X% = 2.46; NS

B. Secondary | (N=74) (N=111) (N=185)
Low Alienation 28% 72% (N= 85)
High Alienation 50% - 50% (N=100)

x2 = 9.07; p <.005
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different population; must also be affected by the different tasks, and
status rewards and organizatioaal characteristics.af different instruc-
tional levels. Seqqndaryjschqols are typiéally Iérger than elementary
schools and teachers have less shstaineq contact .with any single group
of students. Sécbndary schools also ére higﬁly Qrgani;edfaldng-depart-
mental 1ines'aﬁd responsibilities, further fragmentiﬁg potential re-
lations among teachers. One's'relations wifh col]eagues, and particularly
one's feelings about alienation or integration with the schoel may be much
more pertinent for these'teachérs under these circumstances, Elemehtary.
teacher§ may work  in an envirdﬁment that forces them.to work together
closely and where feelings of alienation are simply not very relevant.

At the very least, these part%cular data and interpretations further
support the proposition that there may be some very différent'professioné1
styles.and norms for secondary as distinguished from elementary school

teachers.

In summary, these genefal data suggest that our expectations regarding
the negative relation between‘alienation froﬁ school apd Q}ofessionai per-
formance is confirmed for secondary schools.  In fhose séﬁodls,téachers
who feel more involved‘and’1n£egrated5in£o various aspects o% school life

more often innovate and share classroom practices.

Power and Influence Retations

We have several expectations regarding the relationship between teachers'

feelings and reports of their influence and their participation in the in- -
novation and sharing of teaching practices, as well as their alienation from
the school system. Among these expectations are the following: {1) The more

teachers feel they have influence in determining educational matters, the



more they will tend to innovate and share, and the 1essltﬁey will feel
alienated from the schoollsystem; (2) The more teachers see their col-
leagues as influential in determining'éducational matters the more they
will innovate and share and the less they will feél alienated; (3} The

more teachers are seenby thelr colleagues as influential in developing
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staff opinion, the more they will tend to innovate and share, and the less

they will feel alienated::

One measure of teachers' feelings of personal power consists of

the extent to which teachers percelive themselves as influential in

determining educational policy matters at school.
first to indicate how much influence they feel they personally have in
determining educational policy; i.e., whether they have no influence,
a little Influence, some lnf1ﬁence, or a great deal of influence. A
second measure’ asks teachers the same question about their colleagues'

influence. These' two measures are part of a broader series of questions

posed as follows:

Teachers are asked

1.

In general how much influence do you think the following
groups or persons have in determining educatlional matters
(e.g., curriculum, pollicy, etc.) in this schooll Place a
check in the box that best describes the tnfluence-ability:
of each of a-€. :

a a greét
no little some deal of
infl. infl. nfl. infl.

a. The jocal school
board

b. Your superintendent

¢. Your principal’

d. Your teaching col-‘
leagues In general

e, You, personally

2. In your opinlen, how much’ Influence should each of these groups
or. persons have In.determining educational matters (e.g., cuprt-

culum, policy, etc.) In thls schooll
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The responses to these questions are presented in figure 3.
(Figure 3 here)

It is noteworthy that teachers preceive current influence distributed
in 8 strongly hierarchal manner, with the school board and superintendent
seen as having considerably more influence than the princtpal, colleagues
or oneself. The curve of preferred influence distribution differs markedly
in several respects; the school board's role is-substantiai]y diminished
while colleagues and oneself are accorded much more powerful roles. The
principal and colleaéues as opposed to the school boara and superintendent
are the most powerful elements in this second curve of school decision.
making. In general the point where the curves cross each other illustrates
teachers' preferences for more influence closér téd home -and less from
sources.located outside their local socfal systgm.

The prOposftion that the more teachers feel they are personally influ-
ential,the more they should innovate and share educational practices, gains

significant posi;ive support from the data reported In Tables 31A and 31B.
{(Tables 31A and 31B here)

The data in Téble 31A indicate that 73% of those who feel they have high In-
fluence report that they innovate as compared to 27% who do not so report;
only 54% of the teachérS'who feel they have low influence réport that they
innovate, Table 31B indicates that 71% of those who think they have a
high degree of influence do-a high degree of sharing with their colleagues;
only 43% of those teachers with feelings of Tow influénce are engaged in a
high degree of sharing. These findings are congruent with those of an
earlier study reported by Chesler (1966).

It appears from Tables 32A and 32B that teachers' p?ofessfona] be-

havior tends to be almost as highly related to their perceptions of



Figure 3
TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS AND .PREFERENCES OF VARIOUS PARTIES' INFLUENCE
ON SCHOOL POLICY
School Board
Superintendent
P
Principal
Colleagues
Seif
-
NONE LITTLE SOME GREAT DEAL
(0.0) (1.0) (2.0) (3.0)
——————— perceived influence
---------- preferred influence
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TABLE 31A

PERCEIVED PERSONAL INFLUENCE RELATED TO INNOVATION

: Innovation..
Influence No Yes Total
(N=135) (N=224) (N=359)
Low 46% 54% (N= 91)
Medium 39% 62% (N=182)
High 27% 73% (N= 86)

2

X" =7.25; p £.05

TABLE 318

PERCEIVED PERSONAL INFLUENCE: RELATED TO SHAR!ING

Sharing
Influence Low High Total
(N=162) (N=199) (N=361)
Low 57% 43% (N= 92)
Med i um k6% 54% {N=182)
High 29% 71% (N= 87)
2
X" =13.59; p <.0I
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colleagues' influence on school policy as their own influence.
(Tables 32A and 328 here)

Tables 32A and 32B indicate that the more teachers percelvé their col-
leagues ,in general, as influential the more they themselves share teach-
ing practices, The findings with regard to innovations show a similar
although non-significant trend. Thus the sense that the social system
of the school is influéncable by others 1lke themselves,also seems to
be related to professional rote behavior.

If some feellngs of influence on local school policy are thought to
be relevant for the fulfillment of one's professional role, and hence
innovation and sharing, It was our expectation that teachers who desire
greater amounts of ﬁower should be even more likely to fulffll this pro-
fessional role component.. But the data do not confirm this expectation
at all; teachers desires for less, the same, more or much more self or
colleague influence are not related to elther innovatlion or sharing. It
would appear from these findings that teachers' desires are not as im-
portant as thelr perception of the actual state of affafrs of the school's
influence system.

Desires for influence may be relevant, however, when considered in
conjunction with perceptions of the real state of affairs. Whenever the
actual and deslred states are not the same there is a discrepancy which
signifies teachers' report of an inappropriate or unsatisfactory situation.
Such a discrepancy or dissatisfaction with the influence pattern should be
related negatively to professional role performance. Chesler (1966) con-
firms this expectation'in_his*report that the existence of a discrepancy
between the amounts of influence a teacher feels he has and the amount

he feels he should have is related negatively to innovation. Teacheﬁs who
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TABLE 32A

PERCEIVED COLLEAGUES' INFLUENCE RELATED
TO INNOVATION

Innovation
Influence No "Yes “Total
(N=136) (N=227) (N=363)
Low 43% 57% (N=190)
Med fum , 34% 66% (N=129)
High 25% 75% (N= L)

X© = 5.75; p>.05<.10

TABLE 32B
PERCEIVED COLLEAGUES' INFLUENCE RELATED
TG SHARING
Sharing

Influence " Low High Total
(N=162) (N=201) (N=363)
Low 52% L8% (N=190)
Med ium 39% 61% (N=129)
High 32% 68% (N= Lb&)

X% = 9.00; p £ .0
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desire much more influence than they feel they have are significantly
less likely to innovate classroom practices than those teachers who feel
satisfied with the influence they have, or those for whom there Is
minimal discrepancy between their felt and desired power. Taken together,
these findings suggest that when teachers feel that individually and col-
lectively they have influence on the determination .of local -educational
policy they tend to innovate and share more. Professional role behavior
is thus not only related to individual feelings of legitimate and appro-
priate influence or power, but to individual notions that others of
similar status -- "their class' -- have influence.

A third device used to measure teachers' influence in their school
present teachers with a sociometric instrument and ask them to identify
those three colleagues they felt were most influential in developing

staff opinion about educaticnal matters.

Please 1ist numbers of the three people in this school
who you feel are most influential in developing staff
opinion about what is ''good' and 'poor' teaching.

When teachers' personal power Is measured in terms of the reception of
peer nominations regarding influence, the data show that those teachers
who receive more nominations are more Involved in professional sharing.
But expectations regarding the relationship between received nominations
of influence and innovation do not gain significant support on this in-
strument.

(Tables 33A and 33B here)

Self-reports of teaching inpovations may reflect only private activity
within one's own classroom, and such activity may not be visible to peers
making sociometric nomipations. The measure of sharing, however,

deliberately includes peer-reports and colleagues' perceptlions of a
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TABLE 33A

SOCIOMETRIC NOMINATIONS OF INFLUENCE
RELATED TO INNOVATION

Innovation
Influence No Yes Total
(N=140) (N=235) (N=375)
" None 38% 62% (N=182)
Low 36% 64% (N= 70)
Med ium 45% 55% (N= 58)
High 31% 61% (N= 65)
X2 = 2.69; NS
TABLE 33B

SOCIOMETRIC NOMINATIONS OF INFLUENCE
RELATED TO SHARING

_ Sharing
Influence Low High Total

(N=163) (N=206) (N=375)

None Loy 51% (N=178)}
Low . L6k 54% (N= 72}
Med i um - 52% L8% (N= 61)
High 25% 75% (N=_64)

X2 = 13.68; p .0l
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teachef's professional activity; logically sharing.should be more
highly related than innovation to peer sociometric nominations. Since
sharing is a public activity by definition, It is our expectation that
shar}ng will consistently be related more highly with other public.re-
ports and nomination indices of staff peer relations.

These three measures of teachers' Influence or power clearly are
not identical, and in only two instances are they related. The two
sel f~report measures of personal influence and colleagues' influence
are highly related (X2 = 192, p.<.001), and the selﬁ%report 6f personal
influence is highly related to peer nominat%ons received as influentiél
(X2 = 26{§; p.<£ .001). But self-reports o% colleagues' influence and ‘
peer nomina%ions of self are not re]ated'signlfiéantlf. This Iafter -
finding is quite reasonable since .at face-valq?g fhg#e are very difs -
ferent variables and there s hoAlqgicéT’baﬁfs"?Qr suspectihg them to be
related to one another. o

Another meésure of ‘power and influence-£oncernr was examined in
Chapter 3; power as a basis for social motivation and a focus for human
relationships. This measure relates positively’ and.siéniflcantly to.
teachers' perceptions SF their own power (X2.= 11.9; p.<§.05) and to peer
nominations received as Influential (X2 = 38.8; p.1(f001). But, strangely
enough, it only manifests a~weék and Insigniflcaﬁt positive association
Qith teachers' desires for influence (X2 = 9,1; p. > .05<.10). The
latter relationship was expected to be the most‘powerful one, on the
assumption that role preferences would be most highly related to social
motivations. The data-in this matter are quite édnfusing and may lead
- to one or more of several conclusions: (1) the instruments used do not

.assess_the qualities we think they do, particularly with regard to social
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motivation factors; (2) the instruments do assess the qualities we think
they do and social power motivations are simply not related to certain
of these other independent and dépendent variables; (3) responses to

the social motivation items do not reflect reported attjtudes but de-
fenses against admission of high power needs in a relatively low power
role, We do not have adequate data to resolve these possibilities at
this point.

The major theoretical propositions undergirding this chapter also
proposed that teachers' feelings of alienation from school should be
negatively related ‘to their perceived power oF influence. Table 34
demonstrates the relationship between alienation and the three influence
measures utilized here.

(Table 34 here)

The data very clearly indicate a significantly inverse relationship be-
tween alienation and each measure of influence. The more influence
teachers feel they personally have, the more influence they feel their
colleagues have and -the more influence attributea to them by their col-
leagues the le;s alienated ‘they -feel. When the variables of personal
feelings of influence -and low alienation are ‘combined,they accentuate the
positive relationship between either one and the dependent variables of
professional performance. Teachers who feel they haQe substantial ‘in-
fluence and who feel minimally alienated from 1ife in the school are

especially prone to innovate and share classroom practices.

'In summary, the findings regarding teachers' feelings of power and
influence confirm our expectations in most regards. TFeelings of greater

influence exerted by self and colleagues tend to be related positively



X = 19,12; p £ .01

TABLE 34
VARIOUS:INFLUENCE MEASURES RELATED TO
AL ENAT ION
Alienation
Influence Measures . © Low High Total
A. Personal Influence (N=251) (N=197) (N=448)
Low ' : 37% 63% (N=115)
Med i um - 56% Lig (N=227)
High : T 77% 23% (N=106)
X2 = 35.74; p (.Ql
'B.Colleague influence (N=254) (N=199) (N=453)
Low 47% 53% (N=236)
Med ium 63% 37% (N=164)
High 75% 25% . (N=53)
X2 =17.9; p .01
C. Peer nomination
on influence (N=259) (N=203) (N=462)
None 48% 52% (N=237)
Low 59% g (N= 83)
Med i um ' 58% L2% (N= 66)
High 76% - 24% (N= 76)
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to Both aspects of professfonal role performance, although the relatlion-
ships to sharing is more consistently significant than to innovation.

The latter, a more private activity, is most highly related to personal
feelings of one's own influence and non-significantly assoclated with
perceptions of colleagues' influence and nominations by colleagues.
Sharing of classroom practices is significantly related to greater
amounts of influence on all three variables. Teachers desires for

more or less influence are not related significantly to innovation or
sharing, but the degrge of discrepancy between reports of actual and:
desired personal influence is significantly and negatively related to
innovation. These findings regarding the powerful effects associated -
with personal influence further cast suspicion upon the report in
Chapter |1l of a low pricrity of needs for sccial power and influence,
and the absence of a relation between such needs and innovation and
sharing. 1t may well be that teachers were hesitant or defensive about
expressing such needs, preferring to emphasize achievement and affilia-
tion as more legitimate orientations for professionals. |In general,
secondary school teachers seé their colleagues as having less influence
than elementary school teachers see their colleagues as having {p.<.05).
This finding may -help confirm and further explain the higher incidence
of teacher alienation found in secondary séhools. Finally, the data
indicate that greater feelith'of power on all three measures is signifi-
cantly and negatively related to feelings of alienation from the local
school system. The more felt fnfluence the more felt Invelvement and

integration in the school; the less felt influence the more alienatlion.
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Interpersonal Attraction and Cohesiveness

The concept of cohesiveness in teachers' interpersonal relationships
refers to feelings of solidarity or attraction among members of the same
school staff. Close and friendly patterns of peer interaction are ex-
pected to serve as stimulants and supports for the fulfillment of pro-
fessional role commitments. |In this respect greater feelings of
cohesiveness should ‘lead -consistently to greater innovation and sharing.
Four different measures are utilized to assess the attraction patterns
among: staff members; (1) teachers' perceptions of the interaction
patterns in school; (2) their perception of their own position within
that pattern; {(3) a series of questions assessing the degree of personal
concern and contact-within the staff; and (4) a sociometric nomination
question focussing on liking choices. Allenation from school should be
retated negatively to these measures of interpersonal attraction and-
cohesiveness. Teachers who are better liked and feel more included in a
staff network of personal relations should be less alienated.

The first measure presents' teachers with a series of diagrams rep-
resenting different maps of staff social relations ranging from monolithic
cohesiveness to chaotic disintegration. They are asked to indicate which
one of the following diagrams most nearly represents the social relations

among teachers in their school,
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If you were to look at this staff of teachers as a
group, which one of these drawings would most nearly
look 1ike this staff?

—e [} % OO oo -
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Other -- please draw
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Elementary and secondary school teachers systematically report different
perceptions of their schools' social relations' diagram. Elementary
schoo! teachers more -often select patterns b and c as most descriptive
of their school, while -secondary teachers more often select patterns a
and d. These differences -are statistically significant (X2 = 39,3 = pL01)
and further support earlier evidence -pointing toward the varied and com-
plex organizational issues at work at these separate levels of instruction.
We have already discussed how secondary schools are highly organized along
departmental lipes which encourage subgroup formations. In addition,
secondary schools are -usually considerably larger than elementary schools, .
further stiimulating -the development of cliques and subgroups.

