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ABSTRACT 

The setting for this study was the far-flung Department of Defense Dependents 

Schools (DoDDS) system, comprising some 260 K-12 schools with 140,000 students and 

9,000 teachers In 19 foreign countries. The underlying purposes and need for the study 

hinged on the fact that teacher unionism and teacher 

prcfessionalism/professionalization of teaching have not been scrutinized to any 

significant degree in DoDDS. However, these two strands of research must Interact 

ultimately because, if reform is to occur in DoDDS, it will be reform of a unionized 

system with its own history of collective bargaining that must impact the direction and 

consequences of reform efforts. The setting, therefore, presented a prime research 

opportunity. 

A review of the literature summarized discourse dealing with the dual issues of 

(1) teacher unionism, its origins, objectives, impact and trends, and (2) teacher 

professionalism/professionalization of teaching. 9 methodology, based on the "science 

of subjectivity," was the method used to obtain teachers' views regarding the research 

questions. Q required respondents to sort a set of cards with statements that mirrored a 

range of commentary regarding the dual issues in this study. The Q sorts were then 

subjected to computer statistical analysis, including correlation and factor analysis. 

The three factors that emerged were "prototypes" of the respondents' views and became 

the basis for interpretaUon of their views. One appeared open to many of the reforms 

in which unions play a key role: a second that seemed focused on the status quo as 

guaranteed by the grievance procedure, with possible support for selective changes: and 

... 
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a third that indicated satisfaction with its site-specific situation. while largely 

oblivious to the push for reform. The three factors generally supported change with 

teacher unions playing a major role in that change; strongly supported an overhaul of 

teacher evaluation systems. albeit without suggesting specific alternatives; and 

strongly disfavored merit pay proposals as part of differentiated staffing options. 

Several recommendations are suggested for management and unions to pursue 

within the DoDDS system if current reform objectives are to be implemented in the DoD 

school system. These include (1) pursuit of the unionism-reform nexus. based on the 

factors' general openness to union-led or supported reform; (2) movement toward 

school-site participatory initiatives. as first steps are made in this direction; and (3) 

seeking alternatives to supplant or supplement current evaluation practices. In 

summary. attttudes and conditions within the DoDDS appear condUCive for 

implementation or adaptation of current reform proposals that seek to promote 

teacher professsionalism and professionalization of teaching. Further research might 

also fruitfully focus on ascertaining teacher receptivity toward more specifiC and 

concrete reform initiatives in the 000 school system. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

11 

Imagtne a school district with boundaries that are nearly global in dimension: 

one on which it truly can be said the sun never sets. Imagine also that all the district's 

schools are located outside the continental United States but that its "district office" is 

located in metropolitan Washington, DC. Consider further that this school district 

must look to the 535 members of the United States Congress, the Pentagon bureaucracy 

and other executive agencies for various aspects of its governance and all finance. 

Moreover, ponder the fact that the school district exists as a subsidiary of the foreign 

policy of the United States and the Cold War politics that characterized the post-World 

War II period for more than four decades. 

Although the United States Constitution makes educution largely a 

responsibility of the 50 states, the national government, nonetheless, is directly 

involved in the operation of the Just-deSCribed educational system. This system 

comprises some 260 schools worldwide, selVing nearly 140,000 students and staffed by 

almost 9,000 teachers. This far-flung federal public school system is the Department of 

Defense Dependents Schools system--or DoDDS. The DoDDS system is not the only 

federal educational venture in the K-12 domain: others include federally-operated 

"Chapter Six" schools located primarily in the Southeastern United States, schools on 

Indian reservations located primarily in the Southwestern United States, and a small 

system operated by the U. S. Navy for its Caribbean region bases (U. S. Congress, 1986: 

Dept. of Defense, 1989). However, in tenns of scale and purpose the DoDDS system 
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looms as the largest and most significant direct-delivery federal educational enterprise 

in the K-12 doma:ln. 

ThIs study focused on this federal public school system--the Department of 

Defense Dependents Schools system or DoDDS, the overseas school system, operated by 

the United States government since the end of World War II for the children of U.S. 

milItary servicemembers and federal civ1lian employees stationed abroad. 

