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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to compare middle 

level teachers' perception of their working environment 

under two different organizational structures: departmental 

(DEP) and Interdisciplinary Teaming Organization (ITO). In 

addition within the ITO schools, this study compared the 

working environment perception of teachers between 

different schools and between team members and non-team 

members. 

ITO is characterized by organizing teams of 

teachers around a core of subjects and providing them with 

a block of time, a common planning period, and shared 

students. 

studies suggested that ITO provided circumstances 

for increased cooperation among teachers and enhanced 

decision making participation comparing to DEP schools. As 

a consequence teachers reported more job satisfaction and 

higher level of efficacy. However, very few studies were 

found to study these differences at the school level. 

The sample of this investigation consisted of 78 

middle level teachers - Forty-seven teachers from two 

middle schools with ITO and thirty-one teachers from two 

DEP junior high schools. Subjects were administered a 

slightly modified questionnaire, previously used with 

elementary teachers, consisting of 16 different scales 
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depicting the various aspects of the teachers' working 

environment. In addition, in order to enhance the analysis 

of the results other data was collected through open-ended 

interviews, as well as 2-way Analyses of Variance of 

teacher background components was conducted. 

The findings revealed: 

1. ITO teachers felt more positive than DEP teachers with 

regard to the factors: faculty cohesiveness; 

socialization and recruitment of new teachers; goal

setting; teacher evaluation; instructional 

coordination; homogeneity and shared values; and 

instructional rewards. No significant differences were 

obtained with regard to job satisfaction, efficacy and 

decision making participation. 

2. No significant differences in attitudes were obtained 

between ITO members and non-members within each ITO 

school. 

3. Teachers in ITO 2 school felt more positive than ITO 1 

teachers on only three scales: decision making 

participation, managing student behavior, and 

instructional rewards. 

Results suggest that ITO has a positive impact on 

the teachers' working environment, however, decision making 

participation, job satisfaction and efficacy level may be 

affected more by other factors. 

Future research should focus on improving the 
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effectiveness of ITO • 
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CHAPTER ONE 

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

Recent educational reform reports and research have 

focused on teachers as one of the key elements in improving 

the schools. This study will focus on teachers' perception 

of their working environment in middle level schools as 

affected by one structural attempt to improve schools -

Interdisciplinary Teaming organization (ITO). The 

introduction will provide an overview of research findings 

regarding elements in the school environment important to 

teachers as well as school improvement recommendations 

applicable to all three educational levels: elementary, 

middle, and high school. 

Goodlad (1984) in his comprehensive study of the 

American school says: "But to ignore the fact that students 

are influenced by teachers, who in turn are influenced by 

their workplace, would be to lead us once again to 

simplistic diagnoses and inadequate proposals for school 

improvement" (p. 30) • 

Studies criticize the way the environment of the 

schools is organized to accommodate teachers. The Holmes 



Group Report (1986) says: "The nature and organization of 

teachers' .work has changed only a little since the middle 

13 

. of the nineteenth century" (p.6). In explaining the 

anachronistic characteristics of the teachers' work 

environment the report explains: "They still teach classes 

all day long, with little or no time for preparation, 

analysis, or evaluation of their work. They still spend 

all of their professional time alone with students, leaving 

no time for work with other adult professionals to improve 

their knowledge and skills" (p.7). 

The heavy work load of teachers, the lack of time 

for activities other than teaching, and the isolation in 

the workplace are elements which·have been identified by 

other studies as well. Boyer (1983) noticed several 

patterns of problems in high schools: teachers faced 

problems with overload of tasks, insufficient preparation 

time, non-instructional duties, clerical burden and too 

much paper work; as well as few opportunities to share 

common problems or sustain an intellectual life; and 

inadequate resources such as teaching materials, and 

facilities~ In addition Boyer found a lack of recognition 

and rewards for teachers. 

similarly a NEA national survey of teachers 

(Bacharach, Bauer, and Shedd, 1986) found that the majority 

of teachers, including middle level teachers, surveyed had 

the following problems: conflicting expectations, 
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inadequate resources to do the job, lack of communication 

and cooperation among staff and administrators, and 

ambiguity about work roles. The study also found lack of 

involvement of teachers in decision making regarding school 

related issues. 

Goodlad (1984) found that teachers were isolated 

and therefore greatly influenced in what they taught by two 

sources: their own background interests, and students' 

interests, but only moderately by other teachers. He also 

found that teachers rarely joined with peers in 

collaborative endeavors. 

In another recent national ·study of the American 

high schools, Sizer (1984) emphasized that teachers lack 

authority in making important decisions that affect their 

work: Il ••• they are rarely trusted with the selection of the 

texts and teaching materials they are to use, a particular 

galling insult. Teachers are rarely consulted, much less 

given significant authority, over the rules and regulations 

governing the life of their school; these usually come from 

'd,::>wn town'" (p. 184). 

Similar results came out of a national poll (Harris 

and associates, 1986). Ninety-seven percent of the 

teachers surveyed said they should have a major role in 

choosing textbooks; seventy-three percent said teachers 

should have~a major role in designing and constructing 

inservice training and in disciplining students; and around 



forty percent said teachers should be involved in such 

administrative tasks as assigning students and scheduling 

classes, selecting new principals, and deciding budget 

allocations. 
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The impact of the problems in the teachers' working 

environment has been significant on teachers' job 

satisfaction, commitment, stress and burnout. Goodlad 

(1984) has identified teachers' job satisfaction as an 

important criterion of school quality, and has found high 

correlation between problems identified by teachers' and 

students' view of the quality of education of their school 

(Goodlad, 1984, p.176). Goodlad says regarding this issue: 

"When teachers find themselves restrained and inhibited by 

problems of the workplace that appear to them not to be 

within their control, it is reasonable to expect 

frustration and dissatisfaction to set in. Undoubtedly, 

teacher effectiveness, in turn, is constrained" •••• "It is 

reasonable to assume that the actual quality of this 

education declines also" (p.180). One indication of the 

level of teachers' job satisfaction commitment and stress 

has been teachers' desire to stay on the job. The Harris 

and associates (1986) found that fifty-five percent of the 

surveyed teachers said they had seriously considered 

leaving teaching for another profession. A different study 

by Harris and associates (1985) found that eighty-three 

percent of former teachers surveyed said they were unlikely 
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to return to teaching, and only forty-seven percent said 

that they had been satisfied during their teaching career. 

The NEA survey (Bacharach, Bauer, and Shedd, 1986) found 

that more than thirty percent of surveyed teachers said 

that, given the opportunity, they probably or certainly 

would not become teachers again. 

In summary, in considering the teachers' working 

environment, the elements which were found to be important 

to teachers and to affect their effectiveness, professional 

development and satisfaction level were: isolation and lack 

of contact with colleagues and administrators, work 

overload and lack of time and other resources, lack of 

decision making authority and input, lack of recognition 

and opportunities for professional development, and 

conflicting and vague expectations. 

Middle level teachers have been found to have 

similar problems to other teachers, but this school level 

provides teachers with unique problems. Goodlad (1984) 

found that junior high teachers had more problems with 

students' misbehavior than either elementary or secondary 

teachers. In addition, junior high teachers were less 

satisfied than other teachers with their job. Teachers, at 

this level, were the lowest of all teachers in career 

fulfillment as well as in selection of teaching as a career 

having a second chance. Other special problems of middle 

level teachers are found in literature. Hubert (1973) 
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writes: "Because the junior high/middle school grades could 

often be staffed by teachers who held either an elementary 

or a secondary certificate, there has been little 

motivation for the prospective teacher to limit his future 

to the teaching of pre- and early adolescents" (p.550). 

What can be done to improve the working environment 

of teachers and to increase teachers' effectiveness and 

satisfaction? 

Recent educational reform changes have dealt with 

more superficial issues. The authors of the report: "A 

Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century" (Tucker & 

Mandel, 1986) comment: 

Much has changed as a result of the education reform 

movement of the past three years. states and local 

school boards have raised standards for students and 

teachers alike, substantially raised teacher salaries 

in many locales, created career ladders, and 

instituted merit pay plans. But little has changed in 

the way schools operate - how time is spent, how 

decisions are made, how professional educators relate 

to each other and to their charges (p.24). 

The authors conclude that there is a need for a change in 

the organizational structure of the schools in order to 

increase efficient utilization of teachers and retainment 

of good teachers in the schools. 

One line of research which has pointed out the 
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importance of the school organizational structure and 

workplace conditions has been the effective school research 

movement. These studies have looked at the differences 

between high achieving and low achieving schools and 

identified the elements by which these schools differed. 

Cohen (1983) in reviewing schooling practices that 

contribute to student achievement found that school 

effectiveness requires careful coordination and management 

of instructional programs at the building level and that 

effective schools have a sense of shared values and culture 

among staff. 

Purkey and smith (1985), in another literature 

review, recommended that in order to achieve more 

coordination and a sense of shared values among staff, 

teachers should be given more involvement opportunities in 

decision making and for collaborative planning. 

similarly, Rosenholtz's (1985) review found that 

successful schools were distinguished from less successful 

schools by patterned norms of colleagiality among staff. 

Teachers in successful schools interacted more frequently 

and with more colleagues on the basis of professional 

concerns than in less successful schools. In addition, 

teachers who participated in technical decision making 

experienced less role ambiguity, which in turn increased 

certainty and extrinsic satisfaction in role relations with 

superiors, as well as increased teachers' sense of 
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ownership of school programs. 

Similar school improvement plans have been proposed 

by recent reports and national studies. Goodlad (1984), in 

his plan for school improvement recommended the following: 

increase teachers' input into the planning policy, budget, 

material allocations, distribution of teachers and 

students; reduce teaching load; increase coordination 

within the school departments (in high schools) and 

evaluate teaching through peer review. Regarding the 

change of the structure of the schools, on the elementary 

level Goodlad recommended creating teams of teachers with 

each member serving as a resource person in his or her 

domain of additional preparation. On the secondary level 

especially for large schools, Goodlad recommended a system 

of schools within schools, where the school is divided into 

self contained smaller schools within the existing 

buildings. 

Sizer (1984) recommended giving teachers more 

autonomy by decentralizing the power from the central 

administration to the individual schools. Teachers and 

administrators should be allowed to adapt their schools to 

the needs, learning styles, and learning rates of their 

particular students. 

The Carnegie report (1986) recommended that 

teachers should participate in setting goals and allocating 

the school services, as well as be involved in a colleagial 



decision making process in which "lead teachers", elected 

by teachers, will be instructional managers. 

20 

In summary, important teachers' concerns 

concentrate around their inability to control their work 

environment and their isolation within the classroom. 

Therefore, any attempt to improve the teachers' 

satisfaction, commitment, and teaching quality should 

involve organizational changes within the school that will 

empower teachers and enable them to work together toward 

school improvement. 

One organizational change which has been reported 

in research to improve middle level teachers' work 

environment is the Interdisciplinary Team organization 

(ITO). This team organization has four distinct features 

according to Erb (1987): cornmon planning time or team 

meeting time; shared students; common block of time 

teaching schedule; and common team space. Research on 

exemplary middle schools which has used ITO (Lipsitz, 1983) 

reports a striking lack of adult isolation in these schools 

due to frequent teacher interaction and administrative 

support, as well as faculty interaction characterized by 

reciprocity. 



Rationale 

This stud~' will compare teachers' perception of 

their environment under two different organizational 

structures: departments and ITO. 
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One of the most frequently cited characteristics of 

the modern middle school has been the ITO. ITO, according 

to Alexander and George (1981), provides teachers with 

opportunities to improve instruction due to teachers' 

combined knowledge of student needs, increased integration 

of content areas, continued evaluation of the curriculum 

and of student progress, improved intellectual stimUlation 

and professional growth of teachers, and enhanced 

communication between teachers and parents. 

Erb (1987) found that: "teachers, nearly 

universally, report greater satisfaction with the 

conditions of teaching when they are organized into 

interdisciplinary teams (p.6)." 

As little inquiry has been made regarding teachers' 

satisfaction and perception of their working environment 

specifically in middle level schools, it is important to 

examine whether the ITO organizational component of the 

middle school makes a difference in teachers' satisfaction 

and perception of their working environment. 



statement of the problem 

This study will investigate how teachers' 

perception of their working environment differ under two 

different organizational structures: departmental and ITO 

middle level schools. 

Research question 

22 

Do teachers in the middle level schools who are 

involved in ITO hold perceptions of their work environment 

which aredifferent from middle level teachers not involved 

in ITO. 

Assumptions 

1. Teachers provide accurate responses to the 

questionnaires and interviews. 

2. The selected junior high schools' and middle schools' 

structures are typical for departmental and ITO 

structures. 

Limitations 

1. The study is limited geographically to several schools 

in the southwestern part of the u.s. 



2. The study is limited to the self report of the 

teachers. 

3. The study is a one time study. 

4. The study is limited to examination of organizational 

structures at the middle school level. 

Definition of terms 

Middle school - A transitional school concerned with the 

most appropriate programs to cope with the personal, 

social, and educational needs of emerging adolescent 

learners, usually in a 5-8 or 6-8 grade configuration. 

23 

Junior high school - A transitional school serving students 

in the preadolescent and adolescent years with an 

organization and program structured around "junior" high 

school content and activity, usually in a 7-8 or 7-9 

configuration. 

Interdisciplinary Teaming organization (ITO) - An 

organizational structure within a school where teachers 

from two or more academic disciplines involve in the 

planning, preparation, presentation and evaluation of 

lessons to accomplish common learning objectives 

(Garner, 1976). 



working environment - conditions which affect teachers' 

work as perceived by teachers. specifically the 

components, as indicated by Rosenholtz's (1989) review 

of literature are: 

1. Principal's attitude and behavior: recruitment 

and selection of teachers, induction into 

teaching, teacher evaluation, providing for 

teacher participation in decision making, 

reduction of outside forces that interfere with 

achievement of goals, and enforcement of school 

rules. 

2. Teacher's nature of interaction with other 

teachers. 

3. Learning to teach: teachers' skill acquisition. 

24 

4. Teachers' rewards and frustrations: satisfaction, 

efficacy and rewards. 

5. Goal clarity. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The review of literature will include the following 

sections: 

Major components of the teachers' working 

environment and their impact on teachers' satisfaction, 

commitment, and efficacy; the school's organizational 

structures which involve the decision-making process and 

cooperation among teachers; middle level schools' history 

and characteristics of both junior high and middle schools; 

and ITO a description of the program characteristics and 

its impact on teachers' perception of their environment. 

Teachers' working environment and teachers' affective 

outcomes 

Although there are many important factors which 

affect teachers' attitudes toward their working 

environment, such as public attitude toward the schools; 

treatment of education by the media; salary; and status of 

teachers in the community (NEA Nationwide Teacher opinion 

Poll, 1980); this section reviews only the components which 

are most directly related to the work environment. These 
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are: teachers' relationship with administrators, teachers' 

relationship with colleagues, and teachers' relationship 

with students. 

Teachers relationship with administrators 

One of the key factors in teachers' perceptions of 

their environment is the principal. Rosenholtz (1987) 

says: "principals, moreover, in many ways, shape the 

organizational conditions under which teachers work and the 

definitions of teaching they come to acquire" (p.20-21). 

In addressing the importance of the 

teacher-principal relationship Lortie (1975) in his book 

about teachers says, 

The principal's decisions can vitally affect the 

teacher's working conditions. He assigns teachers to 

classes and students to particular teachers; •.• The 

principal is the ultimate authority on student 

discipline, ••• the allocation of materials, space, 

and equipments handled through the principal's office, 

and time schedules are worked out under his 

supervision. His decisions, in short, affect 

teacher's work duties for months at a time (Lortie, 

1975, p.197). 

Lortie concluded that, 

We can say that the principal has more of what 
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teachers want than parents or colleagues do; his task 

grants him privileges which bear directly on teachers' 

working conditions (Lortie, 1975, p.201). 

Similar findings were obtained by Ginsberg et ale 

(1987) in urban schools: " The principal quite clearly, is 

the most significant actor in the school, in terms of 

influence over the working climate" (p.17). 

The environmental factors over which the principal 

has influence have been identified in a national survey by 

Fox (1986). Fox identified several principals' behaviors 

which affect teacher morale: emphasize instructional goals; 

provide stimulation for teaching; involve teachers in 

decision making; provide for teacher independence and 

autonomy; encourage teacher affiliation; afford for 

rewards; provide feedback; provide opportunities for 

teacher growth; arrange for safe environment; provide for 

respect of authority; and enable the use of resources. 

Lortie (1975) asked teachers to indicate what they 

would look for in considering employment in a school. He 

found that the principal's fairness, support, and 

accessibility were most important, as well as the 

principal's buffering teachers against outside pressures by 

parents and other outside forces. 

The important impact of the principal on teacher 

satisfaction was also found by a National Education 

Association (NEA) survey (Bacharach et al., 1986). 
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Unhelpful supervisors, conflicting expectations, inadequate 

resources, little input into decision making, and uncleal: 

roles for the teachers were strongly related to teachers' 

job satisfaction and commitment to teaching. The majority 

of the surveyed teachers reported that principals rarely 

interacted with them regarding work related issues. 

strong principal leadership has emerged in the 

literature as a consistent factor in teacher satisfaction 

and motivation. A large study of schooling (Moris, 1981) 

found that in "more satisfying" schools teachers perceived 

their principal as: supporting staff, respecting teachers 

as professionals, considering their opinions and 

suggestions, showing consistency in establishing rules of 

discipline, and creating a favorable working climate. On 

the other hand, in "less satisfying" schools teachers were: 

"more likely to perceive their principals as incompetent, 

with little power, as 'playing favorites' with staff, and 

as inconsistent in meting out rewards and punishments" 

(Moris, 1981, p.38). 

Research on effective schools also addresses the 

relationship between teachers and the principal. Purkey 

and Smith (1983) found that in schools with unusually high 

student achievement, the principal was an instructional 

leader and there was an agreement between him or her and 

the teachers about the schools' educational goals. 

Stallings and Mohlman (1981) found higher teacher 



morale in schools with: clearer policies and rules, more 

administrative support, and more active and respected 

principals. 

29 

In a review of effective school research Good and 

Brophy (1987) concluded that principals' involvement and 

behavior are crucial to school effectiveness. Principals 

have an important impact on other teacher affective 

outcomes. Teachers' stress has been found to be seriously 

affected by the principal according to Ginsberg et ale 

(1987). They found that: "Teachers want a principal who 

has clear set of expectations, who is consistent and treats 

everyone equally, and who allows for teacher input into 

decision making. The further a principal departs from 

these ideals, the more stressful the situation becomes for 

teachers" (p.17). In a survey of three hundred high school 

teachers and administrators Litt'and Turk (1985) found that 

the relationship between teachers and administrators was 

extremely important in predicting job stress. In 

particular teachers reported that they were distressed by 

the lack of feedback provided by their supervisors 

regarding their performance. 

Teacher stress often leads to burnout and teacher 

attrition. Boland and Selby (1980) in a literature review 

of teachers' reasons for leaving the profession, found that 

among the most frequent reasons for leaving the profession 

were reasons related to the principal. Similarly, in a 
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survey of former teachers (Harris, 1985) fifty-four percent 

of the former teachers surveyed cited the degree of 

administrative support as the most disappointing aspect of 

their teaching job. 

Regarding teacher burnout, Dworkin (1985) in a 

study of thirty-five hundred teachers in Houston, found 

that teachers who perceived their principal to be 

supportive were significantly less likely to report burnout 

or desire to quit teaching than were teachers who perceived 

having unsupportive principals. 

Another important aspect of the teachers' work 

attitude has emanated recently. Teacher's efficacy has 

emerged through two studies, carried out by the Rand 

Cooperation, as an important component of teacher 

motivation associated with student achievement (Armor et 

al., 1976 and Berman et ale 1977). Teacher efficacy is 

defined according to Armor et ale (1976) as: "The extent to 

which the teacher believed he or she had the capacity to 

affect student performance" (p.137). The Rand studies have 

distinguished between two independent dimensions of 

teachers' efficacy, general and specific. The general 

sense of efficacy refers to teachers' belief that teaching 

in general can influence students; and the specific 

dimension refers to the teacher's personal belief in 

his/her ability to manage students and to be effective. 

Although much attention has been given recently to 
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teacher sense of efficacy, little research has been done on 

the relationship between teachers' efficacy and the 

principal's behavior. The impact of the principal's 

behavior on teachers' sense of efficacy may be indirectly 

implied from a study by Metz (1978). He found that in 

junior high schools with visible student behavior problems 

teachers were less likely to blame themselves for these 

problems than teachers in more orderly schools. since the 

principal has an important impact on orderly climate in the 

school it seems likely that the principal has an important 

impact on teachers' sense of efficacy. This hypothesis was 

confirmed by Ashton and Webb (1986) who found in middle 

schools that school leadership served to establish and 

maintain the teachers' sense of efficacy. Ashton and Webb 

(1986) speculated that the principal's recognition and 

support of teachers might have an impact on teachers' sense 

of efficacy. 