Regardless of these organizational differences, within and ‘including

both instructional levels this measure of staff cohesiveness was not
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found to be related sigdﬁficantly to professional innovation or sharing. :
" (Tables 35A and 35B here)

Although these relations are not statistically significant, there is a
trend for the teachers selecting the most cohesive péttérn to innovate and
share to a greater ex£ent than their colleagues. This non-significant”
trend does support Chesler's (1966) report of pilot study data regarding
innovation in elementary:#chools. According to some interpretations a
staff organized in small subgroups should be considered most cohesive,
since members can truly'support one another in such face to face groups.
It is interesting that the staff pattern of dyad and triad formation is
associated with innovation and shérlng more highly than either the dis= -
f'infegrated pattern or the staff diagram of two large groups. The lack

of significance for these data may be partly explafned by the fact that
the differént drawings may have meant djfferent things to different |
teachers, The concépt of cohesiveness, as well as private interpretations
of diagrammatic patterns, would-héQ; Been most useful to assess.

A second measure of teachers' feelings of staff attraction and co-
Hesion derived from the diagram above by asking éach‘réspondent to go
over the pattern he selected and place an X" within the circle best
representing his own position in that staff. tn this way we were able
to tell whether a teacher pércejved himself as an isolate, as a member-of
" a dyad or triad, or as a peripheral or central member dn a large group.
Secondary séhool teachers systematically placed themselves In the centér
or on the periphery of large groups (71%) more often than did elementary

school teachers (55%). Conversely, elementary school teachers more often



STAFF DIAGRAM RELATED TO INNOVATION

TABLE 35A

Innovation
Diagram No Yes Total
(N=135) (N=223) (N=358)
One group 30% 70% (N= 46)
Two groups 43y 57% (N=100)
Dyads and Triads 36% 64% (N=142)
Disintegrated 39% 61% (N= 70)
x2 = 2.42; NS
TABLE 358
STAFF DIAGRAM RELATED TO SHARING
Sharing
Diagram Low High Total
(N=161) (N=199) (N=360)
One group 37% 63% (N=46)
Two groups L8% 52% (N=104)
Dyads and Triads Lig 56% (N=146)
Disintegrated L7% 53% (N= 6L)
X% = 1.79; NS
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placed themselves in small groups or as isolates. Thesééreports occur
despite the fact that eleméntary teachers more often see a school' pattern
of one large group and secondary teachers more often see a school pattern
of” small groups and large groups. In other words, téachers perceptions
of their own position in the social relations' nétwork is not completely
constrained by tHe‘pattern.they see as pervading the school. Teachers'
self-placement ih this network is not related significantly éither to
innovation or sharing. However, teachers who place themselves in the
center of staff g]usters appear to innovate and share more often than
others, while teachers who place themselves on the periphery of such
clusters are least likely to innovate and share practices.

A third measure of staff attraction patterns and coheslveness asks
teachers to indiéate on -a four-point scale to .what extent the following

statements characterize the informal climate of their school.

Teachers visit each other socially at home.
Our teachfﬁg staff has a high esprit de corps.

Teachers talk about their perscnal lives with other
faculty members,

A scale assessing the impersonal or personal character of staff relation-
ships was devised -in much the same way as earlier scales of alienation.
Tables 36A and 36B -illustrate the relationship. between iimpersonal staff

relations and pro?esSiOnal:rdleibéhaﬁiot.

(Tables 36A and 36B here)

It is evident that this dimension of staff interaction is not significantly
related to innovation, but is negatively related to sharing. That Is,
teacher; who feel staff relations are less impersonal and more intimate

and friendly are more likely to share classroom practices thah those

teachers who see staff relations as more ‘impersonal and distant.
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TABLE 36A

IMPERSONAL STAFF RELATIONS RELATED
TO INNOVATION

Innovation
Impersonal
Relations No Yes Total
(N=138) (N=232) (N=370)
Low 33% 67% (N=129)

High 39% 61% (N=241)

X2 = 1.33; NS

TABLE 36B
IMPERSONAL STAFF RELATIONS RELATED .
TO SHARING
Sharing
Impersonal
Relations Low ~ High Total
(N=166)  (N=203)  (N=369)
Low 37% 63% (N=134)
High ‘ 49% 51% (N=235)

X" =5.02; p .05
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The final measure of staff aptraction is a sociometric nomination

guestion asking teachers which colleagues they 1ike best.:’

Please list the identification
number of the three teachers
you like the best.

Tables 37A and 37B present data regarding the relationship between these

sociometric nominations and teachers' tendencies to innovate and share.
(Tables 37a and 37B here)

Table 37A demonstrates a significant association between reéeipt of
peer liking nominations and teacher innevationy This association is by
no means linear, however; it appears that teachers who receive no nomina~
tions innovate most often, and teachers who receive a medium number -of
nominations innovate least often. It is quite possible that some teachers
feel more free to develop and practice new ideas when they are not highly
invoived with peers. -In-this fespect table 37A may lillustrate divergent
avenues for the encouragement éf innovation instead of a constant relation-
ship across the teacher -population. The association between peer liking
nominations and sharing tends to be linear and positive, -although -it does
not reach an acceptable level of Statistica]“éﬂgnlficahce. “In general,: .
‘teachers who receive?mbie'peer liking choices’ tend to’be more Involved in
sharing new‘classrgdm practices.

In addition to-the relationships between these four dimensions of
staff attraction and cohesion and professional role performance, teachers'

feelings of alienation were also examined.
(Table 38 here)

The data in table 38 demonstrate consistently significant associations be-

tween alienation from school and these varlables expressing the mutual .~



TABLE 37A

SOCIOMETRIC NOMINATIONS OF LIKING
RELATED TO INNQVATION

X2 = 9.44; p ¢ .05

Innovation
Liking NG Yes Total
(N=140) (N=235)  (N=375)
None 27% 73% (N= 60)
Low 35% 65% (N=121)
Medium 50% 50% (N= 88)
High 36% 64% (N=106)

TA

BLE 378

SOCIOMETRIC NOMINATIONS OF LIKING
RELATED TO SHARING

Sharing
Liking Low High Total

, (N=169)  (N=206) (N=375)
None 54% 46% (N= 59)
Low 50% 50% (N=119)
Med ium L2% 58% (N= 91)
High 37% 63% (N=106)

2 L

X" = 6.74; p .1 >.05

126



ATTRACTION DIMENSIONS AND ALIENATION. FROM SCHOOL

TABLE 38

Alienation
Attraction Dimenslon Low " "High Total
A. Diagram (N=249) . (N=199) (N=448)
One group 79% c21% (N= 61)
Two groups 61% 39% (N=128)
Dyads and Triads L5% 55% - (N=172)
Disintegrated 52% 48% (N=87)
2 2 22.54; p £ .0 |
B. Position (N=227)  (N=176) (N=403)
Center 73% - 27% (N=181)
Periphery 63% . 37% (N=70)
Dyad or Triad hog 51% (N= 73)
Isolate hoy 51% (N= 78)
2 = 15.47; h < .0
C. Impersonal ‘g - X o
Relat lons (N=258) (N=203)  (N=L61)
Low 75% 25% (N=159)
High . L6y 54% (N=302)
2 . A
= 35.07;. p <.0I
D. Choices Received (N=259) {(N=203) (N=4i62)
on Liking
None L2% 58% (N= 79)
Low 57% 43% (N=143)
Med [ um 52% L8% {N=110)
High 67% 33% (N=130}
2 68; p < .0l

=]3

127



128 -

attraction and cohesion felt by teachers in a staff. Those teachers

who perceive their staff as organized in one or two large groups are
significantly less alienated than those who see a pattern4of many small
groups or unconnected persons. Further, those teachers who see their
own position as being in the midst or on the periphery of a large group
are less alienated than teachers who see themselves in different
positions. These two findings are opératidnally congruent, since in order
to place oneself in the center or periphery of a large group one must
have started with the selection of one or two large groups as the staff
diagram. Teachers who feel that staff reflations are more impersonal
arelsignificantly more alienated from school than those teachers who
feel there is high esprit de corps and. friendly social interaction

among colleagues.- Finally, teachers who are nominated less often by
their colleagues as well liked are significantly more likely to feel
alienated from the school. It is clear from the various elements of
this table that almost all indices of attraction are negatively and sig-
nificantly related to alienation; lower alienation seems to occur among
teachers who see their staff relations more attractivgi persona1-and

cohesive.

In summary, it appears that feelings of staff cohesiveness, at
least as they have been measured here, are not related consistently and
significéntly to proféssional innovation and sharing. Teachers' percep-
tions of the map of staff social relations as well as thelr own positions
in this diagram are not related to measures of the dependent variables,
In general secondary school teachers see their staffs‘organizgd into two

or more groups while elementary school teachers more often depict their
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staff either as organized into one large group or distintegrated 'into a
series of isolated persons. Teachers responses to a scale assessing the
degree of personal closeness among staff members is significantly related
to professional sharing. The closer and more personal teachers feel
staff relations are, the more likely they are to share teaching practices
with one another. Teachers who are better |iked by their colleagues
appear to innovate more often than other teachers, and they tend to
share practices more often as well, These last two measures of staff
attraction do provide partial support for our expectation that attrac-
tion and cohesiveness should be related to professional role performance.
Finally, there are consisteht]y significant associations between the
cluster of independent variables and alienation from school. |In all
respects teachers who see the staff and their roles in the staff as
more cohesive, attractive and personal are less likely to be alienated

from the school.

Participation in Professional Exchange

Teachers' participation in the school's informal and formal
_patterns of professional’ exchange should represent a significant
avenue for gaining and sharing knowledge about professional practices.
The degree to which a teacher is included In the communication system of
the school may affect his own comfort in experimenting with new ideas his
access to others' innovations and his utilization of staff channels for
sharing his own ideas. Therefore, it is our assumption that innovation
and sharing, and especially sharing, are likely to be associated with
teachers' active involvement in vidible professional relevant exchange
roles with their colleagues. Two general categories of staff communica-
tion and exchange channels are'examined in this section: (1) informal

mechanisms such as peer sociometric patterns, travel arrangements and
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conversation foci; and (2) more formal membership roles on staff com-

f.
\

_ mittées and educational associations. |In both categories it is expected
also that greater participation in staff communication and exchange
activities shou1d‘be negatively related to alienation from school.
Teachers who play vital and active rolesvin this proceés should be less
alienated than their less communicative or exchange oriented colleagues.
The first measure of informal commun}cation: channels is a staff
sociometric device asking teacﬁers which colleagues they communicate

with most about teaching.

Please list the identification number of the three
teachers you communicate with most about teaching.

The proposed relationship between position in the professional communica-
tion pattern and innovation does not gain significant support from the
data in table. 39A. However, table 39B indicates that a significant'rela-

tion between béing nominated as a high communicant and sharing practices.

(Tab1e5‘33A and 398 here)

It has.been suggested elsewhere that staff sociometric patterns should be
more Highly related to professional sharing than to Innovation. This is
all the more likely in the case of a communication socioﬁetric since
sharing practices rgquirés some degree of access to staff communication
channels. Innovation, on the other hand, depénds less héavi\y on this
aspecf of peer relations.

In order to explore teachers' participation in another possiblé
channel df informal professiona1 exchange, we asked them to identify whethér

or not they travel to school with other teachers. The relationships between.



TABLE 39A

SOCIOMETRIC COMMUNICATION NOMINATION:
RELATED TO INNOVATION

Innovation

Communicant No Yes - Total

{N=140) (N=235) (N=375)

Low 37% 637 . (N=131)

Med fum 42% 58% - (N=117)

High 33% 67 (N=127)
“2

X" = 2,01; NS

TABLE 398B

SOCIOMETRIC COMMUNICATION NOMINATION
RELATED TO SHARING

. Sharing
Communicant Low High Total

(N=169) {N=206} (N=375)

Low 555 45y  (N=130)
Med ium 51 . Lkog (N=116)
High 30% 703 . (N=129)

X2 = 14.18; p «.0]
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these travel arrangements and innovation and sharing are presented in
Tables U40A and 40B.

(Tables 40A and 40B here)

These tables indicate that the choice of travel arrangements is signifi-
cantly related to sharing but not to Innovation. Sixty—four percent of
the teachers who travel to school with other teachers are high in sharing,
while only 49% of those who travel alone are so categorized. Teachers
who travel to school with other teachers do tend to innovate more often
than others who travel alone or with non-teachers, but these data are
not statistically significant. In comparing these two tables it is
apparent that any travelling comparisen seems to promote sharing, wHile
travel with non-teacher-companions is least positively related to innéva-:
tion,

Even though travel arrangements are not significantly reiated to
innovation, they are significantly related to the source of innovat fons
reported by teachérs.

(Table 41 here)

It is clear from Table 41 that innovativé teachers who travel alone to
school are significantly more inventive than their colleagues who travel
with other téachers. On the other hand, those innovators who travel with
col leagues are evi&ently more likely to hear about and adapt or adopt
others' practices for their own classrooms. This finding suggests that to
some extent invention may be more highly related to solitary efforts, thle
adaptation 1s primarily enhanced by the sharing of innovations produced

in multi~teacher associations and car pools. Further, it may be that

when new idéas are shared in a car pool,peer interaction makes It unclear.



TABLE 4OA

TRAVEL TC SCHOOL RELATED TO INNOVATION

{nnovation

Travel‘
Arrangements No Yes Total
(N=133) (N=225) (N=358)
Alcne - 39% 61% {N=231)
"Other teachers 31% 69% (N=135)
Non-teachers - 48% 52% .(N= 29)
x% = 3.62; NS
TABLE 40B
TRAVEL TO SCHOOL RELATED TO SHARING
Sharing
Travel
Arrangements Low High Total
(N=T61) (N=]99Ti (N=360)
Alone | 51% hox  (N=212)
Othe} teachers 36% 6L4% (N=123)
Non-teachers 36% 6Lk (N= 25)

x? = 8.09; p € .05
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TABLE W1

TRAVEL TO SCHOOL RELATED TG SOURCE OF INNQVATION

Innovation Source

Travel
Arrangements Adoption Adaptation Invention Total
(N=64) (N=60) (N=65) {N=189)
Alone 32% 27% h1% (N=111)
Other teachers 37% 39% 24% (N= 78)
2

X" =6.21; p < .05
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just whose idea it originally was, thus increasing the incidence of
perceived adoptions or adaptations at the cost of solitary inventiéns.
Another major informal channel of professional discourse is general
staff conversation about pro%essional matters. ‘A full series of these
questons regarding teachers' daily activities was described in Chapter
I1l1. Tables 42A and 428 demdnstrate that the average amount o% time
teachers spend each day talking about classroom practices is posftively

related to both innovation and sharing.
(Tables 42A and 428 here)

It should come as no surprise fhat the amount of time spent in iﬁformal
but professionally relevant communication should be related to profes-
sicnal role fulfillment., It is interesting when reviewing these several
aspects of the informal exchange system that oﬁly when the communication
is specifically attuned to profesiidnal concerns, as in the case of talking
about classroom practices, is communication relevant for innovation.
Sharing, however, seems to be related as well to the more general aspects
of communicatlion and informal exchange. Moreover, while innovation may

be achieved alone in the classroom but may be facilitated by certain kinds
of peer exchange, sharing Is achieved only as a function of the éompany
of others.