Specifically, passage of PL 95-561 in 1978 (U. S. Congress, 1986) fonnallyestablished 

DoDDS and centralized responsibility and funding of all dependents schools under the 

defense department, removing the Army, Navy and Air Force from direct operational 

responsIbility of the overseas schools. Given the nature of the DoDDS federal 

educational enterprise, it is both understandable and surprising that the spotlights of 

educational refonn so characteristic of the last decade have not been beamed more 

publicly on the DoD school system: Understandable because the geographIc diffusion of 

the system makes It difficult to concentrate on its entirety: surprising because the DoD 

schools would appear to have provided directly accessIble "laboratories" for innovation 

and exp~r1mentation typical of federal intervention (e.g., Bennan & McLaughlin, 1983). 

Extant research into the DoDDS system, and its variously named and organized 

predecessors (Olson, 1972), consists largely of doctoral work in such diverse areas as the 

differences between standard and career expatriate teachers, leadership styles and job 

satisfaction, implementation of accreditation recommendations, parental attitudes 

about relocation, student perceptions toward host nations, computer-assIsted seventh

grade math instruction, efficacy of the supply system, teacher stress, principals' 

involvement in reading programs and public relations, to cite examples revealed in a 

computer search of the Dissertations International data base. 

Of Significance, is an apparent lack of research in the DoDDS system that 
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reflects the f!rst round of refonn in the early 1980s that triggered serious scrutiny of 

state and local education agencies in the United States. It should come as no surprise 

that follow-on proposals for refonn of American public schools have Similarly failed 

to energize extensive research or other scrutiny of the top federal public school system. 

In general, then, one is on sound footing to aver that public scrutiny of the DoDDS 

system has not been effUSive. Moreover, the "hot button" issues in the second wave of 

refonn that relate to teacher professionalism and the role of teacher associations in the 

professionalization of teaching are domains that have been studied only cursorily in 

the DoDDS system, although peripheral issues have been the topics of research. For 

example, Crowley (1985) analyzed teachers' perceptions of evaluation practices in 

Panama. Factors appropriate for negotiation between DoDDS' predecessor 

organization and the Overseas Education Association (OEA) in the mid-1970s were the 

focus of doctoral work by CollinS (1976). On the larger role of teacher unions. Driver 

(1976) surveyed the part the OEA played in passage of The Overseas Teachers Pay and 

Personnel Practices Act (Public Law 86-91). PL 86-91 was a major step in regularizing 

salary levels and personnel procedures for DoD teachers. sun, there has been little 

parallel between the educational research on teachers aSSOCiations and 

professionalizaUon of teaching and the research that has been conducted in DoD 

schools. 

Much of the research on teacher aSSOCiations or unions has focused on their 

historical development, collective bargaining gains and the impact of teacher 

unionism (e.g., Eberts & Stone, 1984; Goldschmidt & Painter, 1987-88; Kerchner. 1986; 

Kerchner & Mitchell, 1988; McDonnell & Pascal, 1988, Randles & Moser. 1982: Shedd, 

1988; Stuart & Goldschmidt, 1986). Some study also has been conducted into teacher 

attitudes toward unionism (e.g, Bacharach, 1983; Boulter et a1., 1981; Gilson & Ramos. 
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1982: Maitland & Kerchner. 1986; McGrath & Lunenburg. 1987: Walker. 1985). However. 

almost no research has investigated the attitudes of teachers regarding the general 

gains made in the generation plus of collective negotiations (Bascla. 1990). Neither has 

much research sought to examine teacher attitudes about the general prOvisions in 

negotiated agreements. nor what teachers would like to see included in--or excluded 

from--agreements that might enhance and enable their professionalism. 

Similarly. relatively little related research has been conducted In the DoD 

overseas school system. Research during the early days of teacher mllitancy (Kilkenny. 

1969) affirmed the contemporary fixation among DoD teachers on "bread and butter" 

issues in the collective negotiations process. Follow-on studies have not pursued the 

patterns and trends that might have developed among federal teachers overseas as the 

collective negotiations process has unfolded across the last generation. Beyond that. 

almost no research has focused on the specific questions of educational reform linked 

to teacher professionalism and the role of teacher unions in bringing about significant 

changes in the status of teachers and the quality of education delivered by the 

Department of Defense Dependents Schools. And little is known about how the 9.000 

teachers in the DoDDS system view these "hot button" educational issues. 