In summary, the principal's relationship with 

teachers has an extremely important impact on teachers' 

satisfaction, job commitment, stress and burnout, and 

possibly on teachers' efficacy. 

Teacher relationship with colleagues 

Interaction of workers with peers has been 

identified as an important factor contributing to job 



32 

satisfaction (Vroom, 1964). Degenfelder (1979) in 

reviewing the literature on managing motivation found that 

one of the most important factors contributing to a healthy 

motivational climate in the schools was providing teachers 

with high interaction opportunity. 

In describing the nature of the relationship 

between teachers Goodlad (1984) reports brief and casual 

kinds of associations where teachers rarely collaborate 

with peers on school level or district level projects. In 

addition, he found very little in his data suggesting any 

exchange of ideas between teachers within and between 

schools. Goodlad calls the nature of the relationship 

among teachers fragmented where teachers are alone in their 

classroom with little awareness of other teachers. Goodlad 

concludes that: "There are not infrastructures designed to 

encourage or support either communication among teachers in 

improving their teaching or collaboration in a'ttacking 

schoolwide problems" (Goodlad, 1984, p.188). Lortie (1975) 

describes in detail the isolation of teachers in the 

classroom and their dependency on "psychic" rewards in the 

classroom. In these isolated settings, teachers believe 

they alone are responsible for running their classroom and 

any request for assistance among staff members may be 

interpreted as a lack of teaching competence. 

In an insightful study of three high schools Cusick 

(1983) analyzed the interaction among teachers and found 
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two kinds of interaction: teachers interacting with each 

other for the sole purpose of enhancing their own personal 

classroom approach (sponsoring year book, newspaper, etc.), 

and interactions involved in long-standing personal 

friendships which were created to satisfy social needs 

only. Cusick concludes that the most meaningful structural 

unit in the school is not the department or the school but 

the individual teacher. In addition, he has found no 

consensus among teachers as to why they do what they do. 

Rosenho1tz (1985), in a review of literature, 

noticed similar effects of this fragmentation among 

teachers: First, there were very few professional norms 

developed around how to teach and what are the set of 

priorities of instructional goals. Second, informal 

relations among teachers did not center around instruction 

but developed around non-instructional activities. 

An example of the nature of the co11eagia1 

relations among teachers is provided by Webb and Ashton 

(1986). One teacher is cited in this in-depth study as 

saying: 

Anybody's help would have been a help. If they would 

just share some of the things they have tried. But 

you know teachers get hold of a good idea and instead 

of sharing it, they hoard it. A lot of teachers are 

that way. They get some material and hoard it and 

won't let you see it (p.46). 



34 

studies of the impact of teacher isolation have 

been reviewed by Rugus and Martin (1979). They found 

teacher isolation to have negative impact on teacher morale 

and satisfaction. In British schools, Rudd and Wiseman 

(1962) identified poor relationships among teachers as the 

second leading source of dissatisfaction of British 

teachers. 

According to Sarason (1981) in a typical school 

setting of " one class one teacher", teachers do not get 

feedback from colleagues. Furthermore, there is a lack of 

real help in combatting the numerous day to day problems 

they face. This situation in turn causes teacher burnout 

according to McNeely (1983) and Sakrow (1983). A review of 

literature on teachers' stress by Galloway et ale (1982) 

similarly indicates the importance of teachers' interaction 

with other teachers as a source of teacher stress. They 

found that teachers hesitate to seek help from other 

teachers for the fear of appearing as incompetent resulting 

in feeling stress. 

In summary, the nature of the relations among 

teachers was found to lack in cooperation, and each teacher 

typicallY was found to work in isolation. This, in turn, 

was found to result in dissatisfaction, stress, and burnout 

among teachers. 
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Teaoher relations with students 

student attitudes and behavior have a major impact 

on teachers' satisfaction, stress, burnout, and other 

important outcomes. A large survey of New York teachers 

(New York state united Teachers organization, 1980) 

indicates that the most important factor contributing to 

teacher stress is the effect of disruptive children. In 

reviewing studies about contributing factors to teacher 

stress, Turk et al. (1982) points to twenty out of forty 

studies which cite student misbehavior as a common stress 

causing problem. 

Blase (1986) has found students as the second major 

contributor to teacher stress. In analyzing the student 

behavior which causes teacher stress, Blase found four 

types of problems: student discipline, student apathy, low 

student achievement, and student absences. 

Using a different approach, Pratt (1978) analyzed 

forty-three specific events teachers commonly encounter in 

the schools, as they were related to teacher stress. He 

found that the most stressful items were related to 

children behavior and teacher-child interaction. 

Teacher interaction with students has important 

impact on teachers' satisfaction as well. Lortie (1975) 

found that teachers depend mostly on "psychic reward" 

(internal motivation) provided by students in obtaining job 
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satisfaction. Confirming these findings, Galloway (1982) 

reported that the relationship b~tween students and 

teachers, in addition to teacher colleagial relationships, 

were the most important sources of teacher satisfaction. 

Similarly, sergiovanni (1967) found that student 

achievement and understanding were a major sources of 

teacher satisfaction, while student misbehavior and 

teacher-student interpersonal relations were important 

contributors to job dissatisfaction. The importance of 

student achievement to teacher satisfaction has been 

examined in numerous studies such as Sweeny (1981). He 

found in a large survey of Iowa high school teachers that 

teachers who worked with high ability students were more 

satisfied than teachers who worked with average and low 

ability students. 

This reliance of teachers on their students in the 

relationship to job satisfaction was even more pronounced 

in a study by Bi.shop (1977) where she found th.at even in 

schools where cooperation among teachers was prevalent, 

teachers still relied mainly on student response as their 

main source of satisfaction. one of the consequences of 

teacher dissatisfaction and stress may be the desire of 

teachers to leave their job. The study of former teachers 

(Harris, 1985) found that thirty percent of the surveyed 

former teachers cited lack of both discipline and student 

motivation as reasons for leaving teaching. This study 
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reported, also, that student- related factors ranked third 

in importance of reasons for defecting from teaching. 

In summary, any description of the work environment 

of teachers cannot be complete without addressing the 

relationship between teachers and students. Teachers spend 

most of their working day with students and depend heavily 

on their feedback, behavior and attitude in obtaining job 

rewards. 

School organizational structures which involve decision 

making participation and cooperation among teachers 

Teacher Decision Making participation 

One of the most important issues regarding the 

teachers' work environment has been the teacher's power and 

control over his or her environment. Lortie (1975) 

described the teacher situation this way: 

Thus, teachers cannot act as if they were fully 

independent workers. since they cannot 'command' the 

assistance of others, they must hope that these will 

be voluntary forth-coming. They are thus dependent on 

the readiness of administrators, fellow teachers, and 

parents to grant them the work conditions they desire 

(p.181). 

Therefore, teachers are seen by Lortie (1975) as powerless 



and having only the decision making power that is granted 

to them by others. 
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Several large comprehensive studies have surveyed 

teachers as to their perceived decision making power and 

the degree to which they feel deprived of decision making 

input. The Metropolitan Life Survey (Harris, 1986) found 

that ninety-seven percent of the surveyed teachers thought 

the school districts should have a team approach to school 

management while few felt the districts currently have this 

approach. Seventy-three percent of the teachers thought 

teachers should have a major role in designing and 

conducting inservices as well as disciplining students. 

Although somewhat less, over forty percent of the 

respondents expressed a desire to have input into decisions 

involving traditional administrative tasks such as: 

assigning students, scheduling classes, selecting a new 

principal, and deciding on budget allocation. On most of 

these decision categories teachers indicated that the 

reality falls short of the desired participation goals. 

Another national study found similar results. A 

National Education Association (NEA) study (Bacharach, 

Bauer, and Shedd, 1986) found that the following percentage 

of teachers said they never, seldom or occasionally have 

opportunities to participate in decision making regarding: 

staff hiring (94%); standard testing policy (88%); budget 

development (82%); expenditure priorities (79%); planning 



39 

use of facilities (73%); student rights (71%): student 

discipline code (61%): staff development opportunities 

(60%); evaluation of own performance (56%). Again, on most 

of the above issues teachers felt they should have more of 

a chance to participate in these decisions. 

Goodlad (1984) found that although teacher control 

was substantial in matters related to curriculum, 

instruction, and student behavior, as the focus moved 

outside of the classroom, teacher power decreased. 

Teachers' control decreased on issues such as: setting 

goals and objectives, selecting content and skills to be 

taught, use of classroom space, grouping students, choosing 

instructional material, scheduling of time, and most 

powerless teachers felt in deciding on issues regarding 

fiscal management and selection and evaluation of peers. 

Teachers' feelings of decision making deprivation 

has an important impact on teachers. studies of workers 

from different occupations reviewed by Katzell and 

Yankelovich (1975) found: 

1. Work groups who have more input into the group's 

production goals, work, and working conditions 

usually have higher job satisfaction. 

2. Groups who are more participative have stronger 

work motivation. 

3. Groups who have higher control usually have higher 

productivity. 
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4. Group productivity is improved the most by 

providing more say in goal setting and determining 

modes of pay for performance (p.233). 

studies from industrial, sales, and voluntary organizations 

had similar findings. These studies found that an 

employee's satisfaction is related to his or her perception 

of the extent to which he or she can influence certain 

aspects of organizational decision making. Horenstein et 

ale (1968) studied the same aspects among teachers. They 

found that elementary teachers report greatest satisfaction 

with their principal and the school system when they 

perceive having a substantial influence on how their school 

is run. 

other studies confirm the impact of teachers' 

decision making participation on teacher satisfaction and 

motivation. Degenfelder (1979) in a review of literature 

on teacher motivation management found that high perceived 

contribution of teachers was an important factor in teacher 

motivation. 'Gorton (1976) recommended, based on a 

literature review, that administrators provide meaningful 

participation for teachers in the decision making processes 

of the schools. The NEA study, mentioned before 

(Bacharach, Bauer, and Shedd, 1986), found a significant 

negative correlation between decision making deprivation 

and teacher job satisfaction. 

A study carried out in middle schools and junior 
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high schools also found a significant relationship between 

teachers' decision making involvement and job satisfaction. 

Thierback (1981) found among three hundred middle level 

teachers a significant correlation between respondents' 

degree of decision involvement and degree of job 

satisfaction. In addition, he found that teachers desired 

most involvement in issues regarding: determining 

organizational structures in the school; determining 

procedures for teachers' evaluation, selecting department 

heads or unit leaders, team or department evaluation, and 

hiring of faculty. 

In addition to the impact of decision making 

participation on teacher satisfaction it, also, has an 

important impact on teacher stress. Ginsberg et al. (1987) 

found in six urban schools high teachers' job stress as a 

result of having little input into the decision making. 

One teacher in this study is quoted as saying: "The lack of 

power to make the job better makes it stressful" (Ginsberg 

et al., p.19). Litt and Turk (1985) found that teacher 

dissatisfaction and stress was highly correlated to 

teachers' inability to influence supervisors' decision 

making in matters that directly affect them. 

Teachers' inability to influence decision making 

also has been found to result in diminished work 

effectiveness by Ashton and Webb (1986). They found that 

teachers felt frustrated and humiliated. They also felt a 
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loss of creativity and lack of involvement. 

Another line of research which includes data on 

decision making participation has been research of 

effective schools. Rosenholtz (1985), in a literature 

review of exemplary schools, found that effective schools 

are characterized by teachers who participate in technical 

decision making with colleagues and therefore become more 

committed to school-based instructional programs. She 

also found in these schools better developed curricula 

which addressed specific classroom needs; reduced teacher 

role ambiguity; improved teachers' satisfaction; high 

teachers' sense of ownership of school instructional goals; 

low teacher absenteeism, and ultimately increased student 

achievement. 

In summary, the degree of discretion teachers hold 

over important decisions in their environment has an 

important effect on teachers' job satisfaction and stress 

as well as on the teachers quality of performance. A high 

degree of teacher input (as perceived by teachers) results 

in high teacher motivation and feelings of belonging to the 

school, while low involvement and feelings of powerlessness 

by teachers result in low teacher morale. In addition, 

teachers in general feel deprived of participating in 

important decisions which affect them directly. 
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Teacher cooperation and collaboration 

In one of the previous sections, the importance of 

teachers' relationships with other teachers was discussed. 

This section will review literature which focuses on the 

impact of teacher cooperation and collaboration on 

teachers' job satisfaction and other important affective 

outcomes. 

The Metropolitan I,ife Survey (Harris, 1986) found 

that the majority of surveyed teachers would like to have 

a formal system where teachers could exchange ideas with 

colleagues, as well as have teachers help each other more 

with troubled students, and have more structured time to 

talk with colleagues and to observe each other. 

studies of effective schools confirm the importance 

of these elements to teachers. Rosenholtz's (1985) review 

indicated that effective schools were characterized as: 

"Usually places of intellectual sharing, collaborative 

planning, and colleagial work. Staff interaction is 

characterized as task focused, cooperative, and frequent" 

(p.365). Successful schools develop norms of colleagiality 

among staff and the interaction of teacher is based on 

professional concerns rather than social needs. Rosenholtz 

(1985) reports that collaboration among staff increased 

staff cohesiveness, and adoption of school goals, as well 



as decreased teacher turnover. In another study, 

Rosenholtz (Rosenholtz, 1989) found, in addition, that 

teacher collaboration reduced teachers' problems with 

parents and students. 

One of the most cited studies of teacher 
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colleagiality was done by Little (1982). Little found that 

successful schools (high achieving students) were 

distinguished from less successful schools (low achieving 

students) by the nature of interaction among teachers. 

Teachers in more successful schools interacted with other 

teachers more frequently: with more colleagues; in more 

areas of the school; and with regard to instructional 

tasks. In addition, teachers expected more continuous 

improvement and experimentation, and more evaluation and 

analysis of teaching in their schools than in less 

successful schools. 

studies carried out in open schools, where 

opportunities for teacher interaction were increased, also .,.\1 

found positive results for teachers. Meyer and Cohen 

(1971) found that frequent opportunities for interaction 

improved teachers' feeling of influence and autonomy. 

The above findings are closely related to research 

on teachers' sense of efficacy. Gildwell et ale (1983) 

found in a study of elementary teachers that teachers who 

interacted frequently with their colleagues had higher 

efficacy (i.e. their confidence about practices and 



technical knowledge available within their school) than 

teachers who interacted less with their peers. 
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In summary, teacher collaboration and cooperation 

has been found in more effective schools and has resulted 

frequently in teachers' desire for professional 

improvement, reduction of teacher attrition, increase in 

teacher efficacy, increase of staff cohesiveness, and 

improvement of the ability of teachers to deal with day to 

day problems. 

To this point factors important to teacher 

motivation have been discussed. In the next section the 

focus will shift to the junior high/middle school 

environment. First the background of middle level schools 

will be reviewed and then the impact of a specific 

structural innovation, ITO, on teacher motivation will be 

discussed. 

Middle level schools 

The Junior High School 

The "junior high school" is an authentic American 

creation starting around 1909 according to Van Til (1970). 

The rapid spread of the junior high school occurred during 

the 1920's and the 1930's and by 1965 there were almost 

8000 junior high schools in the United states. Most 



junior high schools were in the form of a 7-8-9 grade 

configuration according to Wiles and Bondi (1981). The 

reasons and causes for the creation of the junior high 

school were classified by Van Til (1970) as social, 

psychological, and reorganizational. 
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The social influences and causes for the creation 

of the junior high school were centered around the process 

of rapid urbanization, mass immigration, demands of young 

workers and the emerging social problems. In 1910 almost 

one of every five children between the ages of ten to 

fifteen was employed and this created a need for schools 

which could prepare and provide a transitional period from 

school into the job setting. In addition, the mass 

immigration of the early 1900's created a need for schools 

to provide effective citizenship. The rapid urbanization 

created social problems such as parents spending more time 

out of the family as well as the need for young adults to 

adjust to urban life. 

At that time schools were rigid in instructional 

methods and emphasized only academics, as a consequence one 

third of all school children were far behind academically 

and one out of every six children had to repeat a grade. 

Psychological influences derived from the 

developments in psychology. Studies on early adolescence 

psychology by Stanley Hall and Edward Thorndike in the 

early 1900's accelerated the formation of a special school 
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level for early adolescents (Hall, 1904). They found that 

differences between this age group and other age groups 

manifest themselves in rapid social, sexual, and 

psychological changes between childhood and adulthood. 

Subsequent psychological studies have confirmed these 

findings. Corbally et al. (1961) in summarizing fifty 

years of research on early adolescence conclude: 

As far back as biblical times man has recognized 

the concept of change and the "turning point" 

that comes at adolescence. Psychologists and 

physiologists have supplied us with evidence of the 

nature of this change. Sociologists have described 

the cultural changes that take place at the junior 

high school age. This growth process is continuous, 

but there are certain modal points readily 

recognizable (p.257). 

Reorganizational influences came from various 

national commissions (such as the committee of Ten, 1893, 

committee of Fifteen, 1895, and the committee of College 

Entrance Requirements, 1899). These committees represented 

a push by the university establishment to introduce 

academic subjects as early as seventh and eighth grades. 

In addition, the Commission on the Reorganization of 

Secondary Education (1918) in its famous cardinal 

Principles of Secondary Education recommended the 6-6 

configuration plan of school and further recommended the 



establishment of the three year junior high school 

embracing grades seventh through ninth. 
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In summary, the creation of the junior high school 

was influenced by various social, psychological, and 

reorganizational elements, sometimes contradictory, such as 

the simultaneous push for academics and vocational 

education. 

Characteristics of the junior high school 

Curriculum at the junior high school tended to be 

similar to the high school. Teachers' training was geared 

toward high schools and did not have specific preparation 

for the junior high level. The schools were organized in 

departments similar to high schools with similar 

extracurricular activities such as varsity athletics and 

marching bands. The junior high school mission was 

summarized by several different researchers through the 

years (Briggs, 1920; Gruhn and Douglass 1956). Gruhn and 

Douglass (1956) listed the following goals of the junior 

high school as being: integration of various skills 

attitudes and understanding in to a wholesome behavior; 

exploration of different interests regarding various 

vocational and academic sUbjects; guidance to students to 

help them make better decisions regarding vocational, 

academic, cultural, social and other interests; 

differentiation of needs by providing for individual 
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differences according to various backgrounds and needs: 

sooialization of early adolescents by preparing students 

for effective functioning in the society: and artioulation 

of the preadolescents into adolescence. 

Pros and Cons of the junior high school 

Several of the accomplishments of the junior high 

school according to Van Til (1970) have been: providing 

special facilities for subject matters which were not 

available before for young adolescents; providing special 

attention to the gifted and the retarded; providing an 

effective teacher centered guidance program: bringing more 

male teachers and administrators into school programs below 

the ninth grades; and in general providing a spirit of 

experimentation to the inflexible secondary education. 

Criticism of the junior high school, especially 

during the 1960's has been substantial. According to 

Gatewood (1971) the junior high school has failed to 

develop a unique program for early adolescents but tended 

to be an imitation of the high school. Second, junior high 

teachers have lacked specific preparation, practice, and 

commitment for this school level. Third, the organization 

of 7-8-9 has not been relevant because students mature 

physically, emotionally, and psychologically earlier. 

Therefore, the middle level school should start earlier 

(5th or 6th grade) and end earlier (8th grade). 



This criticism of the junior high school in 

addition to other influences led to the creation of the 

middle school which will be discussed in the following 

section. 

The Middle School 
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In the 1960's because of the criticism of the 

junior high school, as well as social, psychological, and 

reorganizational influences; the middle school concept was 

created. George (1981) classified the first stage of the 

middle school movement as from 1960 to 1980. During that 

time George reports a dramatic increase in the number of 

middle schools from five hundred middle schools to five 

thousand middle schools by 1980. 

According to Van Til (1970) similar categories of 

influences which have brought the junior high school have 

also played a major role in the creation of the middle 

school. Social and political influences originated from 

the push for academic excellence following the Sputnik era 

and the cold war. Exposing students earlier to academic 

subjects especially math, science, and foreign languages, 

in order to compete with the eastern block, exerted 

pressure to move the ninth graders to high school as well 

as the fifth and/or sixth graders to the junior high level. 

In addition, the civil rights and school desegregation 
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movements provided a reason to establish the middle school. 