More informal professional exchange roles are incumbent upon thqsé
staff members who serve on school cbmmitteeslor‘in extra-schoo]‘educétional
associations., Service on school committeés is siénificantly and positively
related to sharing; sixty~four percent of those teachers who serve on
school committees are h]ghly involved in professional sharing, while only
48% of those who do not servé on such committees share to this extent

(p «.05). However, innovation is not related to service on school



136

TABLE 42A

TIME SPENT TALKING ABOUT CLASSROOM PRACTICES
RELATED TO |INNOVATION

Innovation
Average time each day No Yes Total

(N=128) (N=218) (N=346)

A great deal or some 33% 67% (N=242)
Little or none 462 54% (N=104)
, ‘
X" = 6.49; p £.05
TABLE 42B

TIME SPENT TALKING ABOUT CLASSROOM PRACTICES
RELATED TO SHARING

: Sharing
Average time each day Low High . Total

(N=160)  (N=199)  (N=359)
A great deal or some 39% 61% (N=239)

" Little or none 56% Yi%4 {N=120)

o8]

X“=9.17; p £ .01
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committees, and is only slightly re]ate& to the average amount of time
spent serving on school ;ommittees. The findings regarding time spent
serving on school cohmittees, a more refined measure than membership

alone, are presented in Tables 43A and 43B.
(Tables 43A and 43B here)

These tables clearly indicate that sharing is positively associated with
such public professional service. |t may well be that these committees
represent a means for public sharing of innovations in classroom praétice;
at the.very least they help publicize the existence and maybe the pro-
fessional activities of some staff members.
Ih & vein similar to the findings regarding arrangements for travei

"to school, conmittee service is related to interesting differences among
the innovating teachers. Those innovators who do serve on staff commit-
tees tend to be slightly more adaptive, while innovative teachers spend-.
ing little time serving on school committees tend to make more original
inventions (X2 = 5.3, df 2, p. » .05 .10). It would appear that pro-
fessional committee -work may draw energy away from the task of making
imaginative and creative inventions, but actually facilitate access to
the creative work of others. |t may also provide certain teachers with
the concern and pride in professional growth to invest energy and time

in adapting or modifying others' new ideas for use In thélr own class-
room. In other words, when innovative teachers engage in a great deal

of professional exchange activities, they are in a position to share and
receive some new ideas without Hecessari]y engaging in inventive efforts,
The greatesti:degree of originality may most likely require some avail-
abilfty of time and energy apart from committees, constant conversations

and heavy professional obligations.



TABLE 43A
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TIME SPENT ON COMMITTEES, RELATED TO INNOVATION

Innovation
Time No Yes Total
(N=130) (N=22k) (N=354)
Great deal 35% . 66% (N=101)
Little 38% 62% (N=253)
X2 = ,27: NS
TABLE 43B

TIME SPENT ON COMMITTEES, RELATED TO SHARING

Sharing
Time . Low High Total
(N=156) (N=201) {N=357)
Great deal 32% 68% (N=100)
Little 48% 52% (N=257)

xZ = 7.73; p £ .01
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A second formal channel of potential professional exchange may occur
in professional educational associations which draw members from several
schools or school systems. Membership in, or attendance at, such
aésociations external to the school is not sighificantly related to in-
novation or sharing;Tables ‘U4A and table L4B deﬁonstrates the lack of
such a relationship,

(Tables 44A and 44B here)

However, such attendance does relate significantly to some distinctions
within the population of innovators; Table 45 shows that attendance in
educational meetings ocutside one's own school system Is positively

related to the behavioral orientation of innovative practices.
(Table 45 here)

Although the causal character of the relationship is not ascertained, it
is clear that teachers using-behavioraljy oriented innovations are more
likely to be participatfng in broadly based educational meetings: It may
be that such meetings are -a prime source for the recognition, discussion
and spread of such practices. 0Or, it may be that teachers Interested in
or afready using such pracfices seek out professional meetings that con-
sider this orientation worthy of attention.

The examination of several variables suggests that male teachers
generally are more likely fhan female teachers to be highly involved
in the formal system of peer professional exchange. Male teachers more
often spend a great deal of time on school committees than do female
teachers (X2 = 4 4o, df -2, p. € .05), and they also more often attend
educational meetings outside their own school system (X2 = 5.83, df 2, p.<;.05).
It may well be that participation in these modes of professiéna] communi -

cation represent a visible and potent means of upward mobility for



TABLE 4LA

MEMBERSHIP IN PROFESSiONAL ASSOCIATIONS RELATED TG INNOVATION

Innovation
Number of Associations No Yes Total
(N=133) (N=230} (N=363)
None 28% 72% (N= 57)
One 39% 61% (N=163)
Two or more 38% 62% (N=173)

x2 = 2,2b; NS

TABLE 44B

MEMBERSHIP !N PROFESStONAL ASSCCIATIONS RELATED TO SHARING

L Shating
Number of Associations Low “"High Total
(N=163) (N=198)  (N=361)
None 45% 55% (N=56)
One h7% 53% (N=167)
Two or more 43% 57% (N=138)
2

X" = .,31; NS
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TABLE 45
ATTENDANCE IN EDUCATIONAL MEETINGS OUTSIDE THE SCHOOL SYSTEM
RELATED TO BEBAVIORAL ORIENTATION OF |INNOVATION
Attendaﬁce.in | Behavioral Orlientation
outside educational .of Innovation

meetings . Low " "Medium  ° High Total
(N=79) (N=31) (N=36)}  (N=146)
. Yes 56% 13% 31%  (N= 78)
No 52% 31% 18% (N= 68)

x2 = 8.28; p £ .05
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aspiring male careerists. Male teachers also are probably less tied
down to family and home obligations and are more free to spend after-
school or weekend hours in these professional pursuits,
Teachers' alienation from school was also expected to be related
negatively to these various dimensions of professional exchange., Table

46 presents the data relevant to this concern.
(Table 46 here)

These data confirm our expectations in almost every respect. Only the
report of atténdance at extra-system meetings falls to demonstrate a
clear relation té6 alienation from school. This variable, of all the
ones assessed here, is least connected to ]oéal school conditions, and
so is reasonably least related to the measure of local alienation. In
addition, the staff-sociometric nomination of peer communicants: does not
relate negatively to alienation at an acceptable level of statistical
significance, although a clear trend is visible. On all the other
variables greater teacher participation in formal and informal channels
of peer communication and exchange is associated significantly with less
potent feelings of alienation from schcol. Teachers who feel more
alienated from school more often travel to school alone, spend less time
talking with colleagues about teaching practices, spend less time serving
on staff committees, and are less 1ikély to be actlve in professional

associations.

In summary, findings regarding the relationship between participa-
tion in professional exchange and role performance clearly demonstrate

‘that sharing is positively related to such participation. Participation
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) TABLE 46
PROFESSIONAL EXCHANGE DIMENSIONS AND AL{ENATION FROM SCHQOL

Participation =~ . [ . Alienation

Dimension , Low High Total
' (N=259) (N=203) (N=462)

Communicant choices _
Low 52% - 4L8% - (N=165)
Med i um ' 53% h7% (N=147)
High 64% 36% (N=150)

x? = 5.75; p > .05 .1

(N=215) (N=180) - (N=395)
Travel arrangements o
Alone . 49x 51% (N=231)
With other teachers 62% 38% (N=135)
With non-teachers 62% 38% (N= 29)

)(2 = 6.78; p .05

(N=240) (N=208) (N=48)
Time talking about practices
‘Great deal or some 57% L3% (N=303)
Little or none L6% . Sh% (N=145)
x* = 4.69; p < .05
: (N=237) (N=106) (N=443)
Time serving on committees :
Great deal or some 64% 36% (N=116)
Little or none - . _50% 50% {N=327)
x? ;'6.65; p £ .0l
(N=252) (N=195) {(N=447)
Membership in
Professicnal associations
" None , 43% 57% (N=65)
One - 55% L5k (N=215)
Two or more 6L4% 36% (N=167)
x? = 9.41; p £.05
L (N=227) (N=214) (N=bb1)
Attendance at extra-system :
meetings
Yes 55% L5% (N=237)

No . ' 48% 52% (N=20k)

X2 = 2.34; NS
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in formal schbol committees and organizations or involvement in informal
dialogues and peer conversatfons may introduce problems of time ex-
penditure that work to the detriment of innovation, but they seem to
facilitate the sharing of innovative practices. The only case where
exchange relationships are strongly and positively related to innova-
tion is exchange specifically fdcussed on talking about professional
practices. |In the case of teachers' travel arrangements, it is apparent
that teachers who travel to school witﬁ professional colleagues are

more likely to use and modify their colleagues' ideas than those teachers
who travel alone. Loners, on the other hand, are more likely to invent,
or feel they invent, their own few fdeas. Participation in peer ex-
change channels of a professional character evidently commits a teacher
to a full and visible role in the development of professional activities,
These active teachers have greater access to other teachers, to their
co]feagues' new ideas and practiceés, ‘and to the power and respect prob-
ably accorded organizational féci]itatérs. Therefore, it Is reasonable
that these active and visible teachers should become initiators or re-
cipients of a greater degree of stéff'sharihg. Most variables assessing
participation in these exchange channels is significantly and negatively
related to teacher allienation from schocl. Those teachers who are less
involved in committee work and in proféssional assdclations, who are by
self report and peer report less highly invelved in informal staff com-
munication patterns are more-likely to feél alienated. This is especially

true for those variables stressing professional dialogue and local school

s
.‘r‘
b

activities,
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Summary of Interpersonal Relations *

Four different -aspects of teachers' interpersonal and staff re-
lations are explored-in-this chapter. The character of teachers'
alienation from the school is examined first and such aliepation is
later reviewed with respect to its relation to the independenf‘variables
investigated. Teachers' feelings of personal and group influence on
local educational policy -are examined, as are teachers' perceptions
of staff cohesion and the degree of personal iInterest and 1iking among
staff members. final}y;<professional exchange mechanisms are examined,
including informal travel -arrangements and communicdtion about teaching
and more formal participation in staff committees(}ﬁﬂ educational
associationé. All of these var]aﬁles are considered in their reiation
to the professional role outcoméﬁ af inﬁovation and sharing of teaching
practices.

THe sense of alignation from school felt by some teachers appears
to be greater in secondary schools than in elementary schools. Alienation
from the school is moreover related negatively to both innovation and
~sharing in seéoﬁdary schools; a non-significant trend in this direction
exists for elementary schools. A number of interpretations have already
been offered for this phenomenon, and others are noted below.

Teachers feelings of power and influence are positively related to
the sharing of professional practices. |t appears that teachers who
feel they wield more influence in the school organization are more
likely to be involved with colleagues in professional sharfngi This sense
of individual potency -evidently frees teachers to take proféssiona] risks
with colleagues and to broaden their role definition to include both

organizational participation and professional fulfillment. Individuals'
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sense of their own potency is positively related to their own innovation,
but perceptions of colleagues' potency and colleagues' nominations of
influential Individuals are not so related. Teachers generally see power
disthBUtéd':Th ‘a’ hierarchical . manner and consistently prefer more'
power for themselves, théir colleagues and their principal and less for
superiﬁtendents and schoo! board members. Those staff members who feel
dissatisfied with the amount of influence fhéy have are more innovative
than colléagues who are satisfied with thelr policy-making roles. All
measures of teachers -assessments of personal and staf% influence are
negatively related to alienation ffom school; and teachers who feel

more potent consistently are less a]ienated.

Teachers'“feelings of staff cohesiveness are notvéﬁnsistently
related to innovation or sharing. Wfth minor exceptions, the various
’meésures of cohesiveness and attraction are not related to professional
role performance. Teachérs' perceptions of the opportunities for staff -
intimacy and close personal relations are positively related to sharing;

a sense that there is a high esprit dercorps or personally interested

and concerned colleagues s evidently a fertile ground for -the sharing
of new ideas. In general teachers who feel staff relations are more.

cobesive, inclusive and -personally sﬁpportlve and attractive are less

alienated from the -school.

The degree of teachers' participation in a variety of forms of pro;
fessional exchange systems does appear 'to.be quatgd pésitively to the
sharing of teaching practices. Witﬁ regard fo'relative]y informal channels,
the receipt of colleagues' nomipations on a communication sociometric,
travelling to school with other teachers and spending substantial time

talking about professional practices are-all positively related to sharing.
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.Teachers who participate highly in the more formal channels of exchange
such as committee membership and attendance at educaticnal association
meetings also are more often involved in the sharing of practices. In
all cases where participation is negatively related to allenation from
school,those teachers who have acéess to,‘énd generate greater profeésional
communication with, colleagues are quh less alienated than their
participatory peers.
Although the only dimension of peer communication and exchaﬁge

that is significantly related to innovation is-fime spent talking about
practices, other variables seem related té important differences within
the population of innovating teachers. lnnovatfve%éeachers who travel

to school alone are more likely to invent their new practices, while
teachers who travel in the company of peers are more.likely to adapt and
adopt others' innovative practices. There is also a tendency for inno-
vating teachers who spend a great deal of time on staff committees. to be
mofe.likely to adapt innovations, while innovators who spena less time
on such committees tend to utilize more original practices, In this
respect It would appear that freedom from role obligations and peer
dialogue, and the consequent separation from the Interchange of standards
and practices among peers, leads either to more original inventions or to
teachers' perceptlons of greater originality. Substantial involvement in
peer exchange seems to be more highly associated with the innovation of
practices that are seen to have théir source partly in the work of
colleagues. Further, teachers who attend cross-system meetings of pro-
fessional associations are more 1ikely to report fnnovatfons that are
highly behaﬁioral in orientation then are their more systembound peers.

Perhaps the meetings are the media through which progressive educators
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interpret the latest scientific_findings and influénce the classroom
efforts of teachers.

Throughout this chapter imbortaht differences between the inter-
personal conditions of life in elemen%ary and secondary schools continue
to occur. |t has been reported that secondary school teachers more
often feel alienated from school and aata on staff interpersonal re-
Tations may he]p-ciarify this pheﬁomenon. One source of greater tgacher
alienation in secondary ‘schools may be reflected in the findings that .
secondary teachers perceive their célleagugs as having less influence
than do teachers in elementary schooIs.A Moreover, secondary school
teachers more often describe their staff-in‘terms'of»two Oor more groups; -
on the otherlhand elementary school teachers more often describe their
staff either as a single grdupnﬁr as a series of unconnected individuals.
These aspects of organizational life may serve to illustrate a ﬁower-
lessness and fragmehtation-in'staff’relationS'in secondary schools that:
cdnfirm some speculafions made in earlier cHapters. -We expect that the
organizationél level ‘of -analysis utilized in‘much of Chapters V and VI

will extend ouir understanding of these differences.



CHAPTER V
THE SCHOOL CLIMATE: THE ORGANIZATION AS A UNIT

Scholars concerned with different aspects - of the teaching*lea;ning
process are increésingly aware thatrteachers"professional performances
are not dependeﬁf solely on their individual qualifications or the
charqcter of their interpersonal relations, |In spite of the fact that
indiﬁidual differences and peer interpersonal relations constitute
relevant and impértant variables in the study of human performance, there
is ample evidence that some persons do not seem to be able to function
efficiently under certain organizafional ¢ircumstances, and others show
great Improvement when challenged with a differéht social climate. In.g
recent review of:the sociological literature regarding the school as a
formal organization, Bidwell commented that a systematic study of the
school as an organization had yet to be made (1965), Furthermore, the
research literature that does exist regarding some subsystems of the
school organization Is fragmentar* and discontinuous. There have been few
attempts to abétract from such empirical findings certain generic attri-~
butes of the school as an organization. Most empirical and descriptive
studies focus on classrooms and neglect the other subsystems In which
teachers are invplved.

This chapter undertakes to inquire into the ways the school organiza-
tional climate influences some aspects of teachers' professional role
performance. Oréanizatlonal climate is used to refer to those systemic

aspects and products of the ways members relate to the school as a soclal
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unit. Halpin and Croft have constructed what is calléd an '"'Organizational
Climate Description Questionnaire,' which allowé them. to characterize the
organizational climate as the '"personality' of a‘géhool (1963).. They
then analyzed the climate of seven£y—one elementary schooTs and were

able to idenfify a variety of organizationai climates which could be
ranked on a continuum defined at one end asbgggg_aﬁd at the other as
closed. By open and c¢losed they mean'essen£la]ly the degree of func~
tional flexibility or rigidity in the system's adjustment to internal

and extérnal stress. Halpin and Croft 1imit their use of organizational

climate to teacher-principal relations; we hope to broaden that notion

with the investigation of peer relations and structures.