These are the Issues that this research will track: Teachers. unions and 

professionalism in the Department of Defense Dependent Schools. The Intersection of 

these two strands of research has not been studied. However the two phenomena must 

interact ultimately. because if reform Is to occur in DoDDS it will be of a unionized 

system with its own history of collective bargaining that must impact the direction and 

consequences of reform efforts. 



The Problem 

Significance and Need for the Study 

15 

The Department of Defense Dependents Schools provide a sharply different 

research environment in that the teachers in the system are federal employees in a 

widely dispersed overseas educational milieu. The employer-employee relationship is 

both similar and different from the typical employer-employee relationships that 

predominate in state public school systems and local school districts. Obviously. 

teachers in both the federal DoDDS system and state school systems are public 

employees subject to various kinds and levels of legislation and public policy. 

Certification requirements for teachers and school are similar. curricula and 

instructional materials are s1milar and students are greatly differentiated. to cite a few 

of the other commonalities shared by the DoD school system (DoDDS. 1990: see also 

GAO. 1988; Johnston et aI .• 1987) and state public school systems. 

Key differences include the geographic vastness of the DoDDS system and its 

enrollment which would place it alongside the ninth or tenth largest state-operated 

public school systems (Dept. of Defense. 1990). The DoDDS system exists primarily to 

selVe the family members of a specific. but nonetheless differentiated. occupational 

group. military selVicemembers. Students in the DoDDS system to some degree 

represent more predictable kinds of learners than those found in comparably-sized 

stateside public schools (Shavelson. 1985). More significantly. governance for the 

DoDDS system reSides with national level agencies--Congress. the executive and 

judicial branches. and the federal bureaucracy. Clearly. employer-employee 

relationships should differ markedly in the DoDDS system vis-a-vis a typical stateside 

school district governed by a lay board. 

Within the educational milieu of the DoDDS system. therefore. the issues of 
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educational reform, teacher professionalism and the role of teacher associations or 

unions will be cast in different forms. The publics pressing for educational reform, for 

example, would appear to be more distant and ephemeral. However, so-called "status 

schools" supporting communities where major military headquarters are situated may 

have very proactive parental and community factions pressing for reform and 

excellence (C. Benner, personal communication, June 2, 1991). Additionnlly, all 

DoDDS schools have legislatively-mandated school advisory committees (SACs) 

comprised of parents, teachers and administrators (GAO, 1988; U. S. Congress. 1986). 

The SACs can be viewed as bottom-up mechanisms for reform and change in the DoDDS 

system. In any event, Congressional oversight is episodic at best and the upper echelons 

of the Department of Defense bureaucracy generally lack expertise or currency with 

educational issues (U. S. Congress, 1984, 1986, 1987, 1988). Similar comments apply to 

any external press for teacher professionalism. 

Regarding teacher associations or unions, the national government under 

current and recent administrations has not been greatly accommodating or accepting 

of unionism in the federal sector. For three of five DoDDS regions, the Atlantic, 

Germany and Pacific regions, the OEA, a National Education ASSOCiation (NEA) 

affiliate, carries teacher unionism's banners as the bargaining agent for the vast 

majority of teachers in DoDDS. The American Federation of Teachers (AFT) represents 

teachers in the Mediterranean region, while the Panama region is independent but 

closely linked to the OEA (J. Roll1ns, personal communication, August 2, 1990). Both 

teacheI: associations, the OEA and AFr, conduct collective bargaining under the 

auspices of the Civil SeIVice RefonnAct of 1978 (Public Law 95-954), now part of Title 5 

of the United States Code (U. S. Code, 1989; Feren, 1982). PL 95-954 changed the basis of 

collective bargaining from executive orders, which potentially could be changed at the 
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whim of the president, to a statute applying to federal employees. Key provisions of the· 

statute contained in Title VII specifically address exclusive recognition, scope of 

bargaining, impasse resolution, grievance procedures and other provisions typically 

included in state collective bargaining legislation (U. S. Code, 1989). 

The particularities and context within which the DoDDS system operates 

(Bartel, et aI., 1983a, 1983b), in combination with a general lack of educational 

research in the DoDDS domain, suggested a rich opportunity for the pursuit of insights 

into an educational system that currently provides educational services to almost 

140,000 students worldwide. How the press for reform as represented in the issues of 

teacher professionalism and teacher aSSOCiations or unions plays out, and how the 

issues might interact (emphasis added) in the Depa11ment of Defense Dependents 

Schools setting motivated this research. 