Changing the school arrangement from 6-3-3 or 6-2-4 to 

5-3-4 or 4-4-4 could provide earlier busing of children 

out of their neighborhood to a desegregated middle school. 

Psychological influences were provided by 

psychologists and anthropologists who found that young 

people today are maturing earlier physically, 

psychologically and socially than did their recent 

counterparts (Mead, 1965; Sanders, 1960; Tanner, 1962; 

Havighurst, 1965). Mead (1965), for example, wrote: 

One of the striking features of the last two 

decades has been the steady spread downwards in 

age level of dating; going steady; pairing-off 

(rather than one-sex friendship); and in 

emphasis on vocation choice, criminal behavior, 

competitive athletics, religious affiliation, and 

permission to spend money on increasingly lavish 

scale (p.5). 

Havighurst (1965) observed that modern adolescents 

are more complex and have many experiences earlier than 

their parents. He suggested that factors such as the 

modern media expose early adolescents to such experience as 

death, human depravity and sex earlier than ever before. 

Other factors leading to the formation of the 

middle school are mentioned by Wiles and Bondi (1981) such 

as the increase enrollment of school age children in the 
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1950's and the 1960's and the shortage of school buildings 

causing overcrowded schools. The regrouping of the grade 

levels would save districts space and school buildings. 

In summary, the middle school reorganization was 

created because of the changing social circumstances and 

the perceived new needs of the American society. 

Characteristics of the middle school 

Neil Atkins, a pioneer in the middle school 

movement (Atkins, 1968) identified the unique features that 

should be an integral part of the middle school. The 

middle school main mission should be to accommodate 

children who face problems of coping with change of 

interests, personal relationships, and physical changes; 

middle schools should have organizational flexibility, 

individualization of instruction, sensitive environment to 

the changing needs of this age group; the middle school 

instruction should focus on self directed learning, learner 

centered evaluation, individualized instruction, and other 

methods which center around the student needs rather than 

mastery learning. 

Clark and Clark (1986) cite important studies of 

middle school teachers and parents which affirm the need 

for the learner centered approach of the middle schools. 

They indicate that teachers and parents believe that in 

addition to academics there are other important goals for 
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the schools. They believe that the school needs to be 

responsive to the developmental needs of early adolescents. 

In view of the above ideals of the middle school 

Munsell (1984) has identified through a literature review 

and a committee of middle school experts the following 

programmatic characteristics of middle schools: continuous 

progress; variety of instructional strategies and 

materials; flexible schedules; physical experience; 

intramural activities; interdisciplinary team organization 

(ITO); vertical planning (planned gradualism); exploratory 

studies; guidance services; independent studies; basic 

skill repair and extension; creative experience; evaluation 

(positive, individualized, and non-threatening); community 

relations (continuous communication with the community); 

student services (range of specialists); auxiliary staffing 

(variety of community people); and educators knowledgeable 

about and committed to transescents. 

In summary, middle school characteristics differ 

from those of junior high schools in both a philosophical 

and structural manner by concentrating on the early 

adolescent needs. 

Pros and Cons of the middle school 

Similar to the junior high school, the middle 

school concept has grown rapidly, yet there is a continuous 

debate between proponents of the middle school and 
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advocates of the junior high school. critics of the middle 

school movement such as Yoder (1982) claim that middle 

school and junior high school goals are actually not 

different: "The 'middle school movement', then, may be more 

psychological than philosophical. We might just as 

logically call it the 'junior high movement' and reaffirm 

the principles of the junior high as enunciated 70 years 

ago" (p.5). Yoder concludes that no matter what you may 

call the school, it is the program and the people in the 

school which are most important. 

other criticisms of the middle school have come 

from research which indicates that the middle school 

characteristics have not been implemented by the schools to 

the extent recommended in the literature. Several studies 

have indicated that middle sohools and junior high schools 

may be more similar than different (Munsell, 1984; 

Gatewood, 1971). 

On the other hand, studies of successful middle 

schools and the proponents of the middle school movement 

point to certain advantages of the middle schools over the 

junior high schools. George (1982) claimed that the middle 

school provides more attention to young adolescents than 

the junior high; some characteristics which are typical to 

the middle school such as the Interdisciplinary Teaming 

organization are favored by educators more than the 

traditional organization of the junior high school; and 
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middle schools provide more structure than the junior high 

school. In addition, George (1982) claimed that the 

increase of structure is provided by factors such as: team 

organization, advisory groups, multiage grouping, and 

exploratory curricula. George (1982), also, mentioned 

several positive effects of the middle school on stu,dents 

and parents such as dramatic decrease in discipline 

problems; increase in positive feelings among students 

toward the school; improvement in success of students in 

the ninth grade; increase in parental support; improvement 

in interethnic relationships; and no loss in academic 

achievement. George concluded by saying: "The middle 

school is probably the only major, humanis1~ic, educator 

inspired national innovation to survive and prosper over 

the last 20 years" (George, 1982, p.51). 

Interdisciplinary teaming organization (ITO) was 

found to have a significant positive impact on teachers' 

work environment satisfaction and motivation. The next 

section will review the program attributes and its impact 

on teachers. 

Interdisciplinary Teaming organization (ITO) 

Definition and characteristics 

Garner (1976) defined ITO as a structure which: 

"Involves teachers from two or more academic disciplines in 
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the planning, preparation, presentation, and evaluation of 

lessons to accomplish common learning objectives for two or 

more classes of pupils" (p.98). other definitions involve 

the concept of sharing the same students, teaching areas 

and schedules (Alexander and George, 1981), and the use of 

a variety of instructional strategies and learning 

resources (Clark and Clark, 1987). 

The important characteristics of the ITO according 

to Clark and Clark (1987) and Erb (1987) are: teams of 

teachers organized around a required core of subjects 

providing a large block of time with teachers in each team 

having common planning time, shared students, and usually a 

common team space. The students are (or should be) 

assigned heterogeneously by the team teachers. 

History 

According to Clark and Clark (1987) teaming 

arrangements can be traced to the 1930's and 1940's, 

however, only since the early 1960's has ITO become 

operational. The development of the ITO during the 1960's 

has its roots in the concept of team teaching, block 

scheduling, flexible grouping, and integration of subject 

matters. This program was developed by Georgiades and was 

named the Pontoon Transitional Design system (Georgiades, 

1974). The ITO has become during the last twenty years one 

of the trade marks of the middle 'school, but despite the 



benefits of ITO reported by research most middle schools 

use traditional instructional organization according to 

several national surveys (Valentine, 1984; Binko and 

Lawlor, 1986). 

Advantages of !TO 

Since the aim of this research is to study the 

impact of ITO on teachers, this section primarily will 

review the advantages of ITO to teachers. In addition, 

other positive aspects of ITO, as supported by the 

literature, will be discussed. 
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When reviewing sixteen studies of the effect of ITO 

on students, cotton (1982) found no significant differences 

between students' achievement in traditional designed 

schools and ITO schools both in intermediate schools and in 

schools in general. However, with regard to affective 

outcomes such as self concept and student attitudes toward 

school, schools with ITO were found to be slightly favored 

by the majority of studies reviewed and significantly 

favored by some of the studies. 

In reviewing the literature on the impact of ITO on 

students, Clark and Clark (1986) report that ITO provides 

an ideal structure for the transition of students from self 

contained elementary school to the single subject 

disciplines of the high school. The ITO structure provides 

a smaller focus group which helps provide a sense of 
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membership for students. In addition, teams provide better 

use of staff in dealing with diversified populations, and a 

mechanism for providing more diversified educational 

experience to students. George (1973) has stressed the 

importance of the ITO for students, which enables students 

to study units such as problems of pollution from a broader 

perspective rather than study subject matter in isolation 

with no apparent relevance to day to day living. 

Regarding advantages to teachers, in a national 

survey of effective middle schools George and Oldaker 

(1985-1986) found from data on 130 exemplary middle schools 

that ninety percent of the schools were organized in 

interdisciplinary teams and with flexible scheduling. All 

administrators and teachers in this study report that they 

collaborated on decisions that shape school policy. As a 

consequence, the study reported that ninety-four percent of 

the respondents of the survey indicated increase in staff 

morale and rapport following the reorganization of schools 

to ITO. Eighty-two percent of the respondents reported 

increase staff participation in special interest 

activities. Over half of the surveyed teachers and 

administrators reported lower teacher turnover and 

absenteeism. In addition, teachers reported increased job 

satisfaction and working more closely with each other in 

the school and outside of it. Teachers in these exemplary 

middle schools developed a sense of belonging to the school 



as opposed to feelings of isolation as in the past. 

Another study of successful ~iddle schools 

(Lipsitz, 1984) found important advantages of ITO for 

teachers. Lipsitz said, 

Most striking is the lack of adult isolation in 

these schools, unlike the experience of many of 
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the teachers recount from their previous teaching 

assignment. Common planning and lunch periods, team 

meetings, and team teaching encourage constant 

communication and allow for high level of 

companionship. Teachers are not abandoned to their 

students, which is very important in working with this 

age group (p.185-186). 

In addition, Lipsitz observed professional advantages of 

ITO: 

The common planning period also promotes colleagiality 

and professionalism in curriculum development and 

review ••. teachers .•. control the schedule of the 

school day so that they can allocate time to 

activities according to their natural flow and 

students' needs, interests, and "attention spans 

(Lipsitz, 1984, p.194). 

Finally teachers in these successful schools, according to 

Lipsitz (1984), cited ITO as an "organizational ingenuity" 

which could be replicated elsewhere and reduce teacher 

isolation. The advantages of ITO to teachers, also, 
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expressed itself in the teachers' desire to implement ITO, 

and flexible scheduling to a higher degree. 

similarly, Munsell (1982), in a state wide survey 

of middle school teachers in colorado, found that teachers 

desired higher implementation of ITO and flexible 

scheduling more then any other of the eighteen 

characteristics of middle schools. 

Other studies report on the importance of ITO to 

teachers. Erb (1987) surveyed two hundred teachers and 

analyzed their responses according to four aspects: 

authority system, decision making system, reward system, 

and communication system. Regarding the authority system 

in these schools he found in ITO schools that teachers made 

better decisions, had better access to principals, had more 

opportunities to discuss their concerns, and had more input 

on school-wide issues than in traditional schools. In 

addition, team meetings were found to be crucial in 

providing teachers with the opportunity to talk to 

colleagues and support staff regarding issues such as team 

goals, discipline rules, student rewarding system, and 

placement and grouping of students. In particular ITO was 

found to be more beneficial in placement and grouping of 

students compared to schools with departmentalized setting 

where teachers are bound by the school's master schedule. 

Regarding the decision making process, Erb (1987) 

found that school wide issues were discussed in team 
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meetings before they were discussed at the general faculty 

meetings. Further, the process of decision making involved 

counselors which were more accessible to teachers. In 

general, teachers felt more involved in decisions affecting 

their teaching directly. 

As for the reward system, teachers reported more 

support and reward from colleagues and they felt less 

isolated and received more adult attention. 

Finally in regard to the communication system, 

teachers felt that the biggest difference between 

departmentalized and ITO schools was that teachers talked 

more to other teachers. They communicated with each other 

regarding students, curriculum coordination and activities, 

subject matter, and staff development. In addition, 

teachers' communication with parents increased in frequency 

and substance. communication with counselors increased, as 

well, along with improved use of the counselors' services. 

In general, teachers felt easier access to other people in 

the school. In summary, Erb (1987) reported that most 

teachers felt greater satisfaction with the conditions of 

teaching in ITO. 

Differences in job satisfaction between teachers 

who work in middle schools with ITO (high implementation 

level of middle school principles) and schools without ITO 

(low implementation of middle school principles) were 

identified also by Pook (1981). Although he did not find 
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overall differences in job satisfaction, he found that 

teachers in schools with ITO were significantly more 

satisfied with curriculum, community support of education, 

and with the school facilities than teachers in schools 

without ITO. The authors attribute the differences to the 

improved communication among teachers which enable them to 

utilize the school facilities better, and choose better 

curriculum. 

The above studies, however, do not look at the 

whole school as a unit of analysis, rather than survey 

samples of middle level teachers in general. The only 

study which was found in the literature to compare in a 

more in detailed manner teachers in ITO and departmental 

schools was done by Ashton et al. (1981). They compared 

teachers' satisfaction, expectations of student 

achievement, perception of intergroup conflict, and 

colleagial relationship between middle schools with ITO and 

junior high schools with departmental organization. Middle 

school teachers in ITO schools considered teaching ·to be 

more important to them than teachers in junior high 

schools. In addition, ITO middle school teachers were more 

satisfied with teaching and more likely to choose teaching 

again as a career. Finally teachers in ITO middle schools 

were found to be more concerned with their student 

affective development while junior high school teachers 

stressed more instructional responsibilities. 
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Regarding the same study, in a later publication 

Ashton and Webb (1986) reported a higher sense of efficacy 

among middle school teachers compared to junior high 

teachers as measured by the total score of the personal and 

general Rand efficacy items. Higher efficacy score 

indicated that teachers in an ITO setting believed more in 

their ability and in teaching in general to make a 

difference in students' learning. In addition, teachers in 

middle schools with ITO had higher expectations for student 

progress than junior high teachers. 

Seeking to further analyze the differences between 

teachers' perceptions in both settings Ashton and Webb 

(1986) conducted a microethnographic study of the 

differences between departmental junior high schools and 

ITO middle schools. The researchers found that teaching 

teams, among other factors, appeared to lessen teachers' 

self doubt and to increase self confidence, and efficacy. 

In addition to attributing the above differences between 

junior high and middle school teachers to the change in the 

organizational setting, the authors believed that these 

differences were due to the mUltiage grouping, and advisor

advisee relationship among teachers and students in the 

middle schools. The increased decision making 

participation in ITO settings was believed by the authors 

to contribute to the teachers' sense of community and high 

morale. On the other hand, teachers in traditional junior 
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high school felt more isolated and were less able to 

maintain their enthusiasm and high expectations for student 

achievement. 

A different study reported on the impact of the 

reorganization of a junior high school to a middle school 

with ITO (Thomason and Williams, 1982). Teachers reported, 

similar to the Munsell (1982) study, that they felt that 

ITO provided them with better ability to provide for 

students' individual differences, and more time to talk 

about students' problems. 

A case study describing the introduction of ITO to 

a junior high school (Whiteford and kyle, 1984) provided a 

further insight through observations into the impact of 

ITO. The researchers observed increased communication 

among teachers regarding students; increased integration of 

the curriculum across disciplines and decrease emphasis on 

departmental-based decisions; increased teachers' decision 

making authority regarding student placement, participation 

in special activities, and curriculum planning; increased 

staff cohesiveness as well as reduction of teacher 

isolation and increase coordination of activities in 

different classrooms within the teams; and finally 

increased effectiveness of staff development within each 

team. 

Other important advantages for teachers in ITO were 

listed by Armstrong (1977). They include: 



1. Taking advantage of the individual strengths and 

weaknesses of each teacher. 

2. Enhancing creativity, because of close working 

relationships among teachers. 

3. Facilitating individualized instruction. 

4. Providing better sequencing and pacing, because 

teachers communicate better with each other. 

5. Enhancing program continuity, because the team 

maintains its programs even though teachers come 

and go. 
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From the administrative point of view ITO also 

provided important advantages to teachers. Middle level 

principals, surveyed by McGee and Blackburn (1979), 

reported that ITO provided teachers with more flexibility 

and opportunities to reorder their schedules and for 

scheduling of parent-teacher and team-parent conferences. 

Further more, ITO tended to reduce the negative impact of 

the personality traits of single teachers and enabled 

improved coordination of schedules of tests and homework to 

avoid "peaks and valleys". In addition, ITO provided for 

improved colleagiality and increased opportunities for peer 

observations. Other administrative advantages of ITO were 

reported by Garner (1976). There were improved utilization 

of equipments, resources, and facilities including 

utilization of skills and talents of the teaching staff. 

It is important to empha~ize, however, that ITO has 
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some potential disadvantages. Clark and Clark (1986) and 

Garner (1976) reported several problems and disadvantages 

of ITO. Problems arising from interpersonal conflicts 

among teachers within a team may reduce the team 

effectiveness and teacher morale. Teachers' resistance to 

change and the introduction of additional workload due to 

the need for additional time for team planning may cause 

stress and burnout among teachers. Similarly, Pook (1981) 

found that teachers in middle schools with a high 

implementation level of ITO were more dissatisfied with 

their teaching load than teachers in middle schools with no 

ITO or with a low level of ITO implementation level. 

Another organizational problem with ITO stemed from 

the need for staff commitment, monetary commitment, and 

sUbstantial change of attitude of the staff according to 

Valentine (1984). Valentine speculated that the above 

factors may be the reason why so few schools with ITO exist 

at present. 

Some other negative effects of ITO on teachers were 

reported by Whiteford and Kyle (1984): increased demands on 

teachers to make decisions which they do not see as 

relevant to their role as teachers (such as distributing 

lockers), increased distance between the principal and the 

teachers due to the team leader position, and reduced 

contact between the teacher and students from different 

teams or grades. In addition, Ashton et ale (1981) 
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reported that teachers in middle schools with ITO recounted 

more difficulties with colleagial relations than did 

teachers at the junior high school. 

In summary, the overall picture is a positive one. 

Clark and Clark (1986) reported the following advantages of 

ITO for teachers: reduction of teachers' sense of 

isolation, increase of collaboration among teachers in 

solving problems especially regarding students, increase of 

teacher power and control of time allocation and grouping 

of students, increase of support among teachers, 

encouragement of innovations and'experimentation among 

teachers, and increase of teacher decision making 

participation in instructional and organizational issues. 

The above studies, also, indicate that teachers in 

ITO middle schools have higher job satisfaction and higher 

sense of efficacy, more commitment to teaching, and more of 

a sense of being professionals than teachers who teach in 

traditional junior high schools. 

Finally, only one study in the literature was found 

to be similar to this study's topic which attempts to 

compare teachers' work attitudes in departmental junior 

high schools and middle schools with ITO. 

summary 

This chapter has attempted to review the literature 
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regarding several topics. First the teachers' working 

environment component which has the greatest impact on 

teachers' morale, satisfaction, and efficacy was reviewed. 

Literature suggests that the nature of teacher interaction 

with administrators, other teachers, and students has 

important implications to teacher level of satisfaction, 

stress and burnout, and sense of efficacy; as well as to 

important indicators of teachers' morale such as 

absenteeism and the desire to leave teaching. 

Second, specific aspects of the teacher work 

environment in the schools, which are believed to be 

affected significantly by the teaming organization were 

examined. The nature of the decision making process in the 

school was found to be important in affecting teacher 

moral. Teachers desire more input into the decision making 

process than they currently have. Regarding teacher 

collaboration and cooperation, effective schools were found 

to have more teacher interaction pertaining to professional 

matters. 

The focus of this chapter then shifted to the 

middle school/junior high school level. After short 

reviews of the history and characteristics of junior high 

and middle schools, one aspect of the middle school 

movement, that of ITO, was examined. Specifically the 

impact of ITO on teachers' morale and other aspects of 

their attitude toward their working environment was 
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reviewed. 

It is suggested in this review that ITO, if fully 

implemented, may increase the extent of teacher decision 

making participation, colleagiality and collaboration among 

teachers, which in turn may increase teachers' 

satisfaction, efficacy, and commitment to teaching. This 

ultimately may result in better schools for young 

adolescents. 

Yet, little research exists on comparing middle 

schools with ITO and traditional junior high schools on the 

school level. Most of the cited research has looked at 

samples of teachers who work in both types of schools. The 

only study which has looked at ITO at the school unit level 

was carried out by Ashton and Webb (1986). 

Chapter three will descri.be the design of this 

study and the methods used in comparing middle schools with 

ITO and departmental junior high schools. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHOD 

Sample 

Four middle level schools were identified as 

appropriate sites for administering of the questionnaires. 

Two of the appropriate schools had typical ITO 

characteristics: common team planning period, shared 

students, proximity of team classrooms, and common block of 

time schedule (Erb, 1987). Two schools had none of the 

characteristics typical for ITO but a traditional 

departmental organization. 

Identification of the indicated middle level 

schools were conducted by interviews with middle school 

specialists, and districts' personnel (e.g. assistant 

superintendents, middle school principals, etc.) and were 

determined to adhere to the ITO and traditional 

departmental (DEP) organization. 

All teachers in each school were considered as the 

subjects of this study, and were given the Teacher Opinion 

Questionnaire (TOQ). 

Instrument 

The instrument for this study was a questionnaire 

(TOQ) which has been developed for use in effective schools 
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(Rosenholtz 1989). The TOQ items are provided in Appendix 

A. The TOQ items internal consistency was measured using 

Chronbach's coefficient alpha (Chronbach, 1951). 