The Measurement of Organizational Variables -

In considering some of the extra-individual variables thét seem to
be reievant to an understanding of professiomal role behavior, teachers'
perceptions and feelings about the character of their schooi are
organized inté‘several common themes, and these thémes are related to
the degree>of fnnovation and sharing among staff members }n a school.
Throﬁgh va;ious Instruments'teacher§ have beeﬁ asked to stipulate how
they characterize and interpret the social étructure and norms of their
own school, whether that characterization is accéptable or hiﬁhly valued
by them, and we have reviewed to what extent it is sha}éd by their col-’
leagues,

Several different variables are derived from the sociémetric data.
Some of these data have already been reported'as attributes of persons;
but in this chapter they are utilized as systemic characteristics. The
degree of variance of the sociometric .choice system ;gnfbe analyzed, pro-

viding a picture of the extent to which some teachers receive many choices



and some few, or whether the choices are distributed so tﬁét many
teachers receive sohe'chbtces of each., This SChbo!.in&ex records. the
degree of centrality or diffugiveness-of shared powef,'sﬁared commun i -
cation and shared liking ¢holices throughout a staff. . !n addition ﬁo
the variance of this choice system, a school can be charactérlzed by
the degree of overlap among the sociometric nomination .patterns. vFor
instance, in sqme‘schoois'the'Same teachers may be selected asithe
high- communicants and'hidh'influencers; In other schqofs they hay not.
An aﬁ;lysis of this interrelatédness can be made by computiﬁg the degree
of correlation among the several sociometric dimensions. Another
analytic dimension can be ré;reivéd from thé sociometéﬁc questions by_A
coding énd assessing the degree of mutuality or reciprocality in
choices. To what e*tent do teacheré who are nominated by a colleague as
a communicant nominate that colleague as one of their communicants in
return. Which schools are-charaﬁterized by a large number of mutual
choices and whlch';eem'to have many nonreciprocal patterns?

The range of Issues that  are Investigafed'through v;riqus:analyses
of these sociometric ;hoice patterns, then, include the following:

Sociometric choice patterns

Variance

1. Communication
2. Liking
3. Influence

Correlations

1. Communication and Liking
.2, Communication and Influence
3. Liking and Influence

Mutuality

1. Liking
2. Communication
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It is our expectation that greater‘diffusengss or bhoicé-pattérns,.
greatér intercorrelations of sociometric dimensions and greater mutuality
TH sociometric nominations should be associated with a greater degree of
staff innovation and sharing. In moré diffusely structured schools more
teachers are involved in the various sociometric networks, the?eby
increasfné everyone's access to conversation, influence and support.
if, in additiqn,‘teachers who are more inffuenfial are also more central
to communication channels and are wei],]?keéﬁthere is likely to be
greater stability and cohesiveness in-thelgtaff. F}hally, to the extent
that positive links and reTati¢nsrqre reciprocal and not merely oné way,
a staff is more tightly involved and integrated. All of these conditions
shauld facilitate the innovation of classfoom practices, and especially
the sharing of these practices in“a staff. |

In some cases individua]'teaéher‘s attitudes and orientations can
be combined to provide a usefﬁ] picfuré‘bf staff wide concerns. One form
for accomplishing this is to erganize énd tabu]éte individual preferences
to pfoduce a mean score for aﬁ‘entfre staff. Attitudes regarding ideal
and-aCtual political conditions ét schobl as Qe]l as the degree to which
teachers feel that there are demands upon them to conform to certain

organjzational norms and procedures are assessed in this fashion.

Staff Attitudés Regarding the School Organization
l. Feelings of influence

2. Discrepancy between’actual and desired personal
“influehce -7 . .

3. " Perceptions aof “school demands for conformity. =
't is pur expectation that in schools where teachers feel more potent,
where they feel there 1is less of a discrepancy between actual and pre-

ferred influence arrangements; and where they see relatively minimal

Y
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demands for professional conformity there will be more staff innovatiqh
and sharing.

A different method of analyzing schéo]s' organizational climates
focﬁses upon the degree of staff consensus or dissensus with reg;rd
to certain Interpersconal and organizational perceptions and attitudgsl Ih
this regard, some of the: individual att?lbutes discussed fh Chapters
111 and IV are organized into a common statement ref]ectlng'sta%f'agrée-
ment or disagreement on responses to the followling variables: |

Teachers' Consensus and Dissensus

1. Staff social diagram*_
2. School's educational 6riéntation

3. School -demands for conformity

It is our expectation that a high degree of staff agreement on such issues
will be associated with greater staff innovation and sharing. As long:
as the staff norms and rules are clear peop]g may be able to be creative
within them, but unclear standards may produce a degree of uncertainty -
~ that is paralytic and inhibits creativity and experimentétion.

Finally, as the focus ‘in this 6Hapter shifts from the individual
level of analysis utilized in the preceeding chapters, to the organizational
level of ‘analysis, the measures and the character of the dependent variables
also change. The major dependent variables are assessed by computing the
percentage of teachers in each school who answered the question regarding
their own teaching by reporting that they have innovated, and the mean -
score of teachers in each school oﬁ the sharing index. The peréentage

and rank of each school on these two measures s shown in Table 47.

(Table 47 here)



TABLE 47

STAFF PERCENTAGES AND MEANS AND SCHOOL RANKS ON
INNOVATION AND SHARING

Percent L Mean

of Staff School Score School

) Innovation Rank on on Staff Rank on

School {Yes~No) Innovat ion Sharing Sharing
01 69 15 3.13 14
02 36 ] 1.08 |
03 56 6 2.64 7
04 60 7.5 2.54 6
05 63 11.5 3.37 16
06 61 9 k.09 18
07 46 3 2.18 4
08 83 20 4,80 21
09 63 11.5 2.50 5
10 60 7.5 1.43 . 2
(B 62 10 4,55 19
12 67 13.5 2.80 8
13 54 4 2.88 10
14 75 18 L .66 20
15 89 21 2.89 11
16 67 13.5 3.36 15
17 70 16 . 2.15 3
18 76 19 3.42 17
19 55 5 3.00 13
20 73 17 2.92 12
21 38 2 2.83 9
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The percentage of staff innovationlin a school varies from a low
of 36% to athgh of 89%. Only three schools show‘an innovation index,-
thus compufed, of SO% OFV‘ESS, with more than 50% of the teachers inno-
vating in the remaining eighteen schools. The median‘and mean innova-
tion index for this sgmplé of schools is 63%; the standard deviation is
13.2%.:'|f the innovation:bércentages are computed on the basfs of all
teachérs on the staff, even those who did not answer the self-report
innovation ‘question, the range extends from 21% to 86%. The median in
this case drops to 56%, the mean' is Eéduced'to 51%, and the standard de-
viation increases to 17.2%. There are some findings and tables in this
chapter where thé total population of teachers in a school is reported-’
regardless of whether teacher seif—report feSponse was “yeé,” ""no,' or
'""mo response.' This is largely the case in the examinat%on of the socio-
ﬁetric nominations, which permit teachers to choose nomine;s from the
totallschool population and necessitates the same procedufés for deriving
_ a school measure of innovativeness. In no case where: this procedure:is
followed, it.is noted, doés the -use of "no'' or 'Yfo " response'' ‘change
the results in any table. -

1t was hdted earlier that each teacher received a sharing score which
raﬁged from a low of 1 to a high of 7. .The mean of teachers'-sc;rég iﬁi
computed for schoo]_and is used as the inde; of,sharfng in that school.
This staff index for this sample of schools ranges frém 1.08 to 4.80.
The median score 1s 2.89, the mean Is 3.01, and the gtandard deviation is
.96.

The rankings of all schools on thése measures of inndvation and
sBaring were correlated to give some indication of their relation to one

another and the Spearman rho-correlation between school innovation and
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sharing is +.52 and is statistically significant (p.<.01). This rela-
tionship between school indices parallels the relationship between these’
two variables at the individual level of analysis.

For each school an alienatipn score was computed by taking the mean
of individual teachers' responses to the scale measuring alienation
from school. These school scores range from a low of 1.05 to a high
~ of 1.80. The median school alienation score s 1,27, the mean is .29
and the standard deviation is .21, Neither innovation nor sharing, however,
is related significantly to alienation on a school level. The Spearmén'
rho correlation between school alienation and innovation is -.31 (NS)
and between school alienation and sharing is +.12 (NS). Since the
majority of these schools (fifteen out of twenty-oné) are elementary
schoois, it may be that they overbalance the scales and €onfirm the
parallel finding reported in Chapter 1V, wherein alienation is not re-
lated to either of the two dependent variables in elementary schools.

The large ranges and standard deviations of these indices of innova-
tion and sharing, combined with the facts of a relatively small sample of
twenty-one schools, suggest it will be difficult to discover statistically
significant findings for these variables at the organizational level df
analysis. In comparing schools in the following tables principal use js
made of the Mann-Whitney test; Hayes considers this a 'powerful alterna-
tive to the usual T-test,'" and especially useful when some of the assupp-
tions for the Tatter are not met (1963, p.633). It'is particularly appro-
priate here because a normal distribution of the main dependent variables

in these twenty-one schools does not exist,
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Sociometric Choice Patterns

The technique for creating a continuum of diffuseness-centrality for
socfometric choice distribuiéns was used by Schmuck (1962). He refers to a
central structure as a situation where the members of an organizatién
agree in selecting a small number of colleagues'as the ones whom they
like most, communicate to most; or see as most influential. |In other
words, re]étive!y few members are highly or often selected, and many‘others
are neglected or mentioned by only one colleague. He refers to a diffuse
structure, on the other hand, as a situation where a Iarée number of
colleagues are sélected as being liked, communicated to, dr.influential.

In other words, there is a wide focus of popularity or {nflugnce whereby
mést members receive some nominations and very few are neglected. In
adapting Schmuck's classroom sociometric measures to the preseﬁt study of
school staffs, the centrality or diffuseness of a structure is détermined by
the'coﬁputation of staff variance in the number of ''choices received' on
each sociometric dimension. The centrality of a sociometric structure in-
creases-as the variability or varliance of .cholces recelved inéreases. A low
varlability or variance of this-distribution characterizes a ﬁeer sociometric
‘structure approaching greater .diffuseness.  The most diffuse struaéture

would result If-every teacher receivgd the same number of choices on-a given
nomination dimension: the variance would be zero and the finding would
suggest that all-staff members are aboﬁtlas'{nflueﬁtial, well liked or
communicated with as.are all others,-

Diffuse-sociomefric ﬁatterns of communication, attraction and influ:
ence are more likely to éontribute to the innovatién and §haring-of educa-

" “tional practices than are central patterns, The principfe reason for this
expectation is that in an organization characterized by widely distributed

interaction preferences it is more likely that information about new
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ideas is widely shared. Furthermore, such a distribution locates multiple
sources of expertise, power and support, suggesting that almost all
colleagues can find or provide professional leadeéship for one another.
For much the samé reasons it is also expected that more central patterns
are more likely to be positively associated with a staff's feeling of
greater alienation from the school than are diffﬁse patterns.

In the following table, the entire sample of twenty-one schools
is divided into those having more diffuse sociomeEFTc structures and those"
having more central “structures on the pasis of the amount of variance

or épread of nominations for each scheol.
(Table 48 here)

The data in this table do not confirm the expectations suggested above.
None of the relationshiﬁs'are statisticallylsignificant, although there
does appear to be some minor trend for schools with more diffuse liking
and ihf1uence pafterns to have more innovation and more sharing. Schools
with more central ipfluence patterns also have significantly higher staff
alienation scores (p. <£.05) than more diffusely'structﬁred schools. The
character of communication-and liking patterns fs not related to alienation.
Another means of asséssing the school organizational climate is
through ‘an analysis of the relationship amaong various sociometric patterns
and relations.. In schools where there is a significant correlation be-
tween the communication and attraction sociometrics, interpersonal
relations are more likely to be informal and friendly, because teachers
tend to communicate with those'they like most. lOn the other hand, in
schools where there is a nonsignifiﬁant correlation between communfcatlon'

and attraction, the school organizational climate Is more likely to be
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CENTRALITY-D!FFUSENESS OF SOCIOMETRIC PATTERNS RELATED.TO
STAFF INNOVATION AND SHARING

Staff Staff
(N) Innovation* Sharing
Sociometric
A. Communication
Diffuse pattern (12)" 51.7% 3.00
Central pattern (9 50.7% 3.03
“Us52; NS U=52; NS
B. Attraction )
Diffuse pattérn ( 9) :i56-8% 3.15
Central pattern (12} 47.2% 2.91
U=38; NS U=53; NS
€. Influence
Diffuse paftern (1) Sh.4g 3.17
Central pattern L7.8% 2.94
U=h6; NS Us=52; NS

*
“In this table school innovation figures are computed on the
basis of all teachers in a school, regardless of whether or not

they answered the innovation question,

(Ynnovation =

Yes )

Yes + No + NA
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formal and neutral if not antagonistic, |In the latter type of staff,

" teachers are no more likely to communicate with people who they do like
than with those who they do not especially like. It is expected that
there will be more staff innovation and sharing in schools characterized
by the friendly and informal relations manifest in a high association
between these sociometric dimensions. A gighificant correlation be-
tween communication aﬁd influence sociometric dimensions probably re-
flects a pattern in which teachers tend ta communicate with those col-
leagues they consider to be influential. Since influential teachers

tend to innovate and share more, one might expect that in schools where
teachers falk with influential persons there will be more inncvation

and sharing than in schools without such congruence. Similarly, in

those schools where there is a significant correlation between attrac-
tion and influence, the organizational climate can be seen as one where
likable teachers are the influential ones contrasted with a climate where
the popular teachers are not the ones who are influential. It is our ex-
pectation that a correlation of both power and 1iking relationships should
facilitate greater staff innovation and sharing. When these different
dimensions of staff interaction are highly related to one another there
should also be a lesser extent of staff alienation from school. As a
function of bureaucratic rigidity or organizational uncéertainty aliena-
tion should be decreased by the coherence and unification of these various
peer patterns of attraction, influence and communication.

The data examining these propositions are presented in Table Lg,
(Table 49 here)

In each of these pairs of variables, the percent of staff innovation is

virtually the same in the schools where the sociometrics are correlated
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TABLE L9

CORRELATION OF SOCIOMETR!IC PATTERNS RELATED TO
{NNOVAT | ON AND SHARING

Variables and Staff Staff
Correlations (N) Innovation Sharing

A. Communication-Attraction

Correlated (14) 5).8% 3.02 .
Uncorrelated ' ( 7) 50.3% 2.99

U=46; NS  U=h3; NS

B. Commuynication-Influence

Correlated (12) 52:6% 3.12
Uncorrelated ( 9) 9.5% 2.86
. . U=53; NS U=49; NS

- C. Attraction=-Influence

Correlated ( 8) 50.3% 3.13
Uncorrelated (13) 51.9% 2.93

U=48; NS U=42; NS

*In this table school innovation figures are computed
on the basis of all teachers in a school, regardless of
whether or not they answered the innovation question.

Yes )

Yes + No + NA

(tnnovation =
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as in the schools where they are uncorrelateqq With regard to staff
sharing, the results are also nonsignificant, although schools in which
the influence and communication or influence and attraction sociometrics
are highly correlated do tend to have slightly more staff sharing. There
are no meaningful differences or trends for these variables with regard
to staff alienation from school.

With regard to the third means of sociometric¢ analysis, it is ex-
pected that an organizational climate characterized by reciprocity or
mutual ity in staff attraction and communication patterns is conducive to
a sense of staff solidarity and supportiveness. .In such schools it is
expected that there would be more staff innovation and particularly
sharing of ideas relevant to the teaching+=learning process. Moreover,
such mutuality should decrease staff alienation from school.

{Table 50)

The data in Table 50 do not significantly confirm fhese expecta-
tions as ‘statistically significant.  However, there seems to be a trend
inthe predicted directions, with schools in-which greater mutuality in
communication or attraction exists manifesting .more staff innovation and
sharing. Staff mutuality of communication choices does tend to be

negatively related to staff alienation from school (p 4.10 >.05).