Theoretical Framework for the Study 

An eclectic approach marks the theoretical framework for this study (Mauch & 

Birch, 1989). To obtain fresh perspectives into selected teachers' views regarding 

unions and professionalism, plus insights into the union-professionalism nexus, "g 

methodology," introduced by Stephenson more than a half-century ago (Brown, 1986), 

comprised the methodology for this study. g methodology which studies subjective 

human processes while applying quantitative analysis is an appropriate technique for 

educational research and an appropriate way to approach the questions in this study. g 

methodology operates within the internal frame of reference in the thoroughly 

empirical sense of subjectivity as it is experienced from "my own point of view." g seeks 

to model the communicability or "talk" on almost any topic. The volume of discussion 

on any topic is referred to as a "concourse" (from the Latin concursus, meaning a 
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"running together"). It is these statements of opinion, or ideas that run together in 

thought, that are the elements of a Q study (Stephenson, 1978). 

The suggestions in the research by McDonnell and Pascal (1988) are part of one 

concourse underpinning this study: That it is necessary for teacher unions to achieve 

certain "bread-and-butter" provisions in negotiated agreements as a precondition to 

incorporation of provisions that enable teacher professionalization. These bread-and

butter and enabling provisions formed the "perspectives" (Brown. 1980. p. 62) that were 

part of the basis for statements in the Q sample of the Q methodology (Stephenson. 

1953) used for data collection and analysis. 

Other pillaring was derived from notions of teachers' responses and 

accommodations to change (Fullan. 1982. Lortie. 1975; also see Doyle & Ponder. 1977): 

That one division of teachers will opt for the status quo. if not outrightly resisting 

change; another group will be selective in its acceptance of change, taking largely a 

"what's in it for me attitude;" and that another grouping will be proactive for change. 

These notions of change. or "elaborateness" (Brown, 1986. p. 62), were also embedded In 

Q sample statements about teacher preferences and priorities pertaining to actual and 

potential provisions in negotiated agreements. The resulting Q sorts were analyzed to 

identify patterns of DoDDS teachers' attitudes toward various provisions of negotiated 

agreements and teachers' resistance or propensity to change. 

The underlying premise of this research as derived from the two major 

concourses was that teachers' notions of desirable or acceptable change and the 

appropriate means for effecting change--that Is. unions--might be gauged by 

Incorporating statements pertaining to teacher unionism and to the current dIalogue 

about teacher professionalism. The major expectation was that a resulting continuum 

or pattern of attitudes would emerge to show (1) a linkage between COllseIVatism toward 
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change and a focus on bread and butter contract provisions on one extreme, and (2) a 

linkage between openness to change and a focus on professionalizing negotiations on 

the other. 

Statement of the Problem Investigated 

The purpose of this study was to Investigate the views of teachers in the 

Department of Defense Dependents School system regarding what should be included in 

negotiated agreements between DoDDS and the Overseas Education Association, based 

on the responses of selected teachers to the current and potential content of collective 

negotiations. Such Investigation will help build the base of lmowledge about DoDDS 

teachers' views on professionalism and unions, and perhaps point the way for future 

negotiations between the DoDDS system and its teachers. 

Research Questions Investigated 

1. What are the views of selected DoDDS teachers regarding the general content 

of the current negotiated agreement between DoDDS and the OEA? 

2. What other kinds of provisions, if any, might selected DoDDS teachers want 

included in prospective negotiated agreements? 

3. What inferences can be made from the responses of selected DoDDS teachers 

to the above questions, and what might the responses signify in terms of future 

collective negotiations and professlonal1zation of teaching In the DoD school system? 

Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 

Delimitations 

1. The Q sample derived from the general concourses of teacher unionism and 
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teacher professlonal1sm/professlonallzatlon of teaching may not have represented all 

possible, the most gennane or the most precise statements that could have been 

constructed. Other statements were possible, perhaps yielding different responses and 

bases for analyses. 

2. Q methodology does not require randomness or representativeness in the 

sample of respondents (Stephenson, 1953). However, the population of respondents was 

purposely chosen to maximize inclusion of K-12 educators representing a broad range 

of backgrounds and demographic variables, such as educational preparation and 

experience, specialty area and gender typical of the DoDDS teachers In Germany. 