Reliabilities were based on a sample size of 1,213 K-4 

teachers. The original questionnaire's scales, 

reliabilities (Standardized item Alpha), and scale items as 

reported by Rosenholtz (Rosenholtz 1989) are shown in 

Table 1. 

The TOQ reliability were retested on the sample 

mentioned above using the same reliability analysis method 

(Chronbach, 1951). Items of the scales were factor 

analyzed to test the consistency of the items for each 

scale. 

The instrument was modified slightly in order to 

adjust it to middle level schools by: replacing the word 

"principal" with "administrator(s)"; and the word 

"children" with "students". The definitions of each TOQ 

scale are report as follows: 

1. Recruitment and socialization - The quality of the 

process of recruitment and induotion of new teachers 

and substitute teachers in the school. 

2. Goal setting - The degree of clarity and focus of the 

school's faculty and administration on the school's 

goals. 

3. Buffering - Administrator's actions which prevent 

interruptions and assist teachers in attaining 
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Table 1 

TEACHER OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE (TOQ) ORIGINAL SCALES AND 

RELIABILITIES 

Scale Stand. Alpha Item numbers 

1. Recruitment and social. 0.76 10,18,22,27,57, 

68,102,117 

2. Goal-setting 0.73 13,21,38,42,93, 

128 

3. Buffering 0.77 1,14,61,94,107, 

113,120,130,133, 

136 

4. Evaluation 0.77 2,7,41,48,52,69, 

91,109 

5. Decision making particip. 0.68 90,110,112,118, 

127,137 

6. Managing student behavior 0.74 17,47,50,60, 

122 

7. Instructional coordinat. 0.57 19,33,76,81, 

103 

8. Organizational rigidity 0.80 20,24,37,43,54, 

63,98,131 

9. Principal as colleague 0.77 35,62,73,121, 

123,138 

10. Homogeneity/shared values 0.66 8,9,39,56,65, 
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11. Collaboration 0.64 49,67,74,89,95, 

100,105,119,125, 

139 

12. Skill acquisition 0.72 4,46,59,64,78, 

92,96,111 

13. Instructional rewards 0.68 5,29,31,70,80, 

82 

14. Satisfaction/commitment 0.82 11,12,28,36,45, 

66,79,85,99,101, 

114,124,126,129, 

134 

15. Cohesiveness 0.74 3,15,25,32,34, 

40,53,83 

16. Teacher Efficacy 0.76 26,30,51,55,58, 

71,77,84,86,88, 

97,104,106,115, 

135, 140,141 



instructional goals. 

4. Evaluation - The degree of fairness of the teacher 

evaluation process. 
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5. Decision making participation - The degree of teacher 

input into various decisions related to school issues. 

6. Managing student behavior - The degree of clarity and 

enforcement of school's rules regarding student 

conduct. 

7. Instructional coordination - The degree of fit between 

the teacher's own curriculum and other teachers' 

curricula. 

8. organizational rigidity - The degree of control school 

administrators exert over teachers' work. 

9. Administrator as colleague - The degree of 

administrators' involvement with instructional related 

issues. 

10. Homogeneity/shared values - The degree of similarity 

of the philosophy and norms among the school's 

faculty. 

11. Collaboration - The degree of help teachers provide to 

each other. 

12. Skill acquisition - The extent of opportunities 

teachers have to further their skills. 

13. Instructional rewards - The degree of recognition and 

feedback teachers obtain. 



14. Satisfaction/commitment - The degree of enjoyment 

teachers derive from various aspects of their work. 
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15. Cohesiveness - The degree of commitment teachers feel 

toward their school. 

16. Teacher efficacy - The degree of belief teachers have 

in teaching in general and in their own teaching 

ability to make a difference in students' life. 

Not a part of the study analysis but as an 

enrichment to the study, an open ended interview were 

conducted on a sample of the teachers in each school. The 

interview questions (Appendix B) were constructed to 

provide additional information about teachers' working 

environment in the schools, and in order to better 

understand the study's results. The interviews were 

recorded and transcribed. Any information pertinent to the 

hypotheses will be discussed in chapter 5 anecdotally. 

with regard to the validity of the TOQ, according to 

Rosenholtz (1989), the content validity of the instrument 

was determined based on an extensive theoretical discussion 

and literature review of effective school and teacher work 

environment research. 

Procedure 

Questionnaires was delivered to the four middle 

level schools' administrators and distributed to all 

teachers in those schools. Filling in the TOQ was on a 
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voluntary basis with a period of several weeks provided for 

that purpose. 

Interviews were conducted on a random sample of ten 

percent of the teachers in each school and were carried out 

pending teacher consent. 

Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were tested: 

Hol - There will be no difference in the mean TOQ 

scales' scores of teachers who teach in a 

middle level schools which utilizes ITO, and 

teachers who teach in middle level schools 

which do not use ITO. 

H02 - There will be no difference in the mean TOQ 

scales' scores of teachers who belong to an 

interdisciplinary team and teachers who do 

not belong to the teams within schools which 

use ITO. 

H03 - There will be no difference in the mean TOQ 

scales' scores of teachers who work in the 

different schools which utilize ITO. 

Analysis of data 

The three hypotheses were analyzed using T-test. 



T-test is a statistical inference technique, used in 

situations involving small samples from a normal 

populations, which compares two means of observations and 

serves to support or discredit a priori hypothesis 

(Kachigan, 1986). The formula when comparing two 

independent means, as in this case, is: 

t = --------

Where: 

Xl and x2 are means and s is the standard 
xl - x2 

deviation of the difference between the means (Glass and 

Hopkins, 1984). 
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In all hypotheses the dependent variable were the 

TOQ scales. In hypothesis 1 (H01) the independent variable 

was the type of organization of the school (ITO or no ITO). 

In hypothesis 2 (Ho2) the independent variable was 

the membership of teachers in an interdisciplinary team 

within schools which utilize ITO. 

In hypothesis 3 (H03) the independent variable was 

the schools with ITO (ITO school 1 or ITO school 2). 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The goal of this chapter is to report the results 

of the testing of the three hypotheses developed in chapter 

three as well as provide information about the background 

of the study subjects, the study's instrument reliability 

retest, and additional results regarding individual items 

and analysis of variance. 

The background information of the subjects of this 

study are reported in Table 2. The data include 

information about the number of teachers in each school 

responding to the survey. In school one with 

Interdisciplinary Team organization (ITO 1) there were a 

total of sixty-one teachers. Forty-one percent returned 

the questionnaire. school two with ITO (ITO 2) had a total 

of forty-seven teachers indicating a forty-seven percent 

return rate. School one with a departmental organization 

(DEP,l) had a total of twenty-three teachers providing a 

forty-three percent return rate. School two with 

departmental organization (DEP 2) had a total of fifty-four 

teachers providing a thirty-nine percent return rate. The 

return rate was considered sufficient to be a 

representative sample of the studied schools. The 

relatively low return rate obtained in this study was 
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TABLE 2 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION OF PARTICIPATING TEACHERS 

INFORMATION ITO 1. ITO ~ DEP 1. DEP ~ 

Respondents 25 22 10 21 

Age 

20-24 1 (4% ) 0 0 0 

25-29 4 (17%) 6 (27%) 3 (30%) 4 (20%) 

30-34 7 (29%) 4 (18%) 4 (40%) 3 (15%) 

35-39 6 (25%) 3 (14%) 2 (20%) 3 (15%) 

40-44 3 (12%) 7 (32%) 0 4 (20%) 

45-49 0 0 0 2 (10%) 

over 50 3 (12%) 2 (9%) 1 (10%) 4 (20%) 

Sex 

male 19 (76%) 16 (73%) 7 (70%) 9 (45%) 

female 6 (24%) 6 (27%) 3 (30%) 11 (55%) 

Ethnicity 

Anglo 21 (84%) 16 (76%) 10 (100%) 17 (85%) 

Hispanic 4 (16%) 5 (24%) 0 1 (5%) 

Native American 0 0 0 1 (5%) 

Other 0 1 (4%) 0 1 (5%) 

Teaching experience 

first year 1 (4% ) 0 1 (10%) 2 (11%) 

2-3 years 0 3 (14%) 3 (30%) 2 (11%) 

4-5 years 5 (20%) 2 (9% ) 0 1 (5% ) 
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED) 

INFORMATION ITO 1. ITO ~ DEP 1. DEP ~ 

6-7 years 4 (16%) 3 (14%) 1 (10%) 1 (5% 

8-9 years 3 (12%) 4 (18%) 4 (40%) 2 (10%) 

9-10 years 3 (12%) 0 0 0 

over 10 years 9 (36%) 10 (45%) 1 (10%) 11 (58%) 

Teaching load 

full time 24 (96%) 21 (96%) 10 (100%) 15 (79%) 

part time 1 (4%) 1 (4% ) 0 4 (21%) 

Type of teaching certificate 

elementary 16 (64%) 12 (57%) 1 (10%) 2 (11%) 

secondary 4 (16%) 5 (24%) 7 (70%) 6 (33%) 

element. & second. 5 (20%) 4 (19%) 2 (20%) 10 (56%) 

Middle school endorsement 

yes 1J. (44%) 11 (50%) 2 (20%) 5 (25%) 

no 14 (56%) 11 (50%) 8 (80%) 15 (75%) 

Present position 

language arts 4 (15%) 6 (28%) 2 (20%) 6 (31%) 

social stud. 5 (19%) 1 (5% ) 2 (20%) 0 

science 3 (11%) 5 (24%) 2 (20%) 4 ( 21%) 

math 6 (23%) 3 (14%) 2 (20%) 2 (11%) 

vocation & art 2 (7% ) 4 (19%) 0 2 (11%) 

special educe 3 (11%) 0 0 1 (5% ) 

physical educe 2 (7% ) 1 (5% ) 1 (10%) 4 (21%) 

foreign lang. 0 0 1 (10%) 0 
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED) 

INFORMATION ITO 1:. ITO .a DEP 1:. DEP ~ 

other 2 (7% 1 (5% 0 0 

Grade teaching 

6TH grade 9 (36%) 5 (25%) 

7TH grade 3 (12%) 6 (30%) 0 3 (16%) 

8TH grade 6 (24%) 2 (10%) 1 (10%) 6 (31%) 

more than 1 grd. 7 (28%) 7 (35%) 9 (90%) 10 (53%) 

Highest college dgr. 

bachelor 13 (52%) 11 (50%) 4 (40%) 7 (35%) 

masters 11 (44%) 10 (45%) 5 (50%) 12 (60%) 

other 1 (4% ) 1 (5% ) 1 (10%) 1 (5% ) 

Marital status 

single 3 (13%) 6 (27%) 5 (50%) 4 (22%) 

married 15 (62%) 14 (64%) 5 (50%) 14 (78%) 

widow (er) 2 (8% ) 0 0 0 

divorced or sprt. 4 (17%) 2 (9%) 0 0 



expected because of the length of the TOQ instrument; 

however, the length of the TOQ provided for increased 

reliability. Kerlinger (1986) indicates, 
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with few items, a chance error looms large. with more 

items, it looms less large. The probability of its 

being balanced by another random error the other way 

is greater when there are more items. Summarily, more 

items increase the probability of accurate 

measurement. (p.415) 

Table 2 provides other information regarding the 

teachers' ethnicity; sex; teaching experience; grade 

teaching; teaching load; type of teaching certificate and 

endorsement; teaching position; highest college degree 

obtained; and marital status. 

The data indicated a fairly even distribution of 

age among teachers with the majority of teachers in the age 

range of twenty-five to forty-four years old. 

Regarding the gender composition of the schools, 

the majority of respondents in three of the schools were 

males and one school had an almost even number of male and 

female teachers. However, as the schools' records 

indicate, the gender make-up of the teacher population in 

each school was different. In all the schools female 

teachers constituted the majority ( ITO 1 - 75%, ITO 2 -

64%, DEP 1 - 70%, DEP 2 - 56%). 

The ethnic composition of the teachers in the 



schools indicated a definite majority of Anglo teachers 

ranging from seventy-three to a hundred percent. The 

minority teachers were mostly of Hispanic background. 
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Regarding the teachers' teaching experience, it is 

apparent that the majority of teachers in most of the 

schools had over eight years of teaching experience while 

one school (ITO 1) had teachers with less teaching 

experience. In addition most of the respondents were 

full-time teachers. 

concerning the type of teaching certificate held by 

the respondents, the majority of ITO school teachers held 

an elementary teaching certificate while among the 

departmental school teachers the type of teaching 

certificate varied from a majority of secondary certified 

teachers in one school (DEP 1) to a majority of teachers 

having both elementary and secondary certificates in the 

second school (DEP 2). In addition, about half of the 

teachers in the ITO schools had a middle school endorsement 

while only a quarter to one fifth of the departmental 

school teachers had a middle school endorsement. 

with regard to the teachers' teaching position in 

the schools, most academic subjects were represented and no 

sUbject-matter seemed to dominate. In addition, no grade 

level seemed to dominate within a school; however, it is 

important to notice that the overwhelming majority of 

teachers in departmental school one (DEP 1) taught more 



than one grade level while in other schools most teachers 

taught only one grade. 
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Teachers' college degree in all the schools were 

nearly evenly distributed among bachelor and masters 

degrees. Regarding the marital status of the teachers, the 

majority of teachers were married except for departmental 

schools one (DEP 1) where the numbers were even (50% 

married and 50% single). 

TOQ reliability results 

The Teacher opinion Questionnaire (TOQ) reliability 

retest standard alpha values and questions used for each 

scale, after omitting items from the original instrument 

not correlating well with the scales, are reported in 

Table 3. 

standard item alpha is Cronbach's (1951) 

coefficient alpha adjusted to the number of items in each 

scale. Coefficient alpha according to Cronbach (1951) is 

the maximum likelihood estimate of the reliability 

coefficient if the parallel model is assumed to be true. 

All scales were found to have acceptable standard alpha 

levels ranging from 0.59 to 0.84. 

Regarding the process of eliminating items not 

correlating well with the scales two statistical features 

were used; the alpha value if the item was deleted, and the 

correlation matrix. If a TOQ scale item had weak 
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TABLE 3 

TOQ SCALES' RELIABILITY AND ITEMS AFTER REVISION 

Scale 

Recruitment and social. 

Goal setting 

Buffering 

Evaluation 

Decision making particip. 

Managing student behavior 

Instructional coordinat. 

organizational rigidity 

Principal as colleague 

Homogeneity/shared values 

Collaboration 

Skill acquisition 

Instructional rewards 

Satisfaction/commitment 

Stand. Alpha 

0.67 

0.75 

0.66 

0.73 

0.64 

0.63 

0.59 

0.84 

0.70 

0.59 

0.70 

0.76 

0.71 

0.83 

Item numbers 

10,22,27,57,68, 

102,117 

13,21,38,42,93, 

128 

1,14,61,94,107, 

113,120,130,133, 

136 

2,7,41,48,52,69, 

91 

16,90,108,110, 

112,118,127,137 

17,47,50,60 

19,33,81,103 

20,24,37,43, 

54,63,98,131 

35,73,121,123,138 

8,9,39,56,65,72 

49,67,74,89,100, 

105,119,125,139 

4,46,59,64,78,92, 

96,111 

5,29,31,70,80,82 

11,12,36,66,75, 



TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

Cohesiveness 0.76 

Teacher efficacy 0.84 

86 

79,85,99,101,114, 

124,126,129,134 

3,15,25,32,34,40, 

53,83 

26,30,51,58,71, 

77,84,86,88,97, 

104,106,115,135, 

140,141 



correlations (positive and negative) with substantial 

number of items in the scale and if the item's standard 

item alpha was increased as a result of eliminating that 

item, the item was eliminated. The following items were 

eliminated: 18, 109, 122, 76, 62, 95, 28, 45, 55. 

Hypotheses testing results 
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Null hypothesis Ho1 stated that there would be no 

significant difference in the TOQ scale scores of teachers 

who teach in schools which use the ITO syst.em and teachers 

who teach in schools which do not use the ITO system. 

The 2-tail T-test analysis results included mean 

score, standard deviation, T-value, degrees of freedom, and 

2-tail probability for each of the survey's scales. The 

results are reported in Table 4. The 2-Tail probabilities 

which were significant at the 0.05 or the 0.01 level were 

marked with an asterisk. A lower scale score on the TOQ 

instrument means a more positive,perception of the school 

by the teachers, and conversely a higher scale score on the 

TOQ questionnaire means a more negative perception of the 

school by the teachers. 

The hypothesis was rejected at the 0.05 level for 

the scales, recruitment and socialization, evaluation, 

instructional coordination, homogeneity/shared values, and 

instructional rewards; and at the 0.01 level for the scales 

goal setting and cohesiveness. On all the above scales, 
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TABLE 4 

T-TEST COMPARISON OF TEACHERS' ATTITUDES IN MIDDLE SCHOOLS 
WITH ITO AND DEPARTMENTAL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 

VARIABLE 
MEAN SD 

recruitment and socialization 

ITO school 

DEP school 

goal-setting 

ITO School 

DEP school 

buffering 

ITO school 

DEP school 

evaluation 

ITO school 

DEP school 

2.24 

2.51 

2.24 

2.73 

2.38 

2.57 

2.30 

2.52 

0.55 

0.49 

0.53 

0.62 

0.45 

0.42 

0.56 

0.38 

decision making participation 

ITO school 2.52 0.61 

DEP school 2.61 0.46 

T 
VALUE 

-2.21 

-3.63 

-1.92 

-2.11 

-0.75 

DEGR.OF 
FREEDOM 

69.00 

57.44 

66.93 

75.90 

74.86 

* indicates statistical significance (p < .05) 
** indicates statistical significance (p < .01) 

2-TAIL 
PROB. 

0.03* 

0.001** 

0.06 

0.04* 

0.46 



TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 

VARIABLE 
MEAN SO 

managing student behavior 

ITO school 2.03 0.56 

DEP school 2.16 0.50 

instructional coordination 

ITO school 2.22 0.64 

DEP school 2.53 0.58 

organizational rigidity 

ITO school 2.11 0.69 

DEP school 2.11 0.52 

principal as colleague 

ITO school 2.46 0.65 

DEP school 2.65 0.59 

homogeneity/shared values 

ITO school 2.34 0.63 

DEP school 2.60 0.47 

collaboration 

ITO school 2.32 0.47 

DEP school 2.51 0.40 

T 
'VALUE 

-1.07 

-2.23 

-0.05 

-1.32 

-1.87 

DEGR.OF 
FREEDOM 

69.45 

68.74 

74.41 

68.02 

74.76 

70.74 

* indicates statistical significance (p < .05) 
** indicates statistical significance (p < .01) 
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2-TAIL 
PROB. 

0.29 

0.03* 

0.96 

0.19 

0.04* 

0.06 



TABLE 4 (CONTINUED) 

VARIABLE 
MEAN 

skill acquisition 

ITO school 2.28 

DEP school 2.34 

instructional rewards 

ITO school 1.73 

DEP school 1.93 

satisfaction/commitment 

ITO school 2.08 

DEP school 2.15 

cohesiveness 

ITO school 2.03 

DEP school 2.46 

teacher efficacy 

ITO school 2.33 

DEP school 2.38 

SD 

0.51 

0.47 

0.45 

0.47 

0.47 

0.43 

0.64 

0.46 

0.45 

0.43 

T 
VALUE 

-0.59 

-1.96 

-0.74 

-3.50 

-0.49 

DEGR.OF 
FREEDOM 

68.04 

65.91 

68.08 

75.27 

66.69 

* indicates statistical significance (p < .05) 
** indicates statistical significance (p < .01) 

90 

2-TAIL 
PROB. 

0.59 

0.05* 

0.46 

0.001** 

0.62 
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the ITO schools (ITO school) had scored significantly lower 

than departmental schools (DEP school). 

Hypothesis Hol was accepted, that is no significant 

differences were found between ITO schools and departmental 

schools, for the other scales including buffering; decision 

making participation; managing student; organizational 

rigidity; principal as a colleague; collaboration; skill 

acquisition; satisfaction and commitment; and teacher 

efficacy. 

It is important, however, to note that on the 

buffering and collaboration scales the difference between 

teachers in the two systems was at the level of 0.06, close 

to the 0.05 level. In both cases, again, teachers in the 

ITO schools had lower mean scores than teachers in non ITO 

schools. In addition, all other scales' mean scores of 

ITO teachers were lower (although not on a significant 

level) than DEP teachers. Therefore, while not 

statistically significant, these results indicate 

additional differences between the way teachers perceive 

their environment in ITO schools and in DEP schools. 