In summary, these analyses do not result in the discovery of
powerful associations between diffuseness—centralfty, correlation or
mutuality of sociometric structures and staff innovation and sharing or
alienation from school. Some trends in the expected direction do appear,
but they do not reach acceptable levels of statistical significance and

cannot be considered as confirming evidence,
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MUTUALITY IN ATTRACTION AND COMMUNICATION CHOICES RELATED TO

{NNOVATION AND SHARING

Staff

) Staff
Mutuality Innovation Sharing

A. Communicatien
Mutual 66.9% 3.19
Non-mutual 60.1% 2.88

“U=41: NS U=bL7: NS
B. Attraction

Mutual 9) 69.2% 3.20
Non-mutual 2} £8.3% 2.87

U=32; p&. 10> .05
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Staff Attitudes Regarding Organizational Climate

In this section scores on certain relevant individual variables have
been combined to form a staff mean; this. mean is then related to staff
innovation and sharing. |In Chapter IV it was demonstrated that Ind?viduai
feelings of influence on local educational policy is significantly and
positively associated with individual Tnnovation and sharing. Simi]ariy,
individual feelings of a discrepancy between actual and desired in-
fluence was significantly and negatively related to these variables;
teachers who felt a greater discrepancy innovated and shared less than
their peers who were more satisfied with the distribution of influence in
their schools. These individual variables are here raised to an crgani-
zational level of'anélysis, taang the means of individual scores within
eaéh school as a series of staff measures. |

A staff should be less likely to fnnovate and share teaching practices
in those organizations where it feels it is less able to influence the
basic structures and processes within which It operates and where there is
a greater discrepancy between what a staff sees and prefers to be its
influence. Moreover in such organizatfons a teaching staff is likely to be
more alienated from school. TéBIes 51 and 52 present data relevant to these
expectations. ,

(Tables 51 and 52 here)
Table 51 suggests that there tends to be slightly more staff innovation
in schools where the staff as a whole feels it has greater personal influ-
ence on school policy. However, this association does not reach an
acceptable level of statistical significance. Moreover, there is no mean-
ingful difference on this variable with regard to the degree of staff

sharing.



TABLE 51

STAFF MEANS OF TEACHERS PERCEIVED INFLUENCE
STAFF INNOVATION AND SHARING

RELATED TO

Staff Personal _ Staff

Staff

Influence (N) Innovation Sharing

High ( 9) 6843, 3.08

Low (12) 58.9% 2.96
" U=43; NS

U=27; p<&.10°$.05

TABLE 52

SCHOOL DISCREPANCY BETWEEN TEACHERS PERCE!VED AND DESIRED
PERSONAL |NFLUENCE RELATED TO INNOVATION AND SHARING

Staff Staff

Discrepancy (N) Innovation Sharing

High (11) 56.2% 2.67

Low (10) 70.5% 3.38
U=21; p<.05 U=28; p<.05
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tn Table 52 it is clear that when a staff has minimal feelings of dis-
crepancy between actual and desired influence arrangements in the school,
there is likely to be more staff innovation and sharing of professional
practices. Both dependent variables manifest statistically significant
associatlons in this regard, Neither a staff's feelings of personal
influence or discrepancy about influence is significantly related to
alienation from school.

The third measure of common staff attitudes used - here is based
upon teachers' perceptions of the school's demands upon them to conform
to certain professional standards. All social organizations establish
" norms and ruleé that solicit member conforﬁity; some of these g;ow out
of supervigory regulations while others are more vaguely located in
the "'system'" or in the pattern of peer relations. |In this study, the
latter form of felt demands for conformity is defined in terms of staff
feelings that.there is: (a) a general expectation that teachers should
adjust to the school system rather than change it; and (b) a perception
of a general tone of discouragement of dissent. Teachers were asked to
indicate to what extent the following statements characterizé the pro-

fessional climate of their school.

1. Teachers are expected to adjust to the school system
rather than change it.

2. Teachers can achieve their educational goals enly if
they ''fit in'' as persons.

3. Teachers have ideas about the school which they don't
express in publicy ' :

L. Teachers who don't ' fit in'' are rejected.

5. There are pressures on teachers not to deal with contro-
versial matters.
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RThe scale of demand for conformity is derived from these items in the
same way as earlier scales of alienation; then individual teachers
scores are combined to produce a staff mean. It is expected that the
more a staff feels that the climate In a school demands cbnfarmity to
established procedures, the less that staff will innovate and share new
or unusual professional practices and the more it will be alienated
from the school system.

Data relevant to the relationship between thése perceived demands

and staff innovation and sharing are presented in Table 53,
(Table 53 here)

This table demonstrates that a staff's perception of systemic demands

to conform are negaEive]y and significantly related to innovation.
Those schools where staffs see fewer or lesser demands for conformity
have more professional. innovation. Although other data in the table are
not quite statistically significant, a similar trend is apparent with
regard to staff sharing. These data tend to support the notion that
high conformity expectations or demands inhibit a staff's willingness

to experiment with new ideas and may constrain the discussion of such
ldeas with collieagues. There is also a significantly positive relation
between staff feelings of a high demand for COnFormfty and stgff aliena-
tion (p.7 .05). This finding is consistent with our expectations and
‘with organ{zational literature discussing the relationship between

- bureaucratic demands for conformity and member feeiiﬁgs of dissatisfac-

tion and non-involvement.

In summary, it appears that these measures of the central tendencies

of staff attitudes are related to school measures of innovation. Staff
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TABLE 53

STAFF MEANS OF PERCEIVED DEMAND FOR CONFORMITY RELATED TO
STAFF INNOVATION AND SHARING

Demand for

Conformity (N)  Staff Infovation ~ Staff Sharing °
Low (12) 67.5% 3.30
High (9 " 57.0% 2.63
U=26;p >.05 U=32;p% .10 <.054
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pérceptions of greater influence, of relatively low discrepancy between
perceptions and preferences in this matter and of less stringent demands
for professional conformity are all positively associated with staff
innovation, Indices of staff sharing are significantly associated only
with a minimal discrepancy regarding influence, and are not related sig-
nificantly to the other variables. Staff alienation from school is
positively and significantly associated with perceived demands for con-
formity, strongly suggesting that such standards and requirements not -
only depress creativity but inhibit the building of strong staff com-
mitments and loyalties. This finding is also congruent with earlier
concerns regarding thé'necessity for some degree of professional autonomy

consistent with a staff commitment to full professional role development.

Staff Consensus and Dissensus

One important strategy for inquiring into the organizational climate
of a social system is to assess the degree to which a staff agrees on im-
portant aspects of their social system. ‘Certainly the staff's range or
central tendency on key varigbles is critical, but staff agreement or
disagreement as such should also be important. An organization whose
members agree on various conditions and aspects of the climate within
which they operate is likely to be different from another organization
whose members do not seem-to- be able to reach a consensus on what kind of
a climate surrounds them. A high degree of consensus might be an index
or manifestation of the existence of clarity about well-established norms
or regularity about channels of interaction. Such clarity should make
it easier for each teacher to know where he stands and thereby should
promote professional innovation and sharing and decrease allenatlion among

the entire staff.
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A1l members of the staffs rin the schools under study were asked to
indicate their perceptions of various aspects of school 1ife including
the school's‘objectives and goals and Its organizational character.

Then staffs which respond with a high degree of agreement or consensus
are compared to those‘legs agreement or more dissensus,

Responses to the diagram of staff soclal relationships represent
one effort in this direction. The data relating the degree of staff
agreement upon the diagrams selected to school level dependent variables

is presented in Table Gk,
(Table 54 here)

: These data indicate that a staffé degree of agreement on the selection

of a school diagram is significantly and positively related to staff
sharing, but not to inmnovation. There is no apparent association between
the level of staff consensus on this variable and sfaff alienation from
school.

A second variable which seems relevant in this regard is the staff's -
educational objectives. To the extent that a staff can agree upon certain
objectives they should share professional perspectives and be able to
collaborate more effectively. Data in this regard are presented in Table 55.

(Table 55 here)
fabie 55 sﬁggegfé a EFehd that ig ;n direct disagreement with the above
expectations., Staffs where there is a low degree of agreement on educa-
tional objectives tend to innovate and share more than staffs with a high
degree of agreement. It is possible that substantial agreement on attitu-
dinal or ideological perspectives such as these may act as a constraint on

the development of new and different ideas. |In a sense, a healthy degree

of philosophical pluralism may be the optimal professional climate for



TABLE 54 .

AGREEMENT ON STAFF DIAGRAM RELATED TO
STAFF INNOVATION AND SHARING

Degree of Agreement . _Staff Staff
on Staff Diagram (N) Innovation Sharing
High agreement (10) 63.2% 3.40
Low agreement (11) ' 62.8% 2,65

U=49; NS ~U=31;p>.05

TABLE 55

AGREEMENT ON SCHOOL OBJECTIVES RELATED TO
STAFF INNOVATION AND SHARING

Degree of Agreement Staff Staff
on Objective (N)  Innovation Sharing
High agreement (1) 59.,4% 2,67
Low agreement (10) 67.0% 3.33

U=38; NS U=31; p>.10<.05
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inventive thinking and acting. Staff alienation from school, however,
demonstrates a minor but negative association with degree of consensus

on objectives; staffs with a low degree of agreement show more alienation
(p. <.05>.1). This finding is consistent with expectations regarding
the socially diséntegrative effe;ts of philosophicél divergency in a
staff,

In the previous section of this chapter it is reported that staff
perceptions of school demands for conformity are negatively related to
staff innovation. In Table 56 the degree of staff agreement upon per-
ceived school demands far conformity are reiated to organizational inno-

vation and sharing.
(Table 56 here)

The trend of the data in this table suggest that the higher the degree

of staff agreement on how severe or relaxed the professional conformity
pressures are in a school, the more staff innovation there is. Since
perceived demands for a great deal of conformity is shown in Table 53 to
be negatively related to innovation the finding here can be interpreted
in two ways: (]).high agreement ig in fact agreement on low demands for
conformity; or (2) high agreement means substantial public knowledge that
these are demands for conformity, and this knowledge frees teachers to
identify its sources, to attempt to get around it, and to innovate
despite it. There are no associations between the degree of staff agree-

-ment on this variable and professional sharing or alienation from school.

In summary, it appears that degree of staff agreement on the character
of the organization is occasionally but not consistently related to pro-
fessional innovation and sharing. Agreement on the diagram of staff social

relations is positively related to staff sharing)and agreement on
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TABLE 56

AGREEMENT ON DEMANDS FOR CONFORMITY RELATED TO
' STAFF TNNOVATIONS AND SHARING

Degree of Agreement Staff Staff
on Demands (N) Innovation Sharing
High Agreement (11) 67.6% 3.22
Low Agreement (10) 57.9% - 2.78

Um29;p >.10¢ .05 U=47; NS
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perceived demands for conformity tends to be related to innovation.

But & high degree of staff agreement on school objectives tends to

be negatively related to innovation and sHaring. It would seem tha£ in
this section too few relations are statistically significant, and those
that are significant are not consistent enough to permit any very con-

-~

fident interpretation of the findingé.

Summary of the Organizational Climate

Three different ways of inquiring into a school's organizational
climate are explored in this chapter. In general, the attembt is to
proceed at an organizational level of analysis by using variables that
go beyond individual responses and preferences, These organizational
measures include various aspects of the staffs’ sociometric choice
patterns, such as the variance and reciprocality of choices received
and the correlation between different choice dimensions. Further, they
include the computation of staff means of individual teacher attitudes
regarding actual and desired influence on school matters and perceived
demands for professional and social conformity. Finally, assessments
are made of the degree of consensus in a staff regarding the character
of peer relatfoné,educat?onal orientations and demands for conformity
that exist in a school. All of these variables are considered with re-
spect to their association with dependent variable measures of the percent
of teachers in a school who innovate and the mean level of teacher sharing
in a school. In addition, an index of staff alienation for each school
Is computed by taking the mean of individual teachers' scores on that
alienation scale described earlier. |

THe various manipulations of sociometric data do not result in con-

sistently significant findings regarding their relation to staff alienation



175
or professional innovation and sharing. In most casés, however, there
are”élight trend§ to the data that support the expectations that greater
dfffuseness, greater mutuallty or reciprocity and greater interrelatedness
of choice patterns are related positively t0'stéff inncvation and sharing
and related negatively to staff alienation from school. But their trends
are not statistically significant and cannot be considered as more than
suggestive. |

The measures of staffs' central tendencies more often exhjﬁit
significant associations with the dependent variables, but thesé find-
ings are not general and inclusive. Staff feelings of personal in-
fiuence on local policy-making, for instance,'are not related signifi-
cantl;'to‘innovation and sharing. However, the existende of a dis--
crepancy between actual and preferred lnfluenceijs significantfy related
to both dependent variables: staffs manifesting more minimal dliscrepancies
engage in more professional innovationrand sharing. Neither of these
two concerns about perr or influence is re]atéd to a staff's seﬁse of
alienation. The third central tendency measure, a:staff's perception -
of a high demand for professional and social conformity, is negatively
related to staff innovation and positively related to alienation from
school.

The degree to which staff members agree upon tHe character of certain
scﬁool variables Is the third method used to assess the climate of an
educational organization. Staffs with a higher degree of teacher agree-
ment on the map best representiﬁg their staff -relations, engage in more
sharing than do staffs with less égreanent. Moréover, staffs with

greater consensus on their perceptions of organizational demands for con-

formity engage:in more professiona} innovation and sharing than staffs
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with less consensus on this variable. It seems that teacher agreement
on the character of their social and professional environment may permit
them to utilize these environs to their advantage. Where the schoo!
environment is not berceived clearly, or is not perceived in common,

it may be more difficult for a staff to collaborate in any mutual en-
deavor'and/orvtorsupport members' innovative pursuits,

It is clear that expected associations among these variables con-
sidered at the organiéational level of analysis are not consistently
confirmed. Part of the explanation for these results may lie in some
of the methods used here.  For instance, it may be quite inadequate
to characterize an organizational unit by summiﬁg or averaging the
attitude scale responses of all the members of the organization. The
organization is more than that, it is also'an ongoing set of rules of
behavior traditions, norms and goals. It is also probable that some
of the non-significant findings and trends are a function of the
relative homogeneity of the schools in this sample. .Despite'original'
hopes for a broad sample, these relatively traditional middle-class
and lower-middle class school systems place staff members in similar
roles in fairly similar buildings. It may well be that there are
limited organizational dimensions upon which these schools differ very
greatly. |f this is the case, not only may the variables used here
inadequately tap the oréanizational qualities of these schools, but the&
may also survey a relatively prescribed and perhaps iﬁappropriate range
of dimensions of relatively alike organizationsul Although a sample of
499 teachers is large enough tb permit a broad'range.of reéponses, the
sample of organizational units is only 21, and it ﬁay be that a nquer

of non-significant trends and minor relations would have become more
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-significant with a targer as well as more<diVerse sample.

There are several circumstances in which the independent variable-
responses are highly skewed, showing Tittle response variation across
different staffs. 1In this connection may lie a potential explanation
to the most perpleiing question of ali: why do certain variables
related to indlvidual teacher innovation fail to re]ate.to organizat ional
innovation? In sevér;l-cases it appears that there is greater response
variation wifhln schools;than'amqng schools. For instance, consider
the variable of teacher influence on the curriculum: Table 57 presents
the mean and variance scores wjtﬁin all 21 schools on this variable, The
difference bethen_the'smallest mean (1.73) and the largest mean (2.40)
is only .67, a very small range. IHoreover, the variance between schoo ls
heans is only “17. Eleven Qf the schools have a within-school variance
greater than the range, and all the schools have within-school variances

greater than the between-schools variance.
(Tabie 57 here)

A similar pattern emerges with respect to other of the independent -
variables examined in this chapter. In order for this organizational

analysls to be meaningful, a pattern would have had to emerge within each

school, and some different patterns emerge in different schools. |In other

words, we had hoped' for a relatively small variance within schools and a

relatively large variance-between schools; the reverse occurred far too

often. Obviousliy we could not expect that the school mean would vary along

the entire response range, but we did hope for more differences than

occurred.



178

TABLE 57

STAFF MEAN AND VARIANCE SCORES FOR TEACHER
INFLUENCE ON THE EURRICULUM

School Mean Variance
01 2.05 72
02 1.82 .51
03 1.79 .67
ok 2,00 .52
05 2.12 .63
06 2.00 ' .63
07 2.08 .86
08 1.83 .69
09 2.00 .78
10 1.89 : 72
1 2.00 .60
12 1.78 .79
13 1.73 .75
14 2.19 .66
15 2.09 .67
16 1.80 .75
17 2.40 JTh
18 2.05 .72
19 2.00 73
20 2.05 - .38
21 1.79 .67
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In summary, there seem to be three general>exp]anation5 for the ,
number of non-significant findings reported in this chapter, and they
are not mutually exc]usivé: (1) inappropriate variables and/or

" measures were selected to -survey the organizational climate; (2) or-
ganizational variables of the type and complexity reviewed here do not
have a consistent association with degrees of staff innovation and
Qharing; .(3) the schoois in this sample aré ‘too few ‘and tob alike to
provide enough of a range;'the’schpols are more alike than different

on these variables and the teachers in these schools are more differ-

‘ent than alike.