Limitations 

1. In this study, the unit of analysis was the Individual. Therefore, the results 

primarily reflect prototypes of intrapersonal attitudes, not Interpersonal nor 

Intergroup attitudes, which are also an Important dimension (Bacharach & Mitchell, 

1983) with regard to study of key Issues that were the focal point of this research: 

teachers, unions and professionalism. 

2. Q methodolgy uses a relatively complex and time-consuming technique, the Q 

sort. Careful adherence by respondents to clear-cut sorting Instructions was necessary 

to ensure that their distributions were carefully recorded for analysis (Brown, 1980). To 

the degree that these precautions were not obseIVed, the fideUty and completeness of the 

data provided by repondents may have been affected. 

3. Throughout this study the specter of contraction of the DoDDS system and 

wholesale reductions-In-force (RIF) with an accompanying ripple throughout the 

worldWide system as American military forces in Europe and elsewhere overseas 

withdraw may have loomed large. The certainty of a scaledown of the DoDDS teaching 

force as enrollment declines was an uncalculable variable that may have cast a distinct 
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shadow on the focus and attitudes of teachers to the research questions investigated in 

this study. Moreover. after this research commenced. Operations Desert Shield and 

Desert Stonn dramatically altered cirucumstances for the Department of Defense 

community in Europe. including the schools and the teachers in them. The 1990-91 

school year. as the author can attest. was particularly challenging for the Gennany 

region of DoDDS. 

Definition of Tenns 

The following terms apply throughout this work: 

CoUective bargaining: In education. the process analagous or identical to labor

management negotiations for new labor union contracts in which a teachers' 

organization negotiates with the administration of a school district on tenns of a new 

employment contract for teachers (Hawes & Hawes. 1982). 

Collective negotiations: A tenn sometimes used to describe collective 

bargaining that takes place in an educational setting (a union representing educators Is 

called an association). The term association results largely from an expectation that 

there should be substantial differences between unionized educators and other kinds of 

unionized workers (Hollander. 1978). Collective bargaining and collective negotiations 

will be used interchangeablely in this study. as will the terms teachers associations and 

unions. 

Collegiality: The practice whereby a person or governing board having the 

power to make decisions does so only after consulting with and considering the 

recommendations of colleagues (Hollander. 1978). Within DoDDS. Judith Little's more 

detailed definition of collegiality prevails. featuring (1) high frequency of teachers 

talking about teaching in increasingly precise and concrete language. (2) high frequency 
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of teachers obseIVing one another, (3) high frequency of teachers planning, making and 

evaluating Instructional materials together, and (4) teachers teaching each other about 

teaching. A fifth pattern is added from Susan Rosenholtz: teachers asking for and 

willing to provide one another assistance In teaching problems (DoDDS, 1990). 

Employee association (used interchangeably with union or employee 

organization): An association of employees which represents employees in their 

relations with the employer and which may become the exclUSive representative upon 

vote of the employees In the unit or upon voluntary recognition by the employer 

(California School Boards, 1987). 

Professionals: Individuals who by virtue of their expertise demonstrate a 

higher degree of Interpretive and appl1cative lmowledge than do nonprofessionals. 

Professionals are tested before entering their profession with an appropriate 

examination. Professionals have a concern for their clients. ProfeSSionals have areas 

of specialization. ProfeSSionals have a concern for quality. Professionals have peer 

relationships. To possess and practice these characteristics is the essence of 

professionalism. (adapted from Korr, 1988, p. 298) 

Projessionaltzation: The dynamic process whereby organizations 

(occupational groups) can be observed to change certain crucial characteristics in the 

direction of a profession (from Vollmer & M1lls, in Bacharach & Conley, 1989, p. 313). 

Summary 

Teacher associations or unions exist in part to foster and promote 

professionalization of teaching. This objective has not been fully realized for a number 

of reasons: Among them are the "cult of effiCiency" (Callahan, 1962): the rift between 

administrators and teachers (Cuban, 1988): teachers' penchant for privatism, isolation 
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and conservatism (Lortie. 1975): and the general adoption of the "Industrial model" of 

collective bargaining by teacher unions (Kerchner & Mitchell. 1988). These factors 

undoubtedly have had a similar Impact on the Deparbnent of Defense school system. 