Null hypothesis 2 (H02) stated that no significant 

difference in the mean TOQ scale scores were expected for 

teachers who belonged to an interdisciplinary team and 

teachers who did not belong to the teams within the ITO 

schools. 

since only three teachers reported not belonging to 
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a team it was not possible to compare both groups and 

obtain meaningful results. However, since another five 

teachers reported being members in a team but not having a 

common planning period; and since a common planning period 

was reported in literature (Erb, 1987; Clark and Clark, 

1987) to be a crucial component of ITO; both non team 

members and team members without common planning period 

were combined as one group and compared to team members who 

share a common planning period. The results appear in 

Table 5. 

Hypothesis two (H02) was accepted. None of the 

scales of the TOQ showed any significant difference in the 

mean scores between teachers who.were members of an 

interdisciplinary team and teachers who were either 

non-members or members with no common planing period within 

the ITO schools. 

Null hypothesis three (H03) stated that there would 

be no significant difference in TOQ scale scores of 

teachers who work in different schools which use ITO. The 

results are reported in Table 6. 

The null hypothesis was rejected at the 0.05 level 

for three scales: decision making participation, managing 

student behavior, and instructional rewards. In all three 

scales ITO school 2 mean scores were lower than ITO school 

1 mean scores, that is ITO 2 school teachers felt more 

positive toward their school than ITO 1 school teachers 
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TABLE 5 

T-TEST COMPARISON OF TEAM MEMBER TEACHERS WHO HAVE A COMMON 
PLANNING PERIOD (GROUP 1) WITH NON TEAM MEMBERS OR TEAM 
MEMBERS WHO DO NOT HAVE A COMMON PLANNING PERIOD (GROUP 2) 

VARIABLE 
2-TAIL 

MEAN SO 

recruitment and socialization 

group 1 

group 2 

goal-setting 

group 1 

group 2 

buffering 

group 1 

group 2 

evaluation 

group 1 

group 2 

2.31 0.57 

2.36 0.54 

2.33 0.51 

2.10 0.68 

2.40 0.34 

2.25 0.57 

2.26 0.48 

2.10 0.52 

decision making participation 

group 1 2.66 0.49 

group 2 2.37 0.94 

T DEGR.OF 

VALUE FREEDOM 

-0.03 11. 73 

0.87 9.31 

0.70 8.44 

0.76 10.53 

0.84 8.07 

* indicates statistical significance (p < 0.05) 
** indicates statistical significance (p < 0.01) 

PROBe 

0.98 

0.41 

0.50 

0.46 

0.42 



TABLE 5 (CONTINUED) 

VARIABLE 
MEAN SD 

managing student behavior 

group 1 

group 2 

2.13 

1.97 

0.47 

0.57 

instructional coordination 

group 1 

group 2 

2.26 

2.22 

organizational rigidity 

group 1 2.03 

group 2 2.17 

principal as colleague 

group 1 2.38 

group 2 2.57 

homogeneity/shared values 

group 1 

group 2 

collaboration 

group 1 

group 2 

2.30 

2.65 

2.39 

2.33 

0.55 

0.74 

0.57 

1.10 

0.53 

0.69 

0.44 

1.06 

0.43 

0.50 

T 
VALUE 

0.73 

0.15 

-0.37 

-0.72 

-0.89 

0.30 

DEGR.OF 
FREEDOM 

9.70 

9.24 

8.04 

9.46 

7.66 

10.16 

* indicates statistical significance (p < 0.05) 
** indicates statistical significance (p < 0.01) 
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2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.48 

0.88 

0.72 

0.49 

0.40 

0.77 



TABLE 5 (CONTINUED) 

VARIABLE 
MEAN 

skill acquisition 

group 1 

group 2 

2.37 

2.15 

instructiona~ rewards 

group 1 

group 2 

1.82 

1.66 

satisfaction/commitment 

group 1 

group 2 

cohesiveness 

group 1 

group 2 

teacher efficacy 

group 1 

group 2 

2.04 

1.96 

2.15 

2.34 

2.37 

2.22 

SD 

0.40 

0.67 

0.43 

0.50 

0.39 

0.46 

0.59 

1.0 

0.44 

0.44 

T 
VALUE 

0.91 

0.82 

0.44 

-0.52 

0.83 

DEGR.OF 
FREEDOM 

8.39 

10.09 

9.90 

8.44 

11.25 

* indicates statistical significance (p < 0.05) 
** indicates statistical significance (p < 0.01) 

number of teachers: 

members with common planning period (group 1) = 29 

non-members or no common plan period (group 2) = 8 
with regard to the above TOQ scales. 
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2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.39 

0.43 

0.67 

0.62 

0.42 
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TABLE 6 

T-TEST COMPARISON OF TEACHERS' ATTITUDES IN ITO SCHOOLS 

VARIABLE 
MEAN SD 

recruitment and socialization 

ITO school 1 

ITO school 2 

goal-setting 

ITO school 1 

ITO school 2 

buffering 

ITO school 1 

ITO school 2 

evaluation 

ITO school 1 

ITO school 2 

2.20 0.51 

2.29 0.59 

2.37 0.54 

2.10 0.49 

2.46 0.35 

2.28 0.53 

2.27 0.48 

2.32 0.65 

decision making participation 

ITO school 1 2.71 0.53 

ITO school 2 2.30 0.64 

managing student behavior 

ITO school 1 2.19 0.54 

ITO school 2 1.85 0.54 

T 
VALUE 

-0.53 

1. 78 

1. 36 

-0.30 

2.35 

2.14 

DEG. OF 
FREEDOM 

41.91 

44.90 

35.88 

38.34 

41.20 

44.09 

* indicates statistical significance (p < 0.05) 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.60 

0.08 

0.18 

0.77 

0.02* 

0.04* 



TABLE 6 (CONTINUED) 

VARIABLE 
MEAN SD 

instructional coordination 

ITO school 1 2.24 0.53 

ITO school 2 2.20 0.76 

organizational rigidity 

ITO school 1 2.02 0.68 

ITO school 2 2.20 0.71 

principal as colleague 

ITO school 1 2.38 0.61 

ITO school 2 2.54 0.69 

homogeneity/shared values 

ITO school 1 2.30 0.46 

ITO school 2 2.39 0.78 

collaboration 

ITO school 1 2.38 0.44 

ITO school 2 2.26 0.50 

skill acquisition 

ITO school 1 2.37 0.47 

ITO school 2 2.18 0.56 

T 
VALUE 

0.22 

-0.87 

-0.81 

-0.46 

0.92 

1.24 

DEG. OF 
FREEDOM 

6.72 

43.74 

42.18 

33.19 

42.48 

41.12 

* indicates statistical 'significance (p < 0.05) 
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2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.83 

0.39 

0.42 

0.65 

0.36 

0.22 



TABLE 6 (CONTINUED) 

VARIABLE 
MEAN 

instructional rewards 

ITO school 1 1.86 

ITO school 2 1.58 

satisfaction/commitment 

ITO school 1 2.09 

ITO school 2 2.07 

teacher efficacy 

ITO school 1 2.41 

ITO school 2 2.23 

SD 

0.46 

0.40 

0.41 

0.53 

0.47 

0.42 

T 
VALUE 

2.23 

0.15 

1.35 

DEG. OF 
FREEDOM 

45.00 

39.31 

44.96 

* indicates statistical significance (p < 0.05) 
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2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.03* 

0.88 

0.18 
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On all other scales, scores were not significantly 

different between both schools and therefore hypothesis 

three (H03) was accepted for these scales. 

Analysis of Variance 

Analysis of variance tests using 2-way Analysis Of 

Variance (ANOVA) were carried out on the entire sample of 

middle level teachers in order to find additional 

differences among teachers according to their background 

and personal information. The reason for this data 

analysis was to explore other variables (other than type of 

school organization) related to middle level teachers and 

to provide control for the data obtained in this study. 

Glass and Hopkins (1984) indicate: "It should be clear that 

the examination of interaction between treatment and 

various subject characteristics (personological or 

organismic variables) contributes substantially to the 

generalizability of a study" (p.406). 

The independent variables chosen for each of the 

two-way analyses were, grade and teaching position, 

ethnicity and sex, certification type and middle school 

endorsement, and age and teaching experience. 

since the analysis of variance results in this 

study do not pertain to the main hypotheses in this study 

but serve as a control, only significant main effects and 

two-way interaction results (p < 0.05 and p < 0.01) are 



reported. The results are reported in Table 7, Table 8, 

Table 9, and Table 10. 
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The results in Table 7 indicate a significant 

difference between male and female teachers on TOQ scales 

collaboration, managing student behavior and principal as a 

colleague (F[collaboration] = 10.26; F[managing of student 

behavior] = 8.02; F[principal as a colleague] = 7.9). 

Examination of cell means indicate male teachers' mean 

scores (x[collaboration] = 2.26; x[managing student 

behavior] = 1.96; x[principal as a colleague] = 2.37) are 

lower than female teachers' mean scores (x[collaboration] = 

2.61; x[managing student behavior] = 2.34; x[principal as a 

colleague] = 2.82) (p <.01). This indicates that male 

teachers in this sample perceived their school faculty to 

be more collaborative, to experience less student behavior 

problems and to perceive their administrators to be more 

supportive than did female teachers. 

Table 8 shows significant differences between 

Hispanic and Anglo teachers regarding organization 

rigidity, evaluation, cohesiveness, and homogeneity/shared 

values TOQ scales (F[organization rigidity] = 10.20; 

F[evaluation] = 4.65; F[cohesiveness] = 5.60; 

F[homogeneity/shared values = 5.90). Examination of cell 

means indicate Anglo teachers' mean scores (x[organization 

rigidity] = 2.02; x[evaluation] = 2.35; x[cohesiveness] = 

2.13; x[homogeneity/shared values] = 2.39) were lower than 
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Hispanic teachers' mean scores (x[organization rigidity] = 

2.70; x[evaluation] = 2.74; x[cohesiveness] = 2.65; 

x[homogeneity/shared values] = 2.88) (p <.05). The data 

indicated that Anglo teachers perceived their school to be 

less rigid; their evaluation process to be more fair and 

helpful to them; and the faculty of the school to be more 

cohesive and more homogeneous than Hispanic teachers. 

Table 9 shows that teachers with a secondary 

teaching certificate, teachers with an elementary 

certificate and teachers with both an elementary and 

secondary certificate differed significantly in their 

attitude toward managing student behavior (F = 3.16). 

Elementary certified teachers and teachers with both 

elementary and secondary certification (x[elementary] = 
2.08 and x[elem. & second.] = 1.95) scored significantly 

lower than secondary certified teachers (x = 2.27) 

(p <.05). The results indicated that teachers with an 

elementary teaching certificate or with both elementary and 

secondary certificate felt more positive about the school 

rules regarding student discipline than teachers with 

secondary certificate only. 

Finally, a significant two-way interaction between 

the independent variables ethnicity and sex with the 

dependent variable of homogeneity/shared values (F = 5.85) 

is reported in Table 10. Examination of the means 

indicated that Anglo male teachers (x = 2.28) had the 
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TABLE 7 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS 
DEPICTING RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SEX AND TOQ SCALES 

SOURCE SS D.F MS F 

collaboration 1.44 1 1.44 8.37 ** 
managing stud-
ent behavior 2.25 1 2.25 8.10 ** 
principal as 
a colleague 2.45 1 2.45 7.24 ** 

** indicates statistical significance (p < 0.01) 

SEX 

MALE FEMALE 

X SD X SD 

collaboration 2.29 0.43 2.59 0.42 

managing stud-
ent behavior 1.97 0.52 2.34 0.50 

principal as 
a colleague 2.38 0.65 2.80 0.50 
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TABLE 8 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS 
DEPICTING RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ETHNICITY AND TOQ SCALES 

SOURCE SS OF MS F 

organization 
rigidity 3.64 1 3.64 10.20 * 
evaluation 1.20 1 1.20 4.65 * 
cohesiveness 1.90 1 1.90 5.60 * 
homogeneity/ 
shared value 1. 77 1 1.77 5.90 * 

* indicates statistical significance (p < 0.05) 

ETHNICITY 

ANGLO HISPANIC 

X SO X SO 

organization 2.02 0.54 2.70 0.89 
rigidity 

evaluation 2.35 0.50 2.74 0.53 

cohesiveness 2.13 0.57 2.65 0.79 

homogeneity/ 
shared value 2.39 0.53 2.88 0.80 
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TABLE 9 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS 
DEPICTING RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TYPE OF TEACHING CERTIFICATE 
AND TOQ SCALES 

SOURCE 

managing stu
dent behavior 

SS 

1.58 

DF MS 

2 0.79 

* indicates statistical significance (p < 0.05) 

TYPE OF TEACHING CE~TIFICATE 

ELEMENTARY SECONDARY 

managing stu-
dent behavior 2.08 0.59 2.27 0.49 1.95 

F 

3.16 * 

0.47 
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TABLE 10 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS 
DEPICTING TWO-WAY INTERACTION RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
ETHNICITY SEX AND TOQ SCALES 

SOURCE 

homogeneity/ 
shared value 

SS 

1. 75 

DF MS 

1 1.75 

* indicates statistical significance (p < 0.05) 

SEX 

MALE FEMALE 

ETHNICITY X SD X SO 

Anglo 2.28 0.53 2.63 0.46 

Hispanic 3.17 1.11 2.60 0.09 

F 

5.85 * 



lowest score while Hispanic male teachers (x = 3.17) had 

the highest homogeneity/shared values mean score 
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(p < 0.05). It is evident from the data that Anglo-male 

teachers felt more similarity between their values and the 

values of other teachers and administrators than any other 

group while Hispanic-male teachers, more than any other 

group, felt that their values and goals were different than 

the other faculty and administration. 

Individual item and scale results 

The goal of this section is to report on the 

ranking and percent of individual TOQ statements and 

scales which were found to be most agreed and most 

disagreed upon. This information can help identify the 

areas where teachers felt most positive regarding their 

working environment in the schools and areas of concern 

which were perceived to need improvement. 

In order to identify the TOQ items most approved 

and most disapproved by teachers the number of respondents 

who disagreed and strongly disagreed with the statements 

(or identified statements as occurring seldom or never) in 

the questionnaire were combined. similarly the respondents 

who agreed and strongly agreed with the statements (or 

identified statements as occurring frequently or always) 

were combined. The percent of respondents from the total 

population was calculated and ranked. Table 11 and 



Table 12 provide a sample of items and percent of 

respondents which ranked the highest on agreement and 

disagreement with TOQ items. 
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Table 11 indicates that an overwhelming majority of 

teachers were proud of their students' accomplishments, 

enjoyed teaching and were committed to student learning 

(97.4%, 90.8% and 85.3% respectively). In addition, a 

large majority of the teachers felt their school had clear 

expectations and evaluation criteria for them (90.8% and 

88.2% respectively), yet most teachers indicated they had 

enough autonomy (freedom) to be creative (89.5%). 

Regarding school discipline rules, most of the teachers 

felt the school code of conduct was explicit (89.5%) and 

the school administrators enforced these rules (85.5%). 

Another important point of agreement among teachers was 

their perception of their opportunity to learn on the job 

(89.5%). As for instructional coordination, the majority 

of teachers (89.3%) perceived their instruction to match 

the school's curriculum. Finally, most teachers liked 

working with their colleagues (82.9%) 

Table 12 illustrates some areas of disagreement 

with the TOQ statements. Regarding teacher colleagial 

relationship, a majority of teachers (69.3%), in this 

sample, believed that they should not interfere with other 

teachers' work even if the other teachers did not do a good 

job. Moreover, many teachers (64.5%) felt they should not 
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TABLE 11 

TOQ ITEMS RANKING THE HIGHEST IN THE PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS 
AGREEING WITH THE ITEMS 

ITEM % RESPONDENTS 

1. I take pride in the things my students 
accomplish. 

2. I know what is expected of me at this 
school. 

3. I enjoy teaching. 

4. There are explicit rules for student 
conduct and behavior at this school. 

5. I have "freedom within limits" at this 
school; I know what is expected of me, 
but I also have freedom to be creative. 

6. I think of myself as involved in a process 
of learning new things about teaching. 

7. My instruction fits in sequentially with 
the program at this school. 

8. I know what I am being evaluated on in this 
school. 

9. My administrator(s) enforce(s) school rules 
for student conduct and back(s) me up when 
I need it. 

10. Teachers at this school share a high level 
of commitment to student learning. 

11. I like to (or would like to) share respon
sibilities (e.g., team teaching) with 
other teachers here. 

97.4 

90.8 

90.8 

89.5 

89.5 

89.5 

89.3 

88.2 

85.5 

85.3 

82.9 
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TABLE 12 

TOQ ITEMS RANKING THE HIGHEST IN THE PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS 
DiSAGREEiNG OR STRONGLY DiSAGREEiNG WITH THEM 

ITEM % RESPONDENTS 

1. If most teachers at this school feel that 
another teacher is not doing a good job, 
they will exert some pressure on him or 
her to improve. 

2. I offer advice to others about their 
teaching even if I am not asked to. (*) 

3. My students' gains on achievement tests 
are a good way for others to judge my 
instructional effectiveness. 

4. I get a chance to observe other teachers 
teaching. 

5. At faculty meetings, we spend most of 
our time on the big issues in teaching 
and learning; we rarely spend time on small 
stuff. (*) 

6. When the situation demands it, my admini
strators buck(s) district policies to do what 
needs to be done in our school. 

7. Student gains on achievement tests are a 
good way for me to judge my instructional 
effectiveness. 

8. In this school, teachers participate in 
determining the assignment of students to 
individual teachers' classes. 

69.3 

64.5 

62.2 

55.3 

50.7 

48.6 

45.8 

42.7 

(*) The item appears in a negative form in the original 
instrument and is stated in a positive form in this 
table. 
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offer help to other teachers unless they were asked to. In 

addition, a majority of teachers (55.3%) indicated they did 

not get a chance to observe other teachers teaching. 

Regarding student achievement test gains, a 

substantial percent of teachers believed the gains were not 

a good way to evaluate their instructional effectiveness by 

others (62.2%) and by themselves (45.8%). 

As for administrators managing teachers, half of 

the teachers (50.7%) in this study felt that faculty 

meetings were not used to meet their teaching needs rather 

they were used for discussion of unimportant information. 

In addition, almost half of the respondents (48.6%) 

believed administrators enforced the district's policies 

even if the policies conflicted with the school's needs. 

Finally, a sUbstantial percent of teachers (42.7%) did not 

feel they got a chance to participate in the decision 

making process regarding student placement. 

Table 13 depicts information about the percent of 

respondents strongly agreeing or· agreeing with the TOQ 

scales in descending order. Examining this data enables 

further analysis of the data obtained in Table 11 and 

Table 12. The data indicate that all teachers (100%) found 

teaching very rewarding. In addition, almost all 

respondents (96.2%) were satisfied with teaching and were 

committed to their job. Another overwhelming majority of 

teachers (92.3%) felt that their schools provided good 



TABLE 13 

RANKED PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS STRONGLY AGREEING OR 
AGREEING WITH THE TOQ SCALES 

RANK TOQ SCALE % AGREEING 

1 REWARD 100.0 

2 SATISFACTION/COMMITMENT 96.2 

3 MANAGEMENT OF STUDENT BEHAVIOR 92.3 

3 COHESIVENESS 92.3 

4 ORGANIZATIONAL RIGIDITY 89.7 

5 SKILL ACQUISITION 88.5 

5 BUFFERING 88.5 

6 COLLABORATION 87.2 

6 EVALUATION 87.2 

6 TEACHER EFFICACY 87.2 

7 HOMOGENEITY/SHARED VALUES 85.9 

8 RECRUITMENT AND SOCIALIZATION 84.6 

9 INSTRUCTIONAL COORDINATION 83.3 

10 GOAL-SETTING 80.8 

11 PARTICIPATION 75.6 

12 PRINCIPAL AS COLLEAGUE 73.1 
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guidelines for student conduct. The same percent of 

teachers (92.3%) also felt they "belonged" at their school 

and interacted frequently with others. On the other hand, 

although still a majority (75.6%), fewer teachers felt they 

participate in decision making regarding instructional 

relevant issues. Also, the lowest majority of teachers 

(73.1%) felt their administrators were their peers and 

interacted with them sufficiently. 

Summary 

This section provided information regarding various 

aspects of this study. It provided data pertaining to the 

personal background of the teachers participating in this 

study. It, also, furnished the reliability retest values 

and items eliminated for each TOQ scale. 

with regard to the hypotheses testing, three null 

hypotheses were tested using a 2-Tail T-test statistical 

analysis. One hypothesis was in regard to the differences 

between ITO and DEP teachers' attitudes toward their 

working environment. Teachers differed significantly 

(p < 0.05 or p < 0.01) on seven scales and did not differ 

significantly on the other nine TOQ scales. 