CHAPTER VI
TEACHER - PRINCIPAL RELATIONS

The principal is the formal and legitimately designated leader of
professional activities tn the locailschool organization. As such, he has
a wide range of responsibilities including: encouraging and maintaining
high standards of student performance; recruiting and directing effective
administrative personne! and services; building collaborative relations
with colleagues in other buildings and administrative offices; estab-
lishing liaison and leadership Foles with school-community organizatlons
and relations; performing professioﬁa] educational activities with his
teaching staff; and providing and maintaining supportive and productive
' reiations.among the teachers in his staff. .In different schools principals
give different priorities to one or another of these general role fesponsi-l
bilities., Since our focus in this stgdy is Upon peer and organizational
structures associated with teachers' full professional role performance,
we are particularly concerned with the last two principal réle alternatives,
Teachers' percepfions and attitudes regarding their principal’'s
role behavior are likely to affect their perception of his priorities or
his commitment to their interests and concerns. In addition, teacHeré'
views of the principal's actual influence ability - his ability to make
his views and ideas felt both inside and outside of the school afe likely
to affect their reaction énd relation to him in school. In turn, these
feelings about school leadership patterns can be gxpected to influence
teachers' own professional role behavior, Despite the importancé of teachers'

views of principals, the dynamics of staff - principal interaction are
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certainly reciprocal. The way principals view their teachers is important,
and the interaction among these mutual perceptions is also critical., The
extent . to which the principal's own goals and those of his staff are con-
gruent, for instance, should affect fhe Qegree'tOTWhich they can work
together, and the freedom teachers feel to.trust and rely upoﬁ the:
principal.  Throughout this chapter we will continue to focus upon the
organizational and personal.relevance'df these  issues .for the dependent
indices of teachers' professional innovétion and sharing and thelr
sense of alienatlion from school. |
Teachers who view their principal as behaving in a way that en-
courages an open and professionally productive atmosphere should be more
likely to innovate and share teaching practices than their colleagues
who see the.principal as closed to them or as non-supportive 6f their
growth concerns. Moreover, teachers with the latter cluster of views are
more likely to be alienated from the schodl; Principals who are seen as
having power or influence upwards in the school system, i.e., principals
who are seen as able to represent and exert  influence in their teachers'
interests should be moré Ijkely.to have staffs who are highly involved
in life at the school and who engage in greater amounts of profess;onal
innovation and sharing. Principals who exert'minimal influence internally,
i.e., who guarantee staff autonomy by not strongly persuading or coercing
teachers, are more likely to encourage greater profeséional'ro1e behavior.
The categories of principal behaviers that are relevant to these concerns

are spelled out below.
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Staff views of the principal

Principal's role behavior:

1. Support for professional development

2. Personal relations.

3. Shared decision=making power with staff
b, Accessibility

5. Closeness of supervision

Principal's upwards.and‘ddwnwards influence

In addition to staff views-oF‘the prinﬁipal, the principal's own
background and orientation are Iikeﬁy'to have some effect on staff
patterns of innovation and sﬁaring. Although these- personal attributes
and priorities are not lTikely tbﬂhavé véry.powerfﬁl effects on staff
behavieor they do seem appropriatélto cafegoriéé and test. The reason
for our expectation of minimal ef%e;g in this regard is that the most
powerful variables seem to be the,teacheré' own phenomoﬁology - their per-:
ceptions and/or interpretatioﬁs of ‘a pr}héipal's commitments .and behaviors;
not his-self report. Neverthé}éés;'in'qn attempt to test this proposition,
‘and moreover to get some general view of what these principals seem Fo bé
like from their cwn point of viéw, the-?o]lowing personal dimensions are
" reviewed;

Principal, backérodnd and-orientations

I, Educational pruoritles and objectives

2. Professional role definition

3. Pegrceptions and preferences regarding

his own -influence
The principal and his staff-of teachers exist together in the school, and,

for better or worse they must_réfate”to one another. The more they can
share perceptions .and interpretations of the purposes and structures in which
they are engaged the better they should be able to collaborate in meeting each

other's needs and goals. |In order to review this potentiality we asked

principals to respond to a number of the same questions that were posed to
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teachers. In other areas, we asked principals to estimate the way(s) that
their staff would respond to certain questions. As a result, there are
several indices of principal-staff mutuality or congruence as follows:

Principal-staff congruence

1. Staff sociometric leaders

2. Professional innovators

3. Ways teachers spend their time daily

L, School priorities and objectives

In 21 different schools there must be almost as many different

principal styles.and as many patterns of principal staff collaboration
or interaction and mutual adjustment. in terms of the large number of
negative findings.reported in Chapter V, we will not expect very many
powerfully explicative relationships at the organizational level of
analysis, but we will continue to explore the data relevant to both the

organizational and personal dimensions of the social structure and pro-

fesslonal role relations of these actors in educational systems.

Staff Views of the Principal

It is clear that the way teachers view their princibai is likely to
have an-important influence upon their own school-related attitudes and
behavior, Several dimensions of principal role behavior are examined here;
all focus upon aspects of leadership . in a‘professional.bureaucracy. To
the extent that this professional bureaucracy remains growth-oriented and
open to mutual influence attempts, teachgrs will be likely to be full and
satisfied role occupants in it. The varied.aspects of the principal's
leadership role.in the school assessed.here include his supportiveness in
professional matters, the personal or.impersonal quality of his inter-
status relations, .his willingness to share decision making .power, his
general accessibility.or availabliity to teachers, aﬁd the closeness of his

supervision., |In addition, the principal's ability to exert influence on
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decision making processes within his s;aff and 'with his ewn supervisory
co!leagues.is assessed. In all cases in this:section our data comes from
teacher pérceptions of principal styles and behaviors.

Teachers' views of the principal's concern and support for their pro- -
fessional grOWth and development is assessed by responses to the following
items; agreement signifies principal support and leadership in professional

matters.

The principal encourages and supports new
ways of teaching.

The principal encourages continued professional
training.

The principal helps teachers deal with their
classroom problems.

The principal brings educational literature,
conferences, etc., to the attention to teachers.

Tables 58A and 588 present the relationship between teacher responses
to this scale of principal behavior and their own professional role
activity.

(Tables 58A and 58B here)

fhe data in Table 58A indicate clearly that there is no relation between
teéchers' perceptions of the principal's support for innovation and their

own efforts in this régard.‘ Chesler (1966) éfso ;eports nonsignificant.
resulfs with a similar scale, although he finds that the stem 'Has con- |
structive suggestions to offer teachers in dealing with their problems' is
significantly related to teacher innovatﬁpn (p.<.05). In Table C8B théré
appears to be a‘nonsignificant'but positiye trend to the association between
perceptions of subpqrtive principal behaQior and teacher shar}ng of‘clagsrobm

practices.
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TABLE 58A

TEACHER PERCEPTION OF PRINCIPAL PROFESSIONAL SUPPORT
RELATED TO INNOVATION

Principal Support Innovation .
No Yes Total
(N=138) {N=232) (370)
Low 38% 62%  (N=151)
Med i'um 37% 63% (N=169)
High 36% 64% . (N= 50)
x? = .05; NS
TABLE 58B

TEACHER PERCEPT!ON OF PRINCIPAL PROFESSIONAL SUPPORT
RELATED TO SHARING

Principal Support ‘ Sharing .o
Low High Total
- (N=166) (N=202) (N=368)
Low 50% 50% (N=146)
Med ium by 56% (N=170)
High 36% - 6hr o (N= 52)

X =3.1; p.<.1>.05
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The degree to which the principallis seen to engage in behavior that

encourages informal and warm personal relations between himself and his

staff is assessed by the following items:

The principal demohstrates a warm personal
interest in the staff members.

Teachers call the principal by his first
name. :

Relationships between the principal and
" teachers are formal.

The principal calls. teachers by their
first names.

The data indicate that there are no significant associations between
teachers' responses on this dimension of principal-staff relations and
pheir innovation or sharing of teaching practices.

The third dimension of principal-teachef relations assessed here is °
the degree to which the principal is seen as sharing his decision maki&g
power with téachers.- The degree to which the principal is seen to share

such power is measured by teacher responses to the following items:

The principal seeks suggestions from
teachers,

The principal consults with teachers
before making major decisions at
school.

Tables 59A and 59B present the data indicating no sighificant relation
between teachers' perceptions of thelr principal's consultation or elicita-

tion of their concerns or wisdom and professional innovation and shafing.
(Tables 59A and 59B here)

The fourth majar dimension of princlpal behavior reviewed concerns
the degree to which teachers feel that the principal is interested and
availabie for discussion with them. Teacher views regarding the accessi-
bility of their principal for advice and influencelis assessed by asking

staff meﬁbgrs whether:



TABLE 59A

TEACHER PERCEPTION OF PRINCIPAL:SHARING OF POWER
RELATED TO INNOVAT.ION

Degree of Shared Power Innovation .
' No Yes Total
(N=132)  (N=225) (N=357)
High Sharing 316% 64% (N=214)
Low Sharing - 38% 62%  (N=143)
X2 = 0.2; NS
TABLE 59B

TEACHER PERCEPTION OF PRINCIPAL SHARING OF POWER
. RELATED TO SHARING '

Degree of Shared Power ~ Sharing
Low High . Total

(N=159)  (N=199)  (N=358)

High Sharing 5y 59% (N=215)

Low Sharing Loy 51% (N=143)

X2 = 2,04; NS
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Teachers feel that it is all right to
ask the principal for help.

The principal has ample time for conver-
sation with teachers.

Neither dependent variable s associated significantly with such assess-
ments of principal accessibility.

The final dimension of principal-teacher relations concerns the
degree to which staff members feel the principal closely supervises their
classroom and organizational performance. The items uti]ized’to assess

this variable include:

The principal checks closely on teachers'
classroom performance. ‘

The principal allows teachers to violate
minor rules.

Parallel to the -above findings, there are no significant and important .
associations between this independent variable and dependent perfermance
measures. These negative findings are evidently quite consistent across
all five dimensions or variables of principal behavior,

In addition to concerns about the relations of these dimensions of
perceived behavior to professional role performance, we are interested in
the extent ‘to which such principal-teacher variables may be related to
teachers' feelings of alienation from school. Summaries of chi square

operations performed with these data are presented in Table 60.
(Table 60 here)

With the exception of principal accessfbi]ity to his staff, each dimension
of perceived principal behavior is significantly associated with teachers'
alienation from school. Teachers who.perceive their principal as more
supportive of .their professional growth are less likely to feel alienated

from school; teachers who feel their principal is more personal and



SUMMARY OF CHI-SQUARElTABULATIONS RELAT ING

TABLE 60.

TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF .PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR
TO ALIENATION FRQOM SCHOOL

Dimension of ‘Principal

Behavior Related to X2 Level of

Alienation ' Value - DF Significance Djrection
Professional Support 23.8 t2 £.01 Negative
Personal Relations 16.2 . 2 .01 Negative
Sharing of Power 16,1 - 2 <.01 Negative
Accessibility .8 2 " NS

Close Supervision 18.9 2 <. 01 Negative
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informal, shares decision making power to a greater extent and supervises
them more closely also are less alienated. The last finding contradicts
our expectations, which suggested that less supervision would lead to le§s
alienation. However, this population may experience such supervision as
helpful and interpret it as a gesture of concern and support rather than
distrust or coercion,

The principal's ability to influence school policy by making his
.Edeas felt both within the school and with his supervisors is another
variable investigated here. Data relevant to staff perceptions of this

influence is reported in Tables 61A and 61B, 62A and 628,
(Tables 61A and 61B, 62A and 62B here)

Staff members who see their principal as having substantial upwards in-

fluence relative to the superintendent appear to innovate and share

I

slightly more often than those who see the prinicipal ;s haviné little
upwards influence. The relationship between upwards influence and inno-
vation is statistically significant (p.<{.05) for secondary school teachers,
who we may expect to be in closer proximity to the superintendent andﬁthere;
fore desiring greater insulation and security. With regard to downward
influence, the data indicate that teachers who sgé their principals as
having or exerting minimal downwards influence tend to innovate slightly
more often. There does not appear to be any meaningfulltrend to the daté~
regarding the sharing of teaching practices. These dimensions of the
principal's perceived influence ability are not associated significantly

-wWith teachers! alienation from scheol.

in summary, it appears that none of these teacher perceptions of

principal behavior and style are associated significantly with professional
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TABLE -61A

* TEACHERS' PERCEPTION OF PRINCIPAL'S UPWARDS [NFLUENGE
B RELATED TO INNOVATION :

'Perceptionuof PrincipaI‘s ' . Innovation
Influence - Yes ' No Total
((N=224) (N=133)  (N=357) .
lLess Than Superintendent - 6hy 363 (N=162)
$ame:as Superintendent 57% 43% (N=138)
. More than Superintendent - 7h% . 25% (N= 57)

x? = 4.75; p.<.10 2.05

TABLE 61B

TEACHERS' PERCEPTION OF PRINCIPAL'S UPWARDS INFLUENCE
RELATED TO SHARING

‘Perception of Principal's . Sharing _
Influence . Low ‘High Total
| (N=160)  (N=198) (N=358)
Less Than Superintendent L8y - 523 (Ne163)
Same as Superintendent L6y 4% (N=130)
More Than Superintendent 32% 68% (N= 57)

x% = 4.70; p. .10 .05
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TABLE 62A

TEACHERS' PERCEPTION OF PRINCIPAL'S DOWNWARDS INFLUENCE
RELATED TO INNOVATION

Perception of Principal's Innovation

Influence Yes No Total
. (N=226) (N=135) (N=361)
Less Than Teachers 78% 22% {N= 36)
Same as Teachers 6L 36% (N=134)
More Than Teachers 59% % (N=191)

X2 = 4.97; p.£.10 .05

TABLE 628

TEACHERS' PERCEPTION OF PRINCIPAL'S DOWNWARDS INFLUENCE
RELATED TO SHARING

Perception of Principal's Sharing
Influence Low High Total
(N=162) (N=200) (N=362)
Less Than  Teachers 37% 63% (N= 41)
Same as Teachers 47% 53% (N=130)
More Than Teachers 45% 55% (N=191)
2

X= =1.37; NS
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~innovation and sharing. Thgse bureaucratic elements of professional
leadership are not related to teacher role perfgrmance, élthough they are -
related to teacher Fee]ing§~of alienation from school. Perceptions of
influence and power, however, although not statistically significant, do
stress the:importance of a prTncipal who can ‘represent his staff ex-
ternally or mediate outsidé influence,vas well as brovide freedom for staff
influence within; It may-be‘that the-éxertion-of minimal internal in-
fluence is a.phenomenon consistent with the apparent frrelevénce of

teacher perceptions of other aspects ofileadership behavior.

Principal Background and Orientation

There -are -20 prinéipalslin this sample of 21 5chool$; one adminis-
trator has the responsibility fqr supervising . two SChéols. Most of the
-principals are males in their mid-forty's. Some arevbrand'new in this
role, others have.been principals for over 13 years. Elght priﬁcipals
have been in their present school for less thén 3 years aﬁd 5 have been
principals &f their school for over 10 years.. o

When asked to indicate the learning emphases lchgracferistic of theéir
school, the majority.of principals select as,priorltiés intellectual ‘goals;
‘and the majority again.emphasize these orientations when selecting primary
objectives for the years éhead. The improvement of academic achievement
at all’levels and increasiﬁg motivation and desire to learn are the most
commonly felt objectives for these principafs as weli as for their teachers.
Despite the apparent relevance of these.priorities, the ‘data in Table 63
indicaté‘there is no re]atfdn between such pr}ncipal pfioritieg and staff
innovation and sharing. |

(Table 63 here)
One of the important dimensions of staff re]atiohg we .have examined Is

the teachers' perceptions of the principal's leadership style. 1n general,



TABLE 63

PRINCIPAL PRIORITY ON SCHOOL OBJECTIVES OF INCREASING

MOTIVATION TO LEARN AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
RELATED TO STAFF INNOVATION AND SHARING

Priority - , Staff Staff”
Leve! N Innovation Sharing
Low 7 63.3% 3.15
High 8 65.9% 3.16

U= 23; NS U = 23; NS

194



195

these perceptions have not been associated with professional leadership
style, innovation an& sharing. Now we review the reciprocal perceptual
relationship; the relation between how the principal‘perceives his role
relations with his staff and their professional behavior. In an attempt
to view such concerns principals were asked to respond to the following

items:

What my teaching staff think is very important
to me.