As wave after wave of reform has swept the American educational scene. 

teachers generally have been relegated to the role of bystanders. if not scapegoats for 

what ails the public schools In the United States. Now the wagons of reform are closing 

Circle: At the center are teachers amid proposals and assertions that 

professionalization of teaching is the key to revitalization--even redemption--of the K-

12 public educational system In the United States (see. e.g .• Cooper & Conley, 1991). It 

would not be unreasonable to find similar expectations for reform of the 000 school 

system and professionalization of the system's teachers. 

And In fact a new day may be dawning to illuminate what some see as the 

inevitable and necessary linkage between teacher unionism and the 

professionalization of teaching (McDonnell & Pascal. 1988; see also Rosow et a1.. 1989). 

"Flagship" districts are emerging where progressive teacher organizations are 

combining the energies of unions with second wave reform to produce professional 

opportunities for professionally-minded teachers. 

This study pursued the issues of teacher unionism and professionalization in a 

distinct sector of the American public school system: the Department of Defense 

Dependents Schools. The vast DoDDS system, responsible for the education of some 

140,000 children of U.S. military servicemembers and federal civil servants stationed 

overseas. provided a fresh and relatively unprobed setting for educational research. 

Combining the concourses of teacher unionism and professionalization. Q 

methodology was used to assess the attitudes ofteachers in the DoDDS system related to 

these two issues. Additional insights into these teachers' receptivity and 
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accommodation of change--and perhaps future directions for collective negotiations 

within the DoDDS system--a1so were sought. 

Chapter 2 reviews the general literature base germane to this research and 

plumbs the spec1ftc research that forms the concourses incorporated into the Q sample. 

Q methodology and its framework as the methodological structure of this research are 

presented in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 elaborates the findings of the study, while the 

conclusions and recommendations in Chapter 5 close out the study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Historical OvelView of the Literature 

"To elevate the character and advance the interests in the teaching profession 
and to promote the cause of popular education in the United States . .. " (Wesley, 
1957, pp. 22-23). 

" ... to raise the standard of the teaching profession by securing for teachers 
conditions essential to the best professional service . .. " (1yack, 1974, p.260). 

The respective words of purpose and hope in the constitutional preamble of the 

National Education Association at its birth in 1857 and of Margaret Haley upon 

establishment of the Chicago Federation of Teachers in 1897 indicate that the notions 

of teacher profeSSionalism and professionalization of teaching are not recently-born 

phenomena. Ruefully, time and good purpose do not assure success. Today, despite 

gains for teachers via unionization, the ideals of unionism--among them 

professionalization of teaching--remain largely unachieved (Kerchner & Mitchell, 

1988; see also OEA Constitution). 

The difficulties in professionalizing the teaching ranks of the common schools 

in the United States are put into historical perspective by a number of educational 

writers and researchers (Callahan,1962; Cuban, 1988; Lortie, 1975; Tyack, 1974; Tyack 

& Hansot, 1982: Sarason, 1972, 1980). Callahan (1962) describes the impact and 

lingering influence of "scientific management" in administration of the public school 

system since early in this century. Callahan's baSic thesis is bolstered by Cuban (1988), 

who also elaborates on the gulf between administrators and teachers, a gulf that also 

stands as an obstacle to teacher profeSSionalism. Bureaucratization of the American 
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public school system in the quest for the "one best system" also has created obstacles to 

professionalism ('Iyack. 1980: see also Tyack. 1987). Tyack and Hansot (1982) 

illustrated the impact that the dominant belief systems of educational leaders. 

particularly in the early decades of this century. had and have on the common school. 

The nature of teaching as portrayed by Lortie (1975) is characterized by 

privatism. individualism. and conservatism: characteristics that add to the enduring 

problematiC mosaic (Little. 1990). Lortie. in words still largely apropos today. 

specifically addressed the issue of professionalization this way: 

Professional recognition calls for delegating state powers to a group of 
practitioners . .. [yet] teachers do not hold the beliefs necessary to assuming 
such responsibility: they do not claim to be be common partakers in a shared 
body of knowledge or common contributors to the 'state of the art.' (p. 80) 

And in the early 1980s when educational experts focused on the failings of 

schools. teachers were offered as the scapegoats: their talents. training and practice 

were found wanting. But within a few years. these same teachers were being hailed as 

the change masters (Carnegie Forum. 1986: Holmes GrouP. 1986: see also Cooper and 

Conley. 1991: Howey. 1990) amid calls for professional and