The second hypothesis pertained to the differences 

between ITO teachers who belonged to teams or had common 

planning period and ITO teachers who did not belong to 

teams or did not have a common planning period. Results 



indicated that both groups did not differ significantly 

(p < 0.05) on any of the TOQ scale scores. 
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The third hypothesis was with regard to the 

differences between ITO teachers in different schools (ITO 

1 and ITO 2). Significant differences (p < 0.05) were 

found in three scales and no significant differences were 

found in the other thirteen TOQ scales. 

The fourth aspect of this study, reported in this 

section, was a 2-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) depicting 

differences between all the teachers in this sample 

according to their personal background information. Middle 

level teachers were compared according to the grade and 

teaching position they hold, their ethnicity and sex, their 

certification and endorsement type, and age and teaching 

experience. 

The findings indicated significant differences 

(p < 0.01 or p < 0.05) between male and female teachers on 

three scales; between Anglo and Hispanic teachers on four 

scales; between Anglo male and Hispanic male teachers on 

one scale; and between elementary certified and secondary 

certified teachers on one TOQ scale. 

The fifth and final aspect of the results pertained 

to the percent of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with 

the TOQ items and scales as well as the rankings of the 

items and scales. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recent educational reform and the effective school 

research movements have brought up the importance of 

teachers' working environment as a key component of school 

improvement. In looking at the environment of the school 

which affects teachers, one of most important factors is 

the structure of the school which shapes the way teachers 

interact with others as well as the attitudes of ~he 

teachers toward their school and their job. 

This study has focused on the working environment 

of middle level teachers as affected by one structural 

innovation (ITO) which attempts to change the way teachers 

interact with their school environment. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to compare how middle 

level teachers' attitudes toward. their working environment 

differed under two different organizational structures, ITO 

and traditional departmental organization. 

Literature Review 

The literature review for this study was composed 

of four parts; the impact of the teacher interaction with 
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administrators, other teachers, and students on teachers' 

satisfaction, efficacy, and other affective outcomes; the 

importance of school organizational structures which affect 

decision making participation and cooperation among 

teachers; the middle level schools' history and 

characteristics; and the ITO characteristics and impact on 

teachers' attitudes toward their working environment and 

affective outcomes. 

Regarding the impact of the teachers' interaction 

with different people in their school, the literature 

survey indicated that administrators, other teachers, and 

students were all crucial factors in determining teachers' 

attitudes toward their school. 

Administrators control important factors of the 

school climate relevant to teachers such as assigning 

students and teachers; setting goals for the school; 

structuring the nature of interaction among teachers; 

providing feedback to teachers; and buffering between 

teachers and the outside world. As a consequence teachers 

depend on administrators' actions in obtaining job 

satisfaction, and feeling committed to their school. 

The nature of teacher-teacher interaction was found 

to be fragmented. Teachers are isolated in their 

classrooms and lack contact with other teachers. This 

results in teacher stress and dissatisfaction. 

Finally and most crucial to teacher satisfaction 



was the teacher interaction with students. Students' 

discipline, achievement, and motivation provide the most 

important source of teacher satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction. 
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with regard to school structure which enhances or 

impedes teachers' decision making participation and 

cooperation, the literature indicated high correlation 

between teachers' meaningful input into the decision-making 

process and increased teacher motivation. In addition, 

strong correlation was found between teacher collaboration 

and increase student academic achievement, as well as 

improvement of teacher attitude toward their job. 

In reviewing the literature on middle level schools 

the social, psychological, and reorganizational factors 

which contributed for the establishment of both the junior 

high school and the middle school were discussed. The 

junior high school, although providing an opportunity for 

experimentation not previously available in the high 

school, has been criticized for failing to address the 

needs of early adolescents. The middle school, hence, was 

created. The middle school characteristics are said to be 

oriented toward more flexibility than the junior high and a 

more humanistic and student-oriented approach. 

One of the most important structural differences 

between the junior high school and middle school was found 

to be the team organization (ITO). organizing teachers 



117 

around a core of subjects and providing them with a block 

of time, common p~anning period, and shared students has 

been found, according to the last part of the literature 

review, to have important advantages for teachers as well 

as for students and administrators. For teachers the major 

advantages were with regard to increased communication with 

colleagues, enhanced the teacher decision making authority 

and quality of decisions, and reduced teacher isolation. 

In addition teachers' attitudes toward their job improved 

in areas such as increased level of job satisfaction, 

enhanced sense of belonging to the school, and a higher 

sense of efficacy achieved. Several disadvantages of ITO 

were reviewed as well. The disadvantages of ITO pertained 

mostly to the high level of commitment needed by teachers, 

school administrators and school policy makers toward 

successful implementation of ITO. 

Research design 

The sample consisted of seventy-eight teachers from 

four middle level schools, located in the southwest of the 

united states. Forty-seven teachers were from two middle 

schools (6-7-8 configuration) which were identified as 

schools which used the team organization (ITO schools), and 

thirty-one teachers were from two junior high schools (7-8 

configuration) which used a departmental organization (DEP 

schools). 
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The questionnaire used in this study was a slightly 

modified Teacher Opinion Questionnaire (TOQ) (Rosenholtz et 

al., 1986) utilized for research on effective schools. 

Items within each questionnaire scale which were found to 

be inconsistent were omitted. In addition, open-ended 

interviews were conducted in order to enrich the study. 

All teachers in the four middle level schools, used 

in this study, were given the instrument (TOQ) to be 

completed on a voluntary basis. A random sample of ten 

percent of the teachers in each school were interviewed. 

After a factor analysis of the items in each scale 

and omitting items not highly correlated with· each scale, 

the reliability level of all scales was found to be on an 

acceptable level. 

Null hypothesis (Hal) was tested using 2-tail 

T-test with the TOQ scales as the dependent variable and 

the school organizational structure (ITO or DEP) as the 

independent variable. 

Null hypothesis (H02) was tested using 2-tail 

T-test with TOQ scales as the dependent variable and the 

membership in a team (member or no non-member) within ITO 

schools as the independent variable. 

Null hypothesis (H03) was tested using 2-tail 

T-test with TOQ scales as the dependent variable and the 

ITO school (ITO school 1 or ITO school 2) as the 

independent variable. 
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Several additional analyses of data were done. One 

analysis used 2-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) using the 

TOQ scales as the dependent variables and various teachers' 

background components as the independent variables. 

Another analysis was done by ranking items according to 

mean scores on agreeing and disagreeing with the 

instrument's statements. Finally the mean scores of the 

scales regarding agreement or strong agreement with the 

scales were ranked. 

Findings and Conclusions 

In analyzing the results of the study this section 

will try to answer, using teachers' interviews in part, 

three questions. These questions are: What school 

structural differences between ITO schools and DEP schools 

might have accounted for the obtained results? Why were 

some expected differences between ITO and DEP school 

teachers not confirmed? And, what were the other important 

outcomes of this study pertaining to middle level teachers' 

working environment? 

Expected results 

With regard to the differences between ITO school 

teachers and DEP school teachers, ITO school teachers 

perceived themselves to have significantly more positive 
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experience (lower mean scores) regarding: recruitment and 

socialization of beginning teachers and substitute 

teachers; goal-setting for the school; teacher evaluation; 

instructional coordination among the teachers; homogeneity 

and shared values among the school staff; attainment of 

instructional rewards; and cohesiveness and unity within 

the staff, than did DEP school teachers. 

Regarding recruitment and socialization of 

beginning teachers several factors seem to contribute in 

explaining the results. First, the ITO schools were 

started as new schools with a hiring process which enabled 

each principal to have more authority in selecting the 

teachers according to the school's philosophy and goals. 

Second, the criteria for hiring new staff seemed 

different in ITO schools than in DEP schools and more 

geared toward addressing teachers' needs. The principal 

looked for teachers who were not only qualified 

academically but who would be able to work together with 

other teachers in a team situation and would have strengths 

that would be missing in that team. One teacher indicated 

with regard to this, " .. a combination of criteria that the 

principal uses, mainly because we have teams here, that 

they would work all together .•. " (See Appendix B for 

interview questions). 

On the other hand, in DEP schools the criteria for 

hiring teachers seemed to be with regard only to the 



ability of the teachers to function alone and their 

academic background. As one teacher said, " •.• (the 

administrators) were looking for somebody that could 

develop their (sic) own curriculum ••. they hired the one 

that had the highest background." 
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Finally with regard to the quality of substitute 

teachers none of the interviewees mentioned anything 

regarding the process of selecting sUbstitute teachers. 

However, it may be suggested that the proximity of teachers 

from the same team and the norms of mutual help among the 

teachers may also affect substitute teachers. If 

substitute teachers had problems they could get help from 

other teachers in the team who were familiar with the 

students, the teacher's methods and classroom rules. This 

area needs further research in order to assess the nature 

of the impact of ITO on the utilization of sUbstitute 

teachers. 

with regard to the socialization of new teachers 

the team arrangement seemed to enable easier transition of 

new teachers into the faculty. One veteran teacher 

indicated, " .• the new ones that come in seem to get right 

in to it and fit right in." Some teachers even believed 

that having beginning teachers in the team was an asset: 

II a first year teacher, a third year teacher, a seventh 

year teacher; they tend to mold into a better teaming 

situation". This teacher as well as other ITO school 
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teachers repeatedly indicated the advantage of the team in 

enabling each teacher to benefit from the strengths of 

other teachers. This finding agreed with other studies 

such as Armstrong (1977) which reported that teachers in 

ITO schools took advantage of the individual strengths and 

weaknesses of each teacher. 

DEP school teachers also provided support to new 

teachers as one beginning teacher described: " •• they're 

real supportive of me as a brand new teacher •• they have 

lots of ideas, lots of empathy"; however, the support was 

very limited as the same teacher indicated, "It would be 

nice to have someone to tell me how to approach different 

lessons and how to teach certain things and to tell me 

what's available." The availability of time and 

opportunities for new teachers to interact with other 

teachers seemed more limited in DEP schools than in ITO 

schools. 

The difference between DEP and ITO school teachers' 

perception of their colleagial interaction was also evident 

with regard to instructional coordination, as the results 

indicated. Several factors may have contributed to the ITO 

school teachers' perception of having more instructional 

coordination than DEP school teachers. Teachers seemed to 

work with each other more often in the team setting than in 

the departmental setting. ITO school teachers had more 

levels to interact with within the school. On the team 
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level they planned mutual themes as one team member 

described a preparation of an instructional unit, "While I 

put out all the scientific background, he provides for the 

language arts background". On the subject matter level 

(department) teachers benefited from other teachers' 

expertise, "If I am not sure on a subject, I can go to the 

science teacher •.. and I talk with her .•• on whether I 

understand what I am doing". On the total staff (school) 

level, since the students in each team in ITO schools 

tended to stay together year after year, teachers could 

obtain more readily instructional information about their 

students' previous experience. As one teacher stated, "I 

get the same kids in 8th grade and I know where they have 

been and what they have gotten". 

On the other hand in DEP schools instructional 

coordination seemed less frequent and less relevant to 

teachers. For example one teacher said, "My department 

head shared with me what they had available in files, but 

it wasn't in a form that I could use". Another teacher 

described how the teachers interacted in the school; 

" •• we're just doing things our way and every once in a 

while we do work together to make change". Teachers seemed 

to have close coordination of instruction only in special 

cases such as special education or gifted education where 

teachers pulled students out of their regular program or 

attempted to mainstream students into regular classrooms. 
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The result of the infrequent connection between teachers 

was that DEP teachers were less able to coordinate their 

curriculum with the rest of the school. One beginning 

teacher indicated, " If there was someone who could tell 

me, Here's what I did last year. You can use part of it, 

or the whole thing ..• just something to build from". The 

advantage of ITO regarding instructional coordination 

agreed with research previously discussed (Erb, 1987; 

Lipsitz, 1984; Whiteford and Kyle, 1984; Ashton and Webb, 

1986; Armstrong, 1977). 

As indicated in the results, teachers in ITO 

schools also perceived, that the values and norms of the 

staff in their school were more homogeneous as well as more 

cohesive than DEP school teachers. The difference between 

ITO teachers and DEP teachers was especially pronounced 

regarding cohesiveness because the difference was at the 

.01 level rather than .05 level. Several elements have 

possibly contributed to these differences. 

First, as indicated earlier, ITO school teachers 

were selected in part based on their ability and desire to 

work in an ITO situation. This might have resulted in a 

more cohesive staff with more common values than in DEP 

schools which emphasized hiring more autonomous, 

individualistic, subject matter oriented teachers. 

Second, the principal, counselors, and other 

support staff in ITO schools, according to the teachers, 
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seemed to encourage and emphasize more unity than in DEP 

schools. Administrators in DEP schools were mentioned more 

often than in ITO schools as "They let the teachers do 

their own individual things. They're real good about that, 

because, you know, teachers are all different". Similarly, 

counselors in ITO schools were mentioned more often as 

enforcing school rules and providing more support to 

teachers, "When we need a period to do one thing or another 

the counselors are often here ..• taking a class for a 

period" . 

Third, the frequent teacher interactions within the 

teams with regard to instruction, school activities and 

curriculum may have resulted in more opportunities for 

exchange of ideas and may have increased the cohesiveness 

and the amount of shared values teachers held. ITO 

teachers, for example, shared the value of working together 

more than DEP teachers as they repeatedly indicated. " •• I 

think we can best accomplish that (meeting student needs) 

by working together as a faculty, you know, realizing that 

we are all part of a big team". Another teacher indicated 

how the close working relationship setting had affected the 

staff, " .• we are all together here and we have a time frame 

to do it, we know what's going on". ITO school teachers 

repeatedly describe themselves as a team, a family, or as a 

unit and talked about the school in a first person form 

"we". For example one teacher maintained, " •• while we're 
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each an individual teacher, •• we have a support system 

that's much stronger than if I were just a teacher with a 

student that was having a problem". On the other hand, DEP 

school teachers described their faculty less as a cohesive 

unit and more as a collection of individual teachers 

working in isolation, a factor which frequently appears in 

the literature as a common problem among teachers (such as 

Lortie, 1975; Rosenholtz, 1985; Rugus and Martin, 1979; and 

Goodlad, 1984). A DEP school teacher described how 

isolated she was in referring to attending workshops; 

" ••• teaching is such an isolated profession that it's so 

nice to get around other teachers". Relationships between 

teachers within the DEP schools were reported by teachers 

to be more on a social basis rather than on an 

instructional basis as another teacher indicated. "Not a 

lot of group things go on together but I do know people 

enjoy it when they eat lunch together". In addition, 

division of teachers into subgroups seemed more evident in 

DEP schools according to some teachers; "I've really been 

the newcomer even though I've been here for 9 years". DEP 

Teachers mentioned grouping into young and old teachers, 

married and single; while in ITO schools teachers did not 

mention these groupings but viewed all teachers as a group. 

For example one older teacher said, " •• I am the oldest 

teacher in the' school yet I'm treated like a complete equal 

even though I'm slowing down". 



These findings agree with previous research 

regarding the increase of homogeneity and cohesiveness 

among the teachers in ITO settings (Lipsitz, 1984: Erb, 

1987: Whiteford and Kyle, 1984 for example). 
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Another factor in which ITO school teachers 

differed from DEP school teachers was with regard to goal 

setting. Results indicate, similar to the cohesiveness 

scale, that ITO teachers differed from DEP teachers on 

goal-setting at the .01 level - more than on other scales. 

ITO school teachers perceived their schools to have clearer 

goals for student achievement and more emphasis on 

achieving school goals as reflected in more effective 

faculty meetings, more relevant inservices, and more 

effective administrator's leadership. Interviews with 

teachers seemed to confirm this notion. Every teacher 

which was interviewed in the ITO schools had a goals 

statement in his or her classroom and the teachers seemed 

to be knowledgeable about these goals. In addition, all 

teachers reported that they had participated in inservice 

training with regard to the middle school principles. They 

also were provided with literature and continuous updating 

of information about the middle school concept. The 

principals in the ITO schools were described as experts 

with regard to the goals of the middle school. " She's 

very, very knowledgeable in middle school and she has 

helped guide me to where I feel that I'm very competent in 
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school techniques in my area". Another ITO school 

principal was described as fully'committed to the school 

goals. "He has very definite ideas about what he wants the 

school to be and he's very firm in getting his wish". On 

the other hand teachers in DEP schools seemed to be less 

sure of what the goals of the school were as one teacher 

answered when asked what 'her school goals were. " •• I don't 

Jmow. I don't know that they have ever been set". The 

principal in one DEP school seemed to exert pressure for 

high academic emphasis, however teachers felt stress 

because they felt too much demand and too much supervision 

and uncertainty about the nature of the high standards. "I 

don't know exactly what I have to do here. I mean, I kept 

getting positive feedback, but I just felt in the back of 

my mind that there's somebody always watching". In the 

other DEP school teachers felt the administrators spent 

more time with paperwork and did not support enough the 

instructional goals of the school; " .• they (administrators) 

are so bogged down with paperwork, they can't really get 

out into the classroom and see what is going on". To 

summarize this point, ITO school teachers appeared to 

believe they operated under clearer more supported goals in 

part because the ITO schools had a more definite set of 

guidelines to operate with and in part because principals 

were knowledgeable and committed to those principles. The 

ITO school principals' attributes appeared to agree with 
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the findings of a literature review on the characteristics 

attributed to effective middle level principals (Johnston, 

Markle, and Forrer, 1984). In addition Erb (1987) found, 

similarly, that ITO school teachers had better access to 

principals and more opportunities to discuss the goals of 

the school both with the principal and with their 

colleagues. 

Closely tied to the goal-setting of the school is 

the process of evaluating teachers. Teacher evaluation is 

carried out usually by the administrators. The survey 

results indicated that ITO school teachers believed that 

the process of evaluating teachers in their school was more 

fair, objective and clear than DEP school teachers did. 

The reasons for these differences between ITO 

school teachers and DEP school teachers seemed to relate to 

the differences between the amount of support principals 

provided to teachers as mentioned in the previous section. 

Principals in ITO schools were very visible and provided a 

lot of both formal and informal evaluations. In addition, 

teachers felt they knew what they were evaluated on and 

didn't feel threatened by the evaluation; " .•• she is 

accurately evaluating me .. she has been there, she knows 

what I do". On the other hand the DEP school teachers felt 

different about their evaluations. In one DEP school, 

although the principal evaluated teachers frequently and 

provided positive feedback, the process was perceived as 
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threatening. "I would like to invite them (administrators) 

into my worst class and say 'Give me hints' but I don't 

feel comfortable doing that, not until my evaluations are 

all done". In the other DEP school teachers also felt less 

positive about their evaluation compared to ITO school 

teachers but for different reasons. Teachers felt that the 

administrators did not visit their classroom frequently 

enough and that the evaluation was focused more on negative 

aspects. "When we get observed he (the principal) lets us 

know if something's not right". Another teacher indicated, 

"When we started the year •.. principals have (said) I'm 

going to get out and visit the classrooms every day and see 

what's going on •• very rarely does that happen". 

Finally, ITO teachers differed from DEP teachers 

with regard to instructional rewards. ITO teachers were 

found to be more proud of their school and to experience 

more recognition for their accomplishments by the school 

administrators, peers and students than DEP teachers did. 

The interviews seemed to agree with these results. ITO 

teachers appeared to focus more on the gains their students 

make rather than on the negative aspects of their students. 

"I can see that when they (students) are successful that 

they are taking pride and they are more motivated". On the 

other hand teachers in DEP schools mentioned more often 

their students negatively; "I think school today is for 

kids a place they have to go because the law says you have 
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to be there". In addition teachers in DEP schools 

mentioned students more often as unappreciative (more so in 

DEP school 1) or causing more discipline problems (more so 

in DEP school 2). The different orientation of ITO 

teachers and DEP teachers with regard to students may, in 

part, explain Cotton's (1982) finding in a literature 

review that ITO school students had more favorable self 

concept and other affective outcomes comparing to schools 

with no ITO. 

The differences in the perception of instructional 

rewards between ITO and DEP teachers may be attributed to 

certain aspects. First, it appeared that teachers in ITO 

schools more often felt they were noticed by the other 

staff members of the schools than did DEP teachers. As 

indicated before, principals seemed to show more visibility 

and visit the classrooms more often in ITO schools. For 

example, one art teacher felt that although the art program 

was initially less recognized in his school the principal, 

" •• saw us suddenly begin to measure, write, analyze, ••. now 

as a result of the program that we are doing, I think my 

principal is very, very supportive". In addition teachers 

got more noticed by other teachers. As one teacher said, 

"6th grade (teachers) in this school are working 

exceptionally well because I see their classes". Teachers 

in the ITO schools consistently expressed a substantial 

amount of knowledge about what other teachers in their 
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school, especially in their team and grade level, were 

doing. Finally students provided more recognition to 

teachers possibly because the ITO according to Clark (1987) 

provided a smaller focus group which helped provide a sense 

of membership for students. 