! am close to the teachers in my school

1 enjoy working in this school system.

A positive response to all three indicates the principal feels he is
highly oriented to the importance of teacher concerns and responses.
Table 64 presents the relation between these principal role orientations
and staff innovation and sharing.
. (Table 6@ here)

Neither alienation nor innovation is significantly related to the
principal's orfentation toward his staff, but there is a slight trend
for staff sHaring to be negatively related to this variable. Principals
who are less concerned about and close to their teachers have staffs with
a slightly higher sharing rate. This result, although neither expected nor
significant, is consistent with some of the other negative results regarding
the effect of the principal's role vis-a-vis teachers innovation and
sharing.

The principal's own perception of his power in the school system is
also likely to influence the way he operates as a staff leader and how he
is experienced by his teachers. The pattern of perceived and desired in-

fluence reported by principals is presented in Figure 4.

(Figure &4 here)
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TABLE 64

PRINCIPAL'S ROLE ORIENTATION WITH TEACHERS
RELATED TO STAFF INNOVATION AND SHARING

Principal's Role ~ Staff Staff
Orientation N - Innovatioen Sharing

High teacher
.orientation 9 61.0 2,70

Low teacher

orientation 8 . 68.8 3.45

U-26: NS U=16:p £.1 >».05
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_ Figure 4

PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS AND PREFERENCES OF VARIOUS PARTIES' INFLUENCE
ON SCHOOL POLICY

School Board

-t

Superintendent

1

Self’
Teachers
+ —+ +
NONE "LITTLE SOME GREAT DEAL
(0.0) (1.0) (2.0) (3.0)

perceived influence

----------- preferred influence
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In many respects the principals' perceptions and prefereﬁces are quite like
the teacher .preferences presented in Figure 3‘on page 109 of this report.
There is a consistent perception that persons occupying roles higher in
the-administrative hierarchy exert more influence than persons occupying
lower status roles. Moreover, there is consistent dissatisfaction with
this state of affairs; there is a clearly and consistently expressed
desire for the influence of persons higher in the administéative hierarchy
to be'diminished, and for the influence of those persons at lower levels
and in the local schools to be increased;--

The principal's perception of his upwards influence relative to the
superintendent and his downward influence relative to his teachers is
measured in the same way as teachers' perceptions of his influence. The
relations between a principal's perceived influence and staff innovation and

sharing are presented in Tables. 65A and 65B,
(Tables 65A and 65B here)

Whether the prinéipai perceives either his own upwards or downwards influence
as high or low does not appear to be associated with any greater or lesser

amounts of staff sharing or innovation.

Iﬁ summa?y, it appears that different principal conceptions or percep-
tions of their ﬁwn leadership style are not reflecfed in different staff
patterns of professional performance. "1t is clear that principals consider }
intellectual and academic puréuits to be of prime importance but these
priorities are not associated with staff innovation and sharing. Simifarly,
principals share with teachers the perception that influence on school
policy is: (1) distributed hierarchially, with graategt power centered in

those persons of highest status and most removed from the local school; and



- TABLE 65A

PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF HIS OWN UPWARDS INFLUENCE
" WITH THE SUPERINTENDENT RELATED TO STAFF
INNOVATION AND SHARING

‘Upwards Influence - . . Staff Staff

with Superintendent ~ N [: Innovation Sharing
. Low 9 64.0 2.80

High : 8 65.4 3.34

U=36: NS  U=27: NS

TABLE 65B

PRINCIPAL'S PERCEPTION OF HIS OWN -DOWNWARD INFLUENCE
WITH TEACHERS RELATED TO STAFF
o TNHQVATIONfAND SHARING:

Downward Influence ~ Staff - Staff
with Teachers N Innovation “Sharing
Low ' 12 - 63.5 3,28
High 5 66.6 2.53

U=25: NS U=17: NS
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(2) distributed unwisely, so that all prefer a redistribution favoring
greater power vested in the hands of the local administrator and his

staff.

Principal-Staff Congruence

Since the téachers and the principal in any building constitute the
bulk of the professional staff and resources available in the learning
environment, the manner in which they collaborate and cooperate is a
critical educational ‘concern. When the principal and hfs staff pefceive
the school socfa] system and school priorities in much the same way, they
are mofe likely to be able to collaborate effectively in working within
this social and nbrmative structure. Furthermore, it is apparent that
effective educational managers must be in touch with the standards and
relationships of their staff members. One important index of this aspect
of a managerial role is the degree of prinéipal knowledge about what's
going on in his staff. The scientific literature reviewed earlier suggests
that to the extent ?he principal is accurate about the character and or~
ganization of peer reIatfons, he }s in a better position to exert influence
on his staff if he so wishes. Agreement on the nature of the game is as
important in this respect as in our earlier discussion of congruence or
agreement émong teéchers themselves.

The first aspect of principal staff congruence assessed here is the
nomination of staff sociometric leaders. The principals were asked to
identify their sociometric choices on the three dimensions of communication,
influence and liking; and then a principal's nominations were compared with
. his staff's nominations on the same question. The principal receives |
point for each of his nominees who receives | nomination more than the
staff mean on the peer choice system; he receives 2 points for each of his

nominees who receive 2 nominations more than the staff mean of peer chdices;
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and he receives 3 points forlgach‘df his nominees who receives 3 or more
peer nominations more thaﬁ the staff:mean. Since the principal was

asked to nominaté.B teachers, he can Feceive up to a total of nine points;
on each dimension., The. sample of schools was divided on the basis of a
higher or lower principal score,'énd fab]es 66, 67 and 68 demonstrate-

the relations between such principal-staff congruence and Staff inno-

vation and sharing.

-(T;bles 66, 67, anﬁ.68 herg)
In general there is a sfight trend indicating that.cdﬁgruenéevon this.
aspect of the sch091 social structure is associated wlth'greater gtaff
innovation and shéring. This trend is statisticélly significant, however,
only in the case of liking'preferences. .It also appears that this trend
Is stronger in rela£ion té staff sharing than staff innovation. The
greater potency of assocjation-between sociometric variables-and.sharing
has been a consistent'findiﬁg'throughout tﬁg study.

These trends and.significant findings also are reflected in fhe |
relation between thé degrees of princiéa]-staff agreement regarding in-
novat ive teachers and staff innpvatio;rand ;haringl Each principal was
" asked to nominate those staff mémbers who they saw as most active in

innovating classroom practices, and teachers were asked the same question:

We are interested. in significant classroom
practices for improving pupil learning or
motivation to learn. On this roster of staff
members of this school please indicate any
significant classroom practices you know
téachers are using or have used. Please write
a brief description of the practice next to
each teachers' name if you can.

Only seven principals made such nominations and those who were congruent

with thelr staffs are in schools with a slightly greater percentage of
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TABLE 66

PRINCIPAL-STAFF CONGRUENCE ON COMMUNICATION-SOCIOMETRIC
RELATED.TO STAFF [INNOVATION AND SHARING

Degree of ' Staff Staff

Congruence N “'nnovation ' Sharing
High Congruence (8) 64.4y - 3.1
Low Congruence A7 61.4% : 2.74

U=22;NS  U=18; p<:10 ».05

TABLE 67

PRINCIPAL-STAFF CONGRUENCE ON INFLUENCE SOCIOMETRIC
RELATED TGO STAFF INNOVATION AND SHARING ‘

Degree of Staff ' Staff
Congruence N Innovation Sharing
High Congrﬁence {10) 66.8% . 3.27
Low Congruence ( 6) 61.5% 2.75 °

U=22:NS U=17:NS

TABLE 68

PRENCIPAL-STAFF CONGRUENCE ON LtKING SOCIOMETRIC
RELATED TO STAFF INNOVATION AND SHARING

Degree of Staff Staff
Congruence "N Innovation , Sharing
High Congruenée (6) 65.0% 3.56
Low Congruence (6) ‘54, 3% 2.04

U=6; p <.05- U=0; p.<.00l
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innovation (75.7%) than those principals with a low degree of such inno-
vation (62.5%). However, this difference is not statistically significant,
no doubt due to the small samplie of principals responding.

O0f perhaps greater interest is the comparison between staff inno-
vation and sharing in those schools in which the principal responds to
that question and in those schools in which he did not. These data are
presented in Table 69, |

(Table 69 here)

In schools in which the principal responds there ig significantly more
professional sharing than in schools where he does not respond. A
similar trend exists with regard to innovation, although the latter
findings do not approach statistical significance. Principal response

to that guestion may be interpreted as a sign of interest in the broad
issues of professional innovation and sharing. This interest may well be
evident to his staff, thus encouraging if not innovation, at least will-
Ingness to share innovations in public.

Another area of potential agreement or congruence relevant for our
concerns is principal and teacher perceptions of the way teachers spend
their day at school. Teachers and principals were asked a number of
questions about daily tasks, and their respective responses were assessed
for congruence. Then such congruence or lack-of congruence was related to
staff inno&ation and sharing. Findings using two of the most illustrative

stems are presented in Table 70.

(Takle 70 here)
It is interesting that high and low principal-staff congruence on these two -

stems are related very differently to the dependent variables. Lower



TABLE 69

PRINCIPAL RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR IDENTIFICATION OF‘
STAFF INNQVATORS RELATED TO STAFF INNOVATION AND SHARING

Staff Staff
Response N Innovation Sharing
Made nominations (7) 68.1% 3,62
Did not make : o
nominations (14) 60.4% 2.70
' U=35;NS U=20; p.<.05
TABLE 70

PRINCIPAL-STAFF CONGRUENCE ON THE WAYS TEACHERS SPEND THEIR TIME

RELATED TO STAFF INNOVATION ANMD SHARING

Ways Teachers Spend

Their Time and Degree Staff Staff
of Congruence N Innovation Sharing
Teaching Students
Academic Materials
High Congruence (13) 63.3% 2.77
Low Congruence (" 4) 69.0% 3.96
U=193NS U=7; p.< .05
Keeping Records
and Administrative
. Duties
High Congruence (b) 66.3% 3.61
Low Congruence ( 5) G8.h% 2.23
U=8;NS U=2; p.& .05
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congruence seems to be relaté& positively to staff innovation and
especially sharing when it pertains to perceptions of the amount of
time spent teaching students academic materials; higher congruence seems
to be related positively to innovation and especially sharing when it
pertains to perceptions of the amount of time spent on keeping records.

It is quite provocative to consider what is occurring in those
cases where principal-staff disagreement tends to be related toc more
staff innovation and sharing. The sample is often too small and the
résults insignificant, so these data cannot be considered as unequlivocal
or unambiguous findings. But such results do provide some fruitful
avenues for speculation: it may well be that a.school staff and a
principal can collaborate without congruent perceptions of their environs; .
or, it may be that a staff can engage in innovation and sharing without
a high degree of over staff-principal cooperation and collaboration.

The final set of variables investigated with regard to the effect
of principal-staff congruence concern varicus ideological perspectives
and preferences for school priorities and objectives. In every case of
these dimensions of staff-prin¢ipal congruence insignificant results
were obtained with regard to their -effects upon innovation and sharing.
One of the potential reasons for this finding is also quite pertinent to
much of the other data in this section. In a sizable number of schools--
from 4 to 14 out of the total sample of 21, dependingupon the variable--
principals did not respond to the questions, Without principal response
no assessment of princlpal-stéff congruence can be made. Furthermore,
taking a single central tendency meaereras indicative of staff response
presents prcblems as well. |In some cases a clear central tendency does not
exist and substantial variation is unfertunately then reduced to create

a mean. The central tendency may be missing because: (1) on some questions .
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a great diversity of potentially discreet responses may be used by a
staff; and (2) on somé duestions.sub-groups of the staff may respond

very differently to a response continuum. |n this respect we encounter

a problem quite similar to-thé~genera1 issues regarding the ‘organiza-
tional Ieve]vof analysis treated in Chapter 5. For these various reasons
interpretation of the positfve,_negative and ambiguous findings In this

section must be treated very cautiously.

“In summary, where sufficient principal responses weré available to
permit the investigation of Qtaff-principal patterns of congruence.or
noncongruence the findings were ﬁiged. Some clear relationships.exist
between principal-staff congruence on staff-sociometric patterns and staff
innovation and sharing. Thé némiﬁation of best liked colleagues is the
most potent of these sociometric patterns. In some cases, notably with
respect to assessments of how teachers spend their time in school,
principal -staff congruénce is sIgnificanfly associated witﬁ both more and
less staff sharing. Underlying these findings are the general problems:
of the management of déta at aﬁ'organizational 1evellof analysis, further com-

‘plicated by a sometimes serfous lack of principal responses to guestions.

Summary of Teacher-Principal Relations

The findings in this chapter provide only minimal support for the
expected relations betweeﬁ principal style and teacher innovation and
sharing. The data regarding‘teacher perceptions of principal beh;vior are
particularly disappointing. Teacher perceptions of varioué aspects of
pr}ncipal organizational -leadership are not related to prqfessionaf inno-
vation and sh;ring. Principal professional support, infofma]ity in
relations, shared decision-hak}ng, accessibility and closéness of super-

vision are the elements of leadership in a professional bureaucracy that
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are so reviewed. Several of these elements are associated significantly
with teachers' feelings of élienétfon froﬁ school; teachers who pefceive
their principal as more supportiye, more personal, more opén to' shared
decision making and EOre closely supervising are less alienated. The

fact that several aspects of teacher perceptions of principal behavior”afe
related to alienation evenrfhough they are not related to inno@ation and
sharing suggests that the principal variables are potent in at least

some respects. |t may well.be that just those pafticular aspects of
leadership in a professional bureaucracy that are tested here are not
relevant for teacher role behavior. |

One element of perceived principal behavior that does demonstrate
a slight relation with professional role behavior is his upwards and down-
ward influenée on school policy. Teachers who feel thét their principal
has more influence with the superintendent are slightly more likely to
innovate and share new practices than are teachers who feel their.principal
has less external influence. Conversely, teachers who feel that their
principal has less influence with the teachers are more likely to‘innovate
than are teachers who feel thei;:principal'has more internal {nf1uence,
These findings lend partial confirmation to the notion that a brincipa]
must be seen as able to represent aﬁd'protect‘his‘StafF with extérné]
influence, but also seen as providing'freedom and lack of coercion in-
ternally.

It does not appear that principals' own perceptions or oriéntations‘
regarding their philosophy, feadership rote or influence ability are
associated with théir staff's professional innovation or sharing. These
findings are not surpriziﬁg, they are no doubt due partially to the small
sample of principals responding and the limited range of their responses.

Furthermore, teachers' behavior is more likely to be affected by their
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perceptions cf, and reactions to, the principal rather than by his self-
perception and self-report of his own intefests ana priorities,

The degree of perceptual and attitudinal congruence or agreement
between the principal and his'staff members has been suggested as an
important variable in school relations, C(ongruence, or the lack of it,
appeafs to_be re]evaﬁt with regard to the structure of peer liking in
sociometric relatiens. In schoofs where the principal and his staff
were in a high degree of congruence on the selection of liking leaders
there is sEgn{ficant]y greater staff innovation and Eharing. The degree
of staff-principal congruence on communication and fnfluence sociometrics
is not associated significantly with eithef innovation or sharing. Other
findings regarding the effects of principal-staff congruence are quite
mixed, sﬂggesting that: (1) sometimes congruence facilitates staff inno-
vation and sharing; (2) sometimes congruénce may inhibit or deter experi-
mentation and its public report; (3) congruénce on some variables is
simply irrelevant to the dependent variables under investigation here.