On the other hand, teachers in DEP schools felt 

less noticed by others in the school. One teacher stated, 

"What is least satisfying .•• is the fact that what you do 

is not recognized enough whether it is by parents or 

administrators or whoever". 

Second, ITO teachers seemed to get more support 

from other adults in their school than DEP teachers. The 

counselors in ITO schools were mentioned more often in ITO 

schools as providing support when dealing with student and 

teacher problems. "He (the team counselor) gets a consensus 

that this is what happened and this is what should be done 

and the kid comes back to class and everything is all 

right •• It is more pleasant to teach here". On the other 

hand, teachers in DEP schools mentioned the counselors more 

often as not providing the needed support. "Unfortunately 

they spend most of their time doing scheduling instead of 

counseling, like they'd like to be doing". It appeared 

that since the role of scheduling students to their classes 

in ITO schools was shifted to the teams, counselors were 

able to have more time to provide support for the teachers 

and the students. Therefore, ITO teachers were able to 
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derive more instructional rewards from teaching. 

In summary, it appeared that ITO teachers received 

more intrinsic reward regarding their instruction because 

they were noticed more often by their peers (especially 

their team members) and administrators than DEP teachers. 

In addition, the ITO enabled administrators and especially 

counselors to devote more time to support the teachers and 

students. These results agreed with previous research 

especially by Erb (1987) who reported after surveying two 

hundred ITO teachers that teachers experienced more 

support, less isolation and more adult attention than 

teachers in middle level schools with no ITO. 

In addition to the above differences between ITO 

teachers and DEP teachers perceptions, almost significant 

differences were obtained with regard to the buffering and 

collaboration scales. 

An examination of teacher collaboration indicated, 

on four of the nine items in the scale, ITO teachers 

reported more advice seeking and advice giving than DEP 

teachers. No significant differences were found on the 

other five items. ITO teachers indicated in interviews, 

more often than DEP teachers, that they could get help when 

they had problems, 

If we're having a problem with the students and we're 

not sure what to do, and we want to know what 

approaches they've (other teachers) tried, we know 
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where to go. We don't have to spend time figuring out 

where they (students) are, we know exactly what team 

they came from. 

The difference in the collaboration scale between 

ITO and DEP teachers appeared to be due again to the team 

structure and increased communication among teachers within 

the team. 

However, the difference between ITO and DEP 

teachers with regard to collaboration was not significant 

due perhaps to the nature of the items in the collaboration 

scale. The statements in this scale did not depict the 

collaboration of teachers in planning, assigning students 

and other activities on which teachers in ITO schools 

reported collaboration. Rather the scale items were 

focused on seeking and giving advice, liking to team teach, 

and encouraging new ideas among teachers. 

with regard to the buffering scale, this scale 

depicted various elements regarding school administrators' 

actions which could enhance or prevent teachers from 

achieving instructional goals such as preventing outside 

interruptions of classroom activities. ITO teachers 

reported that their administrators were fairer in assigning 

students to individual classrooms and in assigning tasks to 

teachers, in addition they perceived to have administrators 

who prevented interruptions of classroom activities by 

assemblies and other school functions more than DEP 
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teachers. In addition, ITO teachers perceived their 

administrators protected them from the district's 

bureaucratic control significantly more than DEP school 

teachers. These differences may'be attributed to the 

heavier emphasis on achieving the school goals in ITO 

schools than in DEP schools. In addition, the dominant 

role of the interdisciplinary teams in assigning students 

to individual teachers' classrooms and in planning school 

wide activities in ITO schools enabled ITO school 

administrators (as perceived by teachers) to act in a more 

equitable way toward all teachers than DEP school 

administrators. 

However, no significant differences between ITO and 

DEP teachers were obtained with regard to: administrators 

supporting teachers in disciplinary situations; amount of 

paper work; and resource allocation toward achieving 

assigned goals. In addition, on one item regarding the 

allocation of supplies and equipment, DEP school teachers 

felt they had significantly more support from 

administrators than ITO school teachers. These results 

conflict with findings by Po ok (1981) who found that ITO 

teachers were more satisfied with their facilities and 

curriculum than· teachers in schools without ITO. These 

results may be attributed more to differences between 

districts rather than the differences in the school 

structure. Both ITO schools were from a district with a 
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lower SES population and as many teachers indicated the 

district seemed to have fewer resources. "This school is 

ancient ••• materials, as far as the budget goes, aren't 

always there and that is something we always have to deal 

with". On the other hand the DEP schools were in two 

wealthier districts and teachers were generally satisfied 

with the resources they had, as they indicated, "I've never 

been at a time when I've been denied anything that I really 

needed in the classroom". 

To this point, results which ITO and DEP teachers 

were found to be significantly or almost significantly 

different on were discussed. The next part will speculate 

on the reasons why some expected significant differences 

between the two groups were not attained. 

Unexpected results 

The literature review indicated that in schools 

with ITO, teachers had more input into the decision making 

process as well as were found to derive more satisfaction 

from their work (Erb, 1987; Ashton and Webb, 1986). In 

addition, some researchers found higher efficacy among ITO 

teachers compared to non-ITO teachers (Ashton and Webb, 

1986). In this study no significant differences were found 

between ITO school teachers and DEP school teachers in 

decision making participation, job satisfaction and 

efficacy. 
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with regard to decision making participation a 

closer analysis of the items within the scale suggested 

contradictory trends. On one hand ITO teachers, as 

expected, perceived themselves to have more input into 

decisions regarding placement of students in classes and 

determining school rules; on the other hand, DEP teachers 

perceived themselves to have more input into hiring 

teachers and selecting instructional. materials. No 

significant differences between ITO and DEP teachers were 

found in teachers' input regarding adapting curriculum, 

determining inservices, establishing teacher evaluation 

criteria, and choosing instructional methods. 

Several explanations seem plausible here. First, 

in choosing instructional methods, teachers in all the 

surveyed schools reported high decision making authority 

over what teaching methods should be used. Goodlad (1984) 

and Bacharach, Bauer and Shedd (1986), similarly found high 

teacher control in matters related to instruction. 

with regard to determining inservices and 

establishing teacher evaluation criteria, all the schools 

participating in this study used district planned career 

ladder programs as well as the Essential Elements of 

Instruction (EEl) as the criteria for evaluating teachers. 

It appeared therefore, that neither the teams in ITO 

schools nor the departments in DEP schools served an 

important function with regard to setting teacher 



evaluation criteria or in determining inservices; rather 

the district guidelines were more important. 
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Regarding the teachers' input pertaining to resource 

allocations and hiring teachers, although several teachers 

in the ITO schools indicated they participated in selecting 

new members to their teams, they also indicated that this 

was not an announced policy of their school and most of the 

time administrators made the hiring decisions. It is not 

clear why DEP school teachers indicated more input into the 

hiring decisions but it may be related to the difference 

between managing style of the districts as well as the 

managing style of individual principals. with regard to 

participation in decisions about resource allocation, the 

differences between DEP teachers and ITO teachers 

reinforced the results obtained in the buffering scale. 

The ITO school district administration was perceived to 

more tightly control the resources and to provide less 

flexibility in the use of supplies. One ITO teacher 

described how she returned from summer vacation to discover 

that all her room supplies were moved to a central school 

location without her permission. 

Another surprising outcome of this study was that 

no significant difference regarding teachers' satisfaction 

was obtained between ITO and DEP teachers. However; out of 

the fourteen item satisfaction scale, on two items ITO 

teachers came out significantly more positive. The items 
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pertained to student appreciation and satisfaction of 

teachers as a group. As indicated earlier with regard to 

instructional rewards, teachers in ITO schools were 

recognized more often by their students than teachers in 

DEP schools due possibly to the increased sense of 

membership students had toward their team. In addition, 

since teachers in ITO communicated and worked more with 

each other, they conceivably were more satisfied as a 

group. 

concerning the other items of the satisfaction 

scale, the insignificant differences between ITO and DEP 

teachers' results may be due to various reasons. First, as 

Table 12 indicated, almost all teachers in this sample were 

highly satisfied with their job and committed to teaching. 

In answering an interview question regarding the most 

satisfying aspects of their job, teachers from both ITO and 

DEP schools indicated students' academic, social and 

emotional gains as their main source of satisfaction. That 

is, it may be speculated that the ITO has not changed the 

nature of the teaching job. Teachers still spend most of 

their time in the classroom with students and still derive 

most of their job satisfaction from interacting with 

students. This agrees with the finding of Bishop (1977). 

She, similarly, found that even in schools with increased 

teacher cooperation teachers still derive most of their 

satisfaction form interacting with students. 
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A different explanation for the insignificant 

differences in teacher satisfaction may be due to the fact 

that no significant differences were obtained between ITO 

school teachers and DEP school teachers in decision making 

participation. Thierback (1981) found high correlation 

between satisfaction and decision making participation. 

Another explanation regarding the non-significant 

difference between ITO and DEP teachers' satisfaction may 

have to do with factors not related to the structural 

differences between ITO and DEP schools. Factors such as 

the amount of resources available, teachers' salaries, 

amount of workload, degree of parental support, and 

district's policies may have important impact on teachers' 

job satisfaction. 

In this case, however, it is important to notice 

that ITO school teachers were as satisfied on their job as 

DEP teachers were although ITO school teachers worked in a 

district which served a lower SES and high minority 

population. Despite the fact that DEP schools were from 

wealthier districts (especially DEP 1 which had the highest 

standard achievement scores in its state) no significant 

differences in teacher satisfaction were obtained. Studies 

such as by Sweeny (1981) indicate usually that teachers of 

high ability students report more job satisfaction than 

teachers of low ability students. 

Finally with regard to efficacy, no significant 
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difference occurred between ITO and DEP teachers on this 

scale. This finding conflicted with previous finding by 

Gildwell et ale (1983) which found increased efficacy among 

teachers in schools with high interaction among teachers 

compared to teachers in low interaction schools. Teacher 

efficacy pertained to the teacher's belief that he or she 

could make a difference in the student's life. One 

plausible explanation is that the level of teacher efficacy 

may be determined by other factors which do not relate to 

the existence of ITO in the school. Factors such as 

parental and community support and emphasis on education 

might have affected teacher efficacy more than the 

organizational nature of the school. 

In addition it may be that decision making 

participation has important impact on the level of teacher 

efficacy. Ashton and Webb (1986), who have reported a 

significantly higher level of efficacy among ITO teachers 

than among DEP teachers, indicated that they also obtained 

higher level of decision making participation among ITO 

teachers. In this study no significant differences were 

obtained between ITO and DEP teachers with regard to both 

teachers' decision making participation and teacher 

efficacy. Further research is needed in examining the 

relationship between the level of decision making 

participation and the level of efficacy among teachers. 
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other important results 

The last part of this section will analyze other 

important results of this study pertaining to two issues; 

differences between teachers within ITO schools and general 

data pertaining to middle level teachers. 

With regard to differences between teachers within 

ITO schools, two factors were examined in this study; one 

pertained to the differences in teachers' attitudes between 

team members and non-team members, and the other one 

related to the differences between the ITO schools. 

Regarding the comparison of members and 

non-members, it was hypothesized that teachers in ITO 

schools who were not members of teams or did not have a 

common planning period with their team would not benefit 

from the ITO as much as team members who also had a common 

planning period. No significant differences were found 

between the groups. Interviews with teachers who were 

members of teams but did not have a common planning period 

with their team indicated several possible reasons for this 

outcome. The team conducted at least one team meeting a 

week before and/or after school so members who did not have 

a common planning period could participate. In addition, 

the lack of communication between the teachers was 

compensated for by using letters and mutual visitations, 

" I send one of the kids over with a message and we 

communicate that way even though my team is located in 
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another part •• during their planning period (the other team 

members who have a common planning period) come to class 

and check out their kids". Interviews with non-members 

also indicated increased communication between these 

teachers and the team members. It may be concluded that 

the ITO structure in this sample benefitted non-members as 

much as team members pertaining to the variables focused on 

in this survey. It was the general climate of the school 

of focusing on team work which predominated. 

Pertaining to the comparison of ITO 1 school 

teachers with ITO 2 school teachers, ITO 2 school teachers 

perceived themselves to have significantly more positive 

experience in decision making participation, management of 

student behavior, and attainment of instructional reward. 

All other scales showed no significant differences between 

ITO 1 teachers and ITO 2 teachers. 

Since ITO and DEP schools differed on seven scales 

while ITO schools differed among themselves on only three 

scales~ it seems safe to conclude that the structural 

differences between ITO and DEP schools accounted for more 

difference in teachers' perceptions of their working 

environment than differences between schools which did not 

differ in structure. 

with regard to the obtained differences between the 

two ITO schools, it may be due to the fact that ITO 2 

school was only in its second year of using ITO and its 
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teachers more involved in decision making and rule setting 

for the new school while ITO 1 school has used ITO for 

several years and some of the reorganization impact has 

faded. Further data would be needed in order to come up 

with any firm conclusions. 

The last part of this section will analyze the data 

of this study by looking at the subjects of this study as 

one sample of middle level teachers rather than members of 

schools with a different structure. Analysis of data from 

this point of view can enhance the generalizability of this 

study as well as promote the understanding of middle level 

teachers' perception of their working environment. 

In examining the teachers' personal characteristics 

the most significant differences between teachers were 

obtained regarding the ethnicity and gender of the middle 

level teachers. 

Anglo teachers perceived their school to be 

significantly less rigid; the teacher evaluation process to 

be more fair; the teachers and administrators to be more 

cohesive and to have more shared values than Hispanic 

teachers. No other significant differences on the TOQ 

scales were obtained between Hispanic and Anglo teachers. 

First, as was mentioned regarding the comparison 

between ITO teachers, the structural difference between the 

ITO and DEP schools made more difference than the ethnic 

membership of the teachers as ITO and DEP teachers differed 



significantly on seven scales while Hispanic and Anglo 

teachers differed only on four scales. 
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Second, since Anglo teachers were consistently more 

positive on all four scales than Hispanic teachers this 

issue calls for further analysis. It may be that ethnic 

composition of the administration and teacher staff, which 

was mostly Anglo, affected the orientation of the schools 

toward Anglo values and as a consequence adversely affected 

the attitudes of the minority teachers toward the school 

environment. It was impossible to ascertain the reasons 

for these differences. 

With regard to gender differences among middle 

school teachers, male teachers perceived the teachers in 

their school to collaborate more; their school rules for 

student behavior to be more effective; and their school 

administrators to show more colleagiality than female 

teachers. No other significant differences on the TOQ 

scales were obtained between male and female teachers. 

Any interpretation of these results should take 

into consideration the fact that male teachers in this 

sample are overly represented. Male teachers in this study 

account for sixty-five percent of the respondents while 

male teachers account for only thirty-four percent of the 

total teacher population in the four schools. 

It was not clear why these differences were 

obtained, especiallY considering the fact that two of the 
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four principals in the schools were females. It may be 

that in order for female administrators to prevail in the 

system they have to adapt some of the male dominant society 

values which affect the school environment • 

Further evidence for this speculation was obtained 

by the results regarding the homogeneity/shared value 

scale. Anglo male teachers felt they agreed significantly 

more with the values of their school than any other group 

while Hispanic male teachers felt the least agreement with 

the values of the school. 

The final point with regard to the whole sample 

pertains to the percent of teachers who agreed or disagreed 

with the scales and individual items. As Table 12 

indicated, the majority of teachers agreed with all the TOQ 

scales; that is middle level teachers generally viewed 

their working environment positively. These results 

contradict the general school reform movement claim which 

criticizes the schools as providing a negative environment 

for teachers (Goodlad, 1984; Boyer, 1983; Sizer, 1984; for 

example). As indicated from both single statements and 

scale results, all teachers viewed teaching as a very 

rewarding profession; in addition, most teachers indicated 

they obtained a high level of satisfaction from their job 

as well as a high level of commitment to teaching. Another 

high level of agreement was indicated by middle level 

school teachers regarding the schools' effectiveness in 
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managing students' behavior. 

However, teachers in this sample perceived 

themselves to have some problems as well. The concerns of 

teachers were reflected through the disagreement with the 

TOQ statements. A majority of teachers indicated a norm of 

non-interference among teachers, that is teachers would not 

interfere with other teachers' work even if the other 

teachers were not adhering to high standards of 

performance; nor would they offer help to their peers 

unless they were asked to. These results agreed with 

previous research such as Lortie (1975) and Rosenholtz 

(1985). In addition, some problems in administrative 

control over teachers were evident with regard to factors 

such as conducting faculty meetings, administrative 

buffering of teachers from the district's control, and 

providing opportunities for decision making participation 

on school issues. The outcome with regard to the lack of 

decision making participation of middle level teachers 

agreed with the findings of Thierback (1981). 

In summery, ITO seemed to make a difference in 

important aspects of the teachers' working environment, 

however ITO did not appear to be a magic solution to all 

the problems teachers experience. The next section will 

provide suggestions for future research and for the 

practitioner. 
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Recommendations 

The implications and recommendations of this study 

should be viewed in light of the small sample size (78 

teachers), and geographical and methodological limitations 

of this research. In order to sUbstantiate any of this 

study's recommendations further research will be needed 

with larger samples and with additional qualitative and 

quantitative research methods. Additional data should be 

collected from ITO school administrators, counselors, 

parents and other people who are affected by ITO. The 

recommendations will be divided to recommendations for 

future research and to recommendations for the 

practitioner. 

Reoommendations for future researoh 

This study found ITO teachers to perceive 

themselves as having more effective relationships with 

colleagues with regard to achieving instructional goals 

than did DEP teachers. Future research should focus on the 

nature of the relationship between teachers within the 

interdisciplinary team. The teams' relationship could be 

compared between and within schools and grade level. 

Factors important for successful interdependence among the 

members of the team should be explored. For example, what 

combination of teachers' backgrounds is most likely to 
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enhance the achievement of instructional ,goals? One ITO 

teacher in this study indicated that a combination of a 

first year, third year, fifth year, and a ten year teacher 

team is most effective. Further research should explore 

this notion especially with regard to the socialization of 

beginning teachers. 

This study also found increased cohesiveness and 

shared values in ITO schools between teachers and 

administrators; as well as improved teacher attitude toward 

the process of evaluation compared to DEP schools. Future 

research should explore the nature of the relationship 

between teams and the school administration. For example, 

the advantages and disadvantages of rotating team leaders 

who represent the teams in meetings with the school 

administration might be studied. Another important issue 

is the decision making process in the school. This 

research iridicated mixed results with regard to the 

perceived amount of input teachers have in their school. 

Research should explore the role of the team in the 

decision making in ITO schools. On what issues should the 

teams have sUbstantial input and on what issues should the 

team have less input? For example, the results in this 

research revealed that allowing the interdisciplinary team 

to assign students to the individual classrooms is an 

important asset of ITO. Teachers feel more involved and 

school counselors can use their time to help teachers and 
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students. Further research should expand on the team's 

process of assigning students. In addition, the role of 

the team in hiring new teachers seems to be of crucial 

import. since teachers work more closely together in ITO 

schools than in departmentally organized schools the issue 

of teacher input into the hiring (as well as firing) of 

teachers should be explored. 

This study, contrary to other studies, has not 

found differences between ITO and DEP school teachers with 

regard to job satisfaction, efficacy, and decision making 

participation. It was speculated, therefore, that other 

factors were important here. For example, other district 

programs such as career ladder, the use of Essential 

Elements of Instruction (EEl), and Outcome Based Education 

(OBE) could have an important impact on the teachers' 

working conditions, decision making input, and job 

satisfaction. Future research should increase our 

understanding of how different programs might affect the 

effectiveness of ITO. Conflicts between the goals of the 

ITO and other programs may reduce the effectiveness of the 

team organization structure. 

The advantages of the ITO structure suggest 

applying this program to other school levels-elementary and 

secondary. Research should provide information on how the 

ITO could be carried out in elementary schools and high 

schools. studies could seek information on how the ITO 
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could be modified to be more relevant to the special needs 

of other school levels. 

Other results of this study indicated increased 

effective use of the school counselor and subs'citute 

teachers in ITO schools when compared to DEP schools. 

Further research is recommended in this area as well. 