Throughout pdrtions of this chaptér problems of data analysis are
encountered which parallel those discussed at length in chapter five of
this report. The réduction of deviance creatéed by the usé of central
tendency measures and the limited range.differént school patterns avail-
able in the sample make use of the organizational level very difficult.
With regard to principal data, these problems ére complicated by a small
sample that is further diminished by a relatively low rate of questionnaire

completion.
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY

In this chapter we review the‘major theoretical principles and

the sample and methods util%zed in this study. Further, we review thé
empirical findings describing the roles played by individual teacher
backgrounds and prierities, school peer ana princfpal,relations, and the
school's organiiational climate in tﬁe facilitation or inhibition: of
teacher innovation and sharing. The céntral concern in this study has
been to understand those pérsonél andvérganizational ?ohditions.associ-
ated with the innovation-and sharing af classroom teaching practices.
By classroom teaching practices we mean the methods and techniques that
the teacher uses in his or her own classroom. Throughout this report we
have relied upon teachers' judgments ana self-reports of their own ‘ihno-
vativeness and their own views of school conditions, preferfing to work.
with these phenomenological aspects of the edﬁcationa! systém.-

The stimulation of innovative teach?ng seems to be a critical issue
in American schools since teachers constantly develop and must constantly
screen and improve new techniques and‘neﬁ stréfegies,for managing their
classrooms. Yoﬁngsters are always changing, the world they live In changes,
and the world of khowledge bertainly qﬁangés at such.a pace that to dény
or inhibit innovation inlthis impo;tant aspéét:of humaﬁ relationships is
to frustrate and stagnate the potential ity for continual student growth, .
But it is not enough for individual ‘teachers. to. be fnventive or innovative
in théir own private classrooms; it is alSd'imbo;tant that these practi-
tioners share thejr'néw ideas with their colleagﬁes. Only through this
process of sharing can peer expertise be_brbught‘to bear tobevaluate

critically and to support helpfully one another's work. Moreover, only
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through this public pro?ess can other teachers see and hear about im-
portant and exciting innovations an& thereby make informed decisions as

to whether they wish to adapt or adopt such technlques for their own
classroom usage. | |

The review of the theoretical and research literature relevant to

the management of educational organizations, the classroom teaching
process, and the study of innovations led us to a focus upon three

critical aspects of the school social organization. The first aspect

of course is the individual teacher; in this study we have inquired into
varied aspects of the teacher's ideological perspective, family back-
ground, educational background, teaching experience and certain personality
characteristics. A second major‘aSpect of this étudy has been the
character of teacher peer relations; notably the kinds of power and in-
fluence relations, exchange relations, 1iking patterns and feelings of
involvement and or alienation that exist in the staff of the local schoo]..
In addition to these individually reported aspects of peer relations, we
have also attempted to describe the organizaional climate of the school by
various group or organizational measures of peer-réelations. "The third
aspect of this study is the rele played by the schaol principal, the manager
of the lacal educational organization. We have inquired Into teachers®
‘views and perceptions of the principal, the principal's perception of his
own role, and those instances of perceptual and attitudinal consensus or
mutuality between teachers and principals. ThFOughQut the study we have
reliea upon data collected from 499 teachers in 21 elementary and secondary

schools in 3 communities in the Northern Midwest.

Summary of the Findings

With regafd to individual teacher characteristics, it is interesting

that age, sex, and length of time spent in the teaching profession do not
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relate significantly to teacher innovation and sharing of classroom
practices. However, some more specific aspects of experience such as
length of time teaching a specific grade or subject do re]age signifi-.
cantly and negatively to the innovation and sharing of tea;hfng practices.J
‘Teachers who are relatively new to the professfon but who have had some’
-specific experience teaching are likely to be most‘often involved in

trying out new ideas in their classroom and cﬁmmunicating these ideas

to their co]]eaéues.

"There 'does not appear to be any syétematic re]gtionship between
advanced educational training and profess}onal‘innovation and- sharing, but
phere does seem to be an interaction betwéen advanced training and level
of instruction that is relevant for certain'typés of innovaticon., In
general, elementary school teachers with more advanced training and
secondary teachers with less advanced train?hg innovate classroom practices
that are higher in behavioral orientation. The kinds of advanced train-
ing elementary and secondary teachers have Had may differ greatly; the
former:may take more general education and broadly based social science
courses while the latter may be more involved in working for an advanced
degree in their specific academic specialty. Thus the differential
character of their advanced training may explain the different effécts of
this variable at the elementary and secondary levels of instruction,
Teachers trained in liberal arts background in college appear to be more-
highly invoived in sharing. Because teachers with a liberal arts background
are more likely to teach in secondary schools it is unclear whether this
finding is a function of secondary schoéj'activities or of the type of
educational training they have had.' It js conceivable that liberal art-
gréduates are less constrained by tradifionélAprpfessiohal norms and more

urgently desire to talk with thelr new colleagues.
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Several measqres of general personality dispositions, suéh as a
variety of social needs, a sense of anomie, attitudes toward authority,
and generalized alienation a;e not significantly related to the innovation
and sharing of teaching practices. -However, teachers who-grew up -and- -
attended schools in rural areas are less likely to innovate and share
professional practices than their more early urbanized colleagues. It 
seems that this finding says more about teachers' exposures during their
own school days than it does about personal styles often associated with
rural life. A general’interest in change and the development of new ideas
is related ﬁositive]y to the public aspect of classroom creativity -
sharing practices with colleagugs.

Emphases on certain educational values, namely a priority concern
for académic'excel]ence as a preferred outcome of teaching, do - seem to
be related significantly to innovat ive teaching. Teachers who are
particularly ‘cbﬂcerned with building pupil-planned and informal class-
room atmospheres seem to share their techniques more than their colleagues
of opposed persuasions; Pupil planning orientations also are associated
with teachers' reports of more behaviorally focussed practides. Finally,
secondary school teachers whe report that they spend a great deal of time
on their classréom teaching duties innovate and share more than thei}
colleagues. This finding is not present among elementary school teachers,
where so many teachers report such a time commitment that there is insuf-
ficient variance to test the dependent variable relation.

It is perhaps in the area of teacher-peer relations that this study
produced the most interesting and provocative findings. This may be partly
true because éo]]eaguerrelations is an area of organizational life largely

neglected in the scientific study of education. Although a feeling of



213
alienation from school is not generally related to professional.role
performance, it is related negatively ~ to both innovafion and sharing
for secondary school teachers. For elementary school teachers, who for
.the most part work -in smaller schools with more cohesive linkages among
colleagues, alienation is not a significant factor. Furthermore, those
teachers who have a sense that their own personal power and the power in-
cumbent In their role is influential in school decision-making processes
more often are invalved in professional innovating and sharing. Those
teachers who want to be more involved and powerful In decision-making
.also innovate more often. |t would seem that teachers who are dis-
satisfled with the power they have, and who wish to have more- local
decision-making control, are most highly involved in those aspects of
the profession relevant to the TnQentivelfmﬁrovement of classroom
teaching. The data are quite clear in indicating that teache?s are
generally dissatisfied with the distant énd heirarchial control patterns’
gvident in their schoolg.- Most teachers would like to rearrange thé system
so that greater declsion-making power would be vested in themselﬁes, their
colleagues and their local principals, Thosg teachers who. feel more power-
ful on these various dimensioﬁs of their role in school are-also less
_aIfenated from school.
| In another veiﬁ, those teachers who perceivé themselves in the midst
of informal staff groupiﬁgs are mofe likely- to innovate and share
practices than are their colleague§ who feel they are on the periphery
or even are excluded froﬁ'informal netwofks. Teachers who see the staff,
and thelr roles within the staff, és more cohesive, personal and friendly
are least likely to feel alienated from school. With regard to the

system of prafessional exchange and communication, it is clear that
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teachers whé‘are more intimately involved }n such professionéi trans-
actions with their colleagues are also more likely to be hfghiy in-
volved in inpovating and SHér?hﬁ."Téachefs who are highly nominated by
their colleégues on a sociometric communication measure, ?eachers who
trave!l to school with their colleagues, and'teéche;S'Who serve on-staff
committees that necessitate their involvement with Eolleagues on pro-
Fessionél mafters more often arg'inVo]ved in sharf;g; The‘sharing Of.
classroom practices requires some méchaﬁism for information processﬁng
among peers thle inquatipn does not; ‘this helps explaln why Fhese.
variables stressing access to communication channels are more highly
related td sharing than to ]nnoQation. |

It is interesting ;hat-among those teabhers'who innovate,.thoée'.
who travel to sqhool.with colleagues geem'td adapt and adopt practjcés
more often than thdse who travel to school alonel Those innovatOfs'whb:
travel to school alone more oFtenrreport that they invent praétice;lthan
do those teachers who travel to school with ﬁofféague§. S?mi}arly, those
teachers who serve Qn.school qomm1ttee; afe.moré likely to report fhet
they adapt or adopt ;thers' jnnovationé than they'aré to invent their own.
A core issue here seems to be the combiﬁafion oF'pub1§c accesé to 6thers;
efforts and time and energy for creative>work.l Teacheés whq are highly |
involved in school committées may not have.the opportunity to be inven-
tive in their own personal classroom;'but"they may be firmly:entrenched
at the crossroads of staff communicatjoﬁ patterns and may have much betﬁef
access to the shared idéés of their colleagues. iAi].oF these.dimensibng '
of communication aﬁd'exchange withiﬁ thg scHooT are related negatively
to teacher féelings-éf.alieﬁation.TUWTtH regard fqicommunicafion that .ex-
tends beyond local school environs,:it‘appeéré thaf‘teachers_Who attendu
professdonal meetihgéndo not innovate more oftehithan éol]eaéues who do 50&
attend guch events; kut whan they'dd'fnnovate'tgg,practices’shgw gréater

behavioral orienation:
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In the stﬁdy of the organizational climate of schools those
variables which attempt to assesslthe degree of peer agreement on fhe
nature of the school organization demonstrate the mést significant rela~
tions with teacher innovation and sharing. Staffs in which peers per-
ce}ve their own social structure similarly seem to innovate and share
more often than ofhers'. Sociometric variance scores, correlations
between sociometrics and mutuality in choices are nﬁt associated signi%i-
cantly with staff innovation and sharing measures. Staff feelings that
there are strong pressures upon them to conform to school norms and procé-
dures are negatively related to innovation and positively related to
alienation. With regard to these particular findings regqrding organiza-
tions, of course, our sample is no longer 499 teachers but 21 schools.
Therefore, significant relations are not found very often because the
sample has been so considerably reduced. |In addition, to take central
tendency measures in any population creates the potential for seriously
distorting the range that exists in that population. A number of problems
related to the management of data at the organfzational level of analysis
are reviewed in the summary to Chapter V.

The results of the investigation of principals' efforts associated
with teacher innovation and change are not very pro&uctive. There is no
apparent relation between teachers' perceptions of principals' support'
for innovative teaching and their own creative efforté. Other dimens ions
of principal behavior which are siﬁilarly_lrre]evant to innovation and
sharing ‘include his: informal relations with staff,‘accessibility;
sharing of decision-making perr and supervisory emphasis, However,
teachers who see their principal as exerting substantial upwards influence

with the superintendent and minimal downwards influence on the local staff
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are most likely to innovate. Some guarantee of professicnal autonomy in
the form of mediation of external pressures and freedom from internal
pressures may be at work here,

Principal-staff congruence on professional matters seems to be
relevant for staff innovation and sharing, but more so for sharing than
for innovation. For instance,in schools where the principal and the
staff agree on thelidentity of sociometric leaders - communicators,
likers and innovators - there is higher sharing on the staff tEan in
schools with low agreement. On some items regarding the assessment of how
teachers spend their time daily, however, principal-staff congruence is
related negatively as well as positively to staff sharing. This raises
the possibility that in ¢ertain areas professional growth may be facili-
tated best by mutual ignorance on matters that are not particularly
relevant.

Finally, it is noteworthy that principal response rate to these
questionnaires is quite low., |f such response is taken as an indication of
interest in the scientific improvement of education it is relevant that |
principals who do respond have staffs that manifest higher degrees of
sharing. Throughout Chapter VI it is clear that principal variables and
principal-staff relations often are not associated directly with staff
innovation and sharing. When signiflicant findings do occur they are more
often assocliated with indices of staff sharing than with staff innovation.
These findings suggest that the principal may be more facilitative of
professional growth by his indirect efforts at encouraging a supportive

peer network than by direct efforts at stimulating teacher change.

Implications for the Planning of Change

It seems quite clear that some very important general implications

can be drawn from the findings of this study. 1t is not our intention here
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to go into detail into such implications, or to derive specific action
steps from them; that is' the ‘business of our.companion report (Fox & Lippitt,
1967). But it is our interest to.develop some geheral implications for
school change which may be focussed upon by concerned educators and

. scholars. fn the first place, it appears quite clear that there Is not

a great amount of sharing going on ‘among school staffs, Goodly numbers
of teachers are inventing practices for use in thelr classrooms, but
there is no evidence that these teachers are inventing particulér]y high
quality practices nor that they are sharing these practices in profusion.
This means there is no obvious or potent check that exists to inspect,
screen, criticize, develop or support hjgher'quality, potentially more
5ucce§sful classroom practices. As a result the teaéhing profession is
clea}!y denied some of its critical resources that may be useful in the
improvement of instructlion,

The findings seem to indicate that before teachers can truly feel
free to invent and share their new ideas for classroom practices, they
need some experience at a particular grade or subject feve]. The security
and experience attendant upon being in and managing the same curriculum
over a period of years seems to provide the maximally stimulating conditiohs
for inventiveness and for the willingness to be public about cne's inven-
tiveness. However, once they are in a school for séveral years this
creative and inventive stance seems to dissipate and be absorbed by other
priorities Tn the school, the community or at home. These findings
may suggest the development of a pattern of rotation of teachers into
occasional new assignments within the school. Ancther possibility would
be to engage especially creative in-service efforts geared for older more

established teachers.
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If we are concerned about the development of behaviorally oriented
innovations in both elementary and secondary schools it may be important
to attembt some change in teachérs' pre-service training programs. The
concern for innovative teaching, for teaching techniques that focus on
the behavioral implementation of knowledge, and for the utilization of
peer resources in improving teaching might be built into programs in
schools of education. Teacher training Institutions may also attend to
the specific problems in preparing their students for work in a pro-
fessional bureaucracy. The more new teachers understaﬁd about the
organfzations and institutions they are to work in, the more conscious
and productive decisions they can make about their socialization into
the profession.

It seems to be quite critical for teachers to feel a sense of
direction for their own school policy and relatively intimate contact and
support from their colleagues. Without these supports, teachers are un-
likely to venture very far beybnd the standard curricula and techniques
designed for their classroom. Even more importantly, thever, they are
very unlikely to be willing to share ideas with their colleagues and thus
run the risk of negative evaluation, approbation and reject?on. It seems
that the most likely conditions facilitating the generation of peer support
for all kinds of professional risk taking occur when there is low teacher
alienation and high involvement in the school's decision-making processes
and in staff communication patterns. Moreover, it seems imhortant that
teachers' feelings of professional and personal autonomy are augmented
by peer support systems. In this sense, it must be incumbent upon every
school administrator to attempt to reduce teacher alienatfon, to increase
teachers' sense of their own power and direction in school affairs, and to

encourage and facilitate the development of informal and formal mechanisms

L
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for the creation of dialogue and communication among professionals. This
very energetic creation or utilization of a human network to encourage
creativity and sharing may be seen as the most critical skill to be
developed by emerging school administrators. Through these kinds of

peer communication patterns teachers cén begin to share their own per-
ceptions about the character of their local sehool, abbu; the problems

and processes of their own classrooms, and about the positive and negative
aspects of their own teaching.

Despite all efforts to build an internal support system for
teacher growth and change, there is occasionally the necessity for
educators to reach beyond their own respurdes at certain times and
places to find and respond to an extraordinary stimulus. A conference
or institutional design that reaches - beyond the walls of the school to
bring teachers into contact with colleagues in different schools or in
different school systems may be most helpful in broadening the available
base of professional expertise; In these meetings, in-service programs
or research-utilization efforts aimed at the developmentvdf professional
experfise and sharing, inputs may be made that can Help teachers see
peer exchange as a critical item on their professional-égenda. Moreover,
new ldeas for classroom management and néw stimuli for planning institutional
growth and development programs may be provided through such resource
1 inkages.

These implications are developed in fullgr detail in the companion
volume to thls report (Fox and Lippitt, 1967). There they are linked to
concrete programs and experiments that attempt to utilize these data for
school change. The combination of the two reports represent one effort
in the attempt to connect basic research in the behavioral science of
education to programs of -utilization and change for educational practi-

tioners and practitloner institutions,
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