The impact of the ethnic background and sex of the 

teachers should be further explored. The results of this 

study suggested that women and Hispanic teachers view some 

aspects of the working environment of the school less 

favorably than Anglo and male teachers. To what extent 

these results are widespread, and what the impact of the 

differences based on gender and ethnicity on the climate of 

the school is should be further investigated. 

Pertaining to middle level teachers, teachers in 

this study indicated low willingness to exert pressure on 

other teachers to improve and to offer help to other 

teachers unless asked to. The results indicated some 

problems with the professional relationship among teachers. 

Ways to increase the colleagial relationship among middle 

level teachers and other school level teachers should be 

explored. 

Recommendations for the practitioner 

It is important for educational practitioners such 

as teachers, principals and district administrators to 
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understand and realize the advantages and disadvantages of 

the way the school is organized as a unit. Understanding 

how ITO affects teachers, administrators and other school 

support personnel is essential for the success of the team 

approach and for the middle level school effectiveness in 

dealing with early adolescents. 

For middle level schools, this study suggested that 

organizing the school around the concept of 

interdisciplinary teams provided teachers with increased 

instructional coordination; increased staff cOhesiveness; 

increased shared values; increased goal clarity of the 

school; improved teacher evaluation process; improved 

recruitment and socialization of new teachers; and 

increased instructional rewards compared to middle level 

schools with a departmental approach. School 

administrators and policy makers should also be aware that 

in ITO schools, according to this study, the counselors are 

perceived to be utilized more effectively than in DEP 

schools. However, it is important to stress that teacher 

satisfaction, efficacy and some other important attitudinal 

factors of ITO teachers did not differ significantly from 

DEP teachers. It is, therefore, important to consider 

other aspects of the school environment such as the 

availability of resources and the nature of other programs 

which affect teachers. Inconsistencies between the goals 

of ITO and other school agenda may decrease the adequacy of 
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the team organization. In addition the school's decision 

making process is affected by ITO. ITO seemed to provide 

teachers with more input in setting the schools' rules and 

assigning students to individual classrooms but not to 

other aspects such as input into the hiring of new 

teachers. schools' policy makers should define more 

precisely what decisions are to be carried out at the team 

level and provide more input to the team with regard to 

hiring and firing of teachers. 

Another important outcome of this study pertains to 

the ethnicity and sex of the teachers. Women and minority 

teachers seem to perceive some aspects of the school 

environment less favorly than Anglo and male teachers. 

Increase awareness and additional sensitivity to this 

aspect of the school environment is needed. 

This study has attempted to shed some more light on 

the impact of using one type of school management 

innovation, namely ITO. It is the hope of this author that 

the more positive aspects of the ITO would be included in 

future attempts to reform the schools. 
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APPENDIX A 

TEACHER OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE 



TEACHER OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE 

This questionnaire contains items that describe teaching 
situations in many schools. The items also describe 
teachers' perceptions of these situations and of these 
situations and their perceptions of teaching. We would 
like to know your perceptions of teaching and what you 
think about teaching in your school. 
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The items on this questionnaire are divided into separate 
sections. In the section that begins below, we have 
included items with which you may agree or disagree. The 
scale used in this section is the following: 

strongly 
agree 

agree sometimes agree disagree 
sometimes disagree 

strongly 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

We would like you to think about each item below and write 
the response that most closely matches your feelings about 
the item. There are no real right or wrong answers and-
because your responses are anonymous--no one will know how 
you have answered. Please be as honest as you can be in 
responding. 

1. My administrator(s) is ( are ) able to get 
things we need at this school from sources out
side the district office (e.g., from the PTA, 
local businesses). 

2. The standards by which my teaching is evaluated 
are clear and well specified. 

3. I really "belong" at this school. 

4. At this school, I have many opportunities to 
learn new things. 

5.' I feel a sense of pride in my work at this 
school. 

6. There are very few rewards to being.a teacher 
any more. 

7. My students' gains on achievement tests are a 
good way for others to judge my instructional 
effectiveness. 
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strongly 
agree 

agree sometimes agree disagree 
sometimes disagree 

strongly 
disagree 

1 234 5 

8. My administrator(s)' values and philosophy of 
education are similar to my own. 

9. If most teachers at this school feel that 
another teacher is not doing a good job, they 
will exert some pressure on him or her to 
improve. 

10. The faculty makes new teachers feel very welcome 
at this school. 

11. I like the way things are run at this school. 

12. If I could get a higher paying job, I'd leave 
teaching in a minute. 

13. We have explicit goals for student achievement 
in this school. 

14. When the situation demands it, my 
administrator(s) bucks district policies to do 
what needs to be done in our school. 

15. I can go for days in this school without talking 
to anyone about my teaching. 

16. Our administrator(s) consult(s) with teachers 
here before hiring new personnel. 

17. There are explicit rules for student conduct and 
behavior at this school. 

18. Before I came to work in this school, the 
administrator(s) "checked me out;" read my 
references, called people who know my work, and 
asked me about my ideas and plans for teaching. 

19. I know exactly what is covered by teachers in 
the grade level above me and below me. 

20. I have to follow rules at this school that 
conflict with my best professional judgements. 
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strongly 
agree 

agree sometimes agree disagree 
sometimes disagree 

strongly 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

21. At faculty meetings, we spend most of our time 
on the small stuff; we rarely get a chance to 
talk about the bigger issues in teaching and 
learning. 

22. It is difficult to maintain our instructional 
program with the kind of sUbstitute teachers we 
get. 

23. The administrator(s) of this school act(s) as if 
student learning is linked directly to teachers' 
efforts and skills. 

24. The rules and regulations at this school are 
rigid and inflexible. 

25. I feel that what goes on at this school is my 
responsibility; I share responsibility for our 
school's successes and short comings. 

26. Expertise on good teaching exists in the 
profession of education. 

27. New teachers in this school know what our 
faculty is trying to accomplish and what will be 
expected of them as teachers. 

28. If it weren't for pay raises, district 
requirements, or certification requirements, I 
probably wouldn't take any new courses. 

29. Other teachers in my school recognize my 
teaching competence. 

30. Most of a student's performance depends on his 
or her environment, so a teacher can have only 
limited influence. 

31. I am pleased with the progress my students make. 

32. Teachers at this school share a high level of 
commitment to student learning. 

33. I work with other teachers designing or 
evaluating materials, curriculum units, and 
other teaching activities. 
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strongly 
agree 

agree sometimes agree disagree 
sometimes disagree 

strongly 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

34. I do things that are apt to be accepted by only 
a few teachers at my school; the others don't 
agree or don't understand. 

35. When I think my administrator(s) need(s) some 
advice or information, I share it with him or 
her or them. 

36. I don't seem to have as much enthusiasm now as I 
did when I began teaching. 

37. I can take little action at this school until a 
superior approves it. 

38. There are explicit guidelines in this school 
about the things teachers are to emphasize in 
their teaching. 

39. When I was hired to work in this school, the 
administrator(s) and I talked about how my 
teaching goals would fit in with the school's 
goals. 

40. Teachers in this school tend to be cliquish and 
catty. 

41. The methods used in evaluating my teaching 
performance seem objective and fair. 

42. There are lots of irrelevant side conversations 
that go on at our faculty meetings. 

43. I have "freedom within limits" at this school; I 
know what is expected of me, but I also have 
freedom to be creative. 

44. Inservices, if well done, are definitely worth 
my time as a source of new ideas and "renewal". 

45. Most of my students' parents support the things 
I do. 

46. When teachers are not doing a good job, our 
administrator(s) work(s) with them to improve 
instruction. 
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strongly 
agree 

agree sometimes agree disagree 
sometimes disagree 

strongly 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 

47. We have rules for student conduct here, but 
nobody follows them. 

5 

48. Student gains on achievement tests are a good 
way for me to judge my instructional 
effectiveness. 

49. Other teachers at this school seek my advice 
about professional issues and problems. 

50. Rules for student behavior are consistently 
enforced by teachers at this school, even for 
students who are not in their classes. 

51. There is a good body of knowledge out there that 
can really help teachers improve their teaching 
skills. 

52. I know what I'm being evaluated on in this 
school. 

53. Most of the other teachers in this school don't 
know what I do in my classroom or what my 
teaching goals are. 

54. The administrator(s) at this school is ( are) 
seen as trustworthy, and approachable person(s). 

55. Good teaching is a gift; you can't really learn 
it from someone else. 

56. At this school, we agree on the objectives we're 
trying to achieve with students. 

57. Whenever there is an opening at my school, the 
administrator(s) take(s) charge in locating a 
good and competent person for the position. 

58. When it comes right down to it, most of a 
student's motivation depends on his or her 
environment so a teacher can have only limited 
influence. 

59. I think of myself as being involved in a process 
of learning new things about teaching. 



160 

strongly 
agree 

agree sometimes agree disagree 
sometimes disagree 

strongly 
disagree 

1 234 5 

60. Teachers' rules for student conduct are always 
changing at this school. 

61. My administrator(s) show(s) favoritism to some 
teachers-- assigning better students to their 
classes, giving them fewer clerical jobs to do, 
etc. 

62. I can't object to district policies with my 
administrator(s). 

63. The rules and regulations at my school don't 
make my job any easier. 

64. My administrator(s) provide(s) suggestions or 
support staff to help me become the best 
possible teacher. 

65. I don't approve of the ways in which most of the 
other teachers in this school teach. 

66. In general, I really enjoy my students. 

67. I don't offer advice to others about their 
teaching unless I am asked for it. 

68. When I started teaching at this school, the 
administrator(s) told me what the faculty wants 
to accomplish here. 

69. Evaluation of my teaching is based on hearsay 
and gossip. 

70. My administrator(s) recognize(s) the good 
teaching I do. 

71. I don't know how to make academic progress with 
some of my students. 

72. Most other teachers at this school have values 
and philosophies of education similar to my own. 

73. Teachers at this school think of the 
administrator(s) as being "one of us." 
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strongly 
agree 

agree sometimes agree disagree 
sometimes disagree 

strongly 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

74. If another teacher asks me for advice, it 
implies that I am more competent than he or she 
is. 

75. By the middle of the day, I can't wait for my 
students to go home. 

76. I let students progress as far as they are able 
because I know their next teacher will begin 
wherever I leave off. 

77. Students are so private and complex I never know 
if I am getting through to them. 

78. Evaluation of my teaching is not used to help me 
improve. 

79. My family and close friends think that the work 
I do as a teacher is important and vluable. 

80. I feel good about my teaching style and 
strategies; I think they are successful. 

81. My instruction fits in sequentially with the 
program at this school. 

82. I take pride in the things my students 
accomplish. 

83. I'm pretty much a "loner" in this school. 

84. There is a limited amount that teachers can do 
to raise the performance of students who begin 
school with low abilities. 

85. The teachers at this school like being here; I 
would describe us as a satisfied group. 

86. It's hard to feel successful with some of the 
students in this school. 

87. At the beginning of each year I start my 
students wherever their previous teacher left 
off, regardless of what the curriculum guide 
requires me to teach. 
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strongly 
agree 

agree sometimes agree disagree 
sometimes disagree 

strongly 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

88. I feel that I am making a significant difference 
in the lives of my students. 

89. I like to ( or would like to ) share 
responsibilities ( e.g., team teaching) with 
other teachers here. 

In this section, we ask you for your perceptions of the 
frequency with which some things occur in your school. We 
are changing the response to the following scale: 

always frequently sometimes seldom never 

1 2 3 4 5 

Again, we are interested in your own perceptions and need 
your candid responses. 

90. In this school, teachers participate in 
selecting instructional texts and materials. 

91. The administrator(s) spend(s) time in my 
classroom observing my teaching. 

92. I experiment with new teaching ideas. 

93. The administrator(s) of this school encourage(s) 
teachers to talk with each other about 
instructional objectives. 

94. I receive assignments or requests to do things 
without the proper resources and materials to 
complete them. 

95. I receive informal ·evaluations of my teaching 
performance from other teachers or supervisors. 

96. Ideas presented at in-services are discussed 
afterwards by teachers in this school. 

97. I feel as though I'm not making any academic 
progress with my students. 
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always frequently sometimes seldom never 

1 2 3 4 5 

9S. I have to buck school rules in order to do what 
I think needs to be done for my students or my 
classroom. 

99. I think the stress and disappointments involved 
in teaching at this school aren't really worth 
it. 

100. Other teachers at this school come to me for 
help or advice when they need it. 

101. My students show that they appreciate me. 

102. My administrator(s) see(s) to it that we get 
good sUbstitutes-- often the same ones-- each 
time a teacher is absent. 

103. I follow the district's curriculum guide in my 
instructional program. 

104. It's hard to know how I'm doing in my teaching. 

105. Other teachers encourage me to try new teaching 
ideas. 

106. If I try really hard, I can get through to even 
the most difficult and unmotivated students. 

107. I am interrupted in my teaching by loudspeakers 
announcements and routine requests from the 
office. 

lOS. In this school, teachers participate in 
determining the assignment of students to 
individual teachers' classes. 

109. When the administrator(s) come(s) into my 
classroom, 
the visit lasts longer than 10 minutes. 

110. I am encouraged or allowed to modify the 
curriculum to meet my own students' needs. 

111. I get a chance to observe other teachers 
teaching. 
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always frequently sometimes seldom never 

1 2 3 4 5 

112. In this school, teachers participate in 
determining the type and content of inservices 
we have. 

113. I know what is expected of me at this school. 

114. I feel the need to take Rand R days. 

115. I am uncertain about how to teach some of the 
students in my classes. 

116. My conversation with other teachers here is 
about personal matters- family issues, dates, 
movies, etc. 

117. The administrator(s» of this school spend(s) 
time with any new teachers we may have, 
orient(s) them and help(s) them feel welcome in 
this school. 

118. Teachers participate in determining appropriate 
instructional methods and techniques in this 
school. 

119. I give help and support to other teachers when 
they are having problems in their teaching. 

120. I am interrupted in my teaching by assemblies 
and special events. 

121. My administrator(s) encourage(s) me to tryout 
new teaching ideas. 

122. Teachers complain about difficult students or 
parents at this school when they get together ( 
e.g. in the lunch room). 

123. My administrator(s) check(s) in with me to see 
~w~i~s a~~i~. 

124. I enjoy teaching. 

125. When I am uncertain about how to best proceed in 
teaching, I know where to go for assistance. 

126. I think about staying home from school because 
I'm just too tired to go. 
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always frequently sometimes seldom never 

1 2 3 4 5 

127. In this school, teachers participate in 
establishing school rules for student conduct. 

128. Discussion about school goals and means of 
achieving them is a part of our school faculty 
or inservice meetings. 

129. I think about transferring to another school. 

130. My administrator(s) see(s) to it that I have the 
supplies and equipment that I need. 

131. At my school, I am allowed to teach in my o~m 
style. 

132. Student gains on achievement tests are used in 
evaluating teachers' effectiveness in this 
school. 

133. I have to do irrelevant clerical jobs and 
record- keeping at this school. 

134. By the middle of the day, I can't wait for my 
students to go home. 

135. I can get good results with students other 
teachers have found difficult. 

136. My administrator(s) enforce(s) school rules for 
student conduct and backs me up when I need it. 

137. In this school, teachers participate in 
determining what they are going to be evaluated 
on. 

138. My administrator(s) participates in 
instructionally- related decision making along 
with the teachers. 

139. I can get good help or advice from other 
teachers at my school when I have a teaching 
problem. 

140. We have too many kids at this school who, 
learning-wise, fall between the cracks. 



always frequently sometimes seldom never 

1 2 3 4 

141. Bright kids at this school are not provided 
sUfficient intellectual stimulation. 

5 
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The next four items have different kinds of response 
possibilities. Please read each question that follows and 
record the response that most closely matches your own 
behavior or perceptions. 

142. We have meetings to assess how things are 

l- once a year or never. 
2. once a semester. 
3. once a month. 
4. once every two weeks. 
5. once a week or more. 

143. Beyond saying hello, I regularly converse 
socially with: 

1. no other teachers. 
2. one other teacher. 
3. two other teachers. 
4. three other teachers. 
5. four or more other teachers. 

going: 

144. What percentage of teachers do you think would 
like to leave this school. 

1. None or fewer than 10 
2. 25% 
3. 50% 
4. 75% 
5. almost everyone, or close to 100% 

145. I regularly share teaching ideas or materials 
with: 

a. no other teachers. 
b. one other teacher. 
c. two other teachers. 
d. three other teachers. 
e. four or more other teachers. 
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The questionnaire concludes with these three groups of 
items. We are changing response possibilitfes completely. 
Each item is numbered. We would like you to answer the 
question before each group of items by ranking, in order of 
their importance to you, the response options that appear. 
There are five response options for each group of items. 
They are: 

1 = most important 
2 = second most important 
3 = of intermediate importance 
4 = of lesser importance 
5 = least important 

Please rank the items in each group by assigning the number 
of your choosing to the corresponding item. Please use each 
number only once. For example, if item number 146 were the 
most important, you would mark a "1" by #146. 

The most important aspect of my job as a teacher is: 

146. Teaching academic subjects to my students. 

147. Enhancing my students' social skills and social 
interaction. 

148. Preparing my students to become good citizens. 

149. Giving my students the ability to understand and 
interpret the world. 

150. Encouraging my students' educational 
aspirations. 

If we had a paid half-day set aside with no teaching 
responsibilities I think I would really: 

151. Catch up on my school-related work. 

152. Attend to personal matters. 

153. Read professional material. 

154. Observe other teachers or visit other schools. 

155. Make instructional materials. 



1 = most important 
2 = second most important 
3 = of intermediate importance 
4 = of lesser importance 
5 = least important 

The best way to learn to teach is to: 

156. Watch other teachers teaching. 

157. Experiment with new ideas. 
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158. Exchange ideas or get feedback from colleagues 
or my administrators. 

159. Think about how I was taught and use those 
ideas. 

160. simply keep on teaching and learn from my own 
mistakes. 

Please turn to the next page for background information. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. How old are you? 

1. 20-24 
2. 25-29 
3. 30-34 
4. 35-39 
4. 40-44 
5. 45-49 
6. Over 50 

2. Sex: 

1. Female 
2. Male 

3. Ethnic background: 

1. Anglo. 
2. Hispanic. 
3. Black. 
4. oriental. 
5. Native American. 
6. Other ------------------

4. Years of teaching experience: 

1. first year. 
2. 2-3 years. 
3. 4-5 years. 
4. 6-7 years. 
5. 8-9 years. 
6. 9-10 years. 
7. Over 10 years. 

5. Do you belong to an interdisciplinary team? 

1. yes 
2. no 
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6. If the answer to question #5 is yes, do you share the 
same planning period with your other team members. 

1. yes 
2. no 

7. Are you employed as a full-time teacher? 

1. yes 
2. no 

8. Type of teaching certificate: 

1. Elementary certificate. 
2. Secondary certificate. 

9. Do you hold a middle level school endorsement: 

1. yes 
2. no 

10. Present position: 

subject ________________________________ ___ 

grade ____________________________________ _ 

11. What is your highest college degree? 

1. Bachelor's degree 
2. Master's degree 
3. Education specialist or professional diploma 
4. Other ____________ _ 

12. Undergraduate preparation: 

Major within the field of education (Please specify): 

Major outside the field of education, where 
appropriate (Please specify): 
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13. Graduate preparation (where applicable) 

Major within the field of education (Please specify): 

Major in area outside the field of education (Please 
specify): 

14. Marital status (optional): 

1. Single 
2. Married 
3. Widow(er) 
4. Separated or Divorced 

15. Your Undergraduate G.P.A. (optional): 

1. 3.5 - 4.0 
2. 3.0 - 3.4 
3. 2.5 - 2.9 
4. Below 2.5 

Thank you for your cc::operation. We would \'lelcome any 
comments you might have. 
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APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR TEACHERS 
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Interview Questions for teachers 

This is informational gathering, not evaluation. You 
won't be identified personally in your responses and your 
responses will remain strictly confidential. 

1. Tell me about yourself and your background as a teacher 
(age, years of teaching experience, etc.). 

2. Tell me about the people you work with (students, 
teachers, administrators, others). 

3. Tell me about the goals of this school and what is 
expected of you. 

4. Tell me about the decision making process at your 
school (who makes the decisions and how regarding 
curriculum, students, school rules, teaching methods, 
resources, faculty, etc.). 

6. Tell me about your professional development as a 
teacher (availability of inservices, feedback from 
others, etc.). 

7. Tell me about the most satisfying aspects of your work. 

8. Tell me about the least satisfying aspects of your 
work. 

9. If you could have all the resources you needed to 
perform your job, what would they be? 

That was my last question. Have you thought of 
anything you want to add that is related to the questions I 
have asked? 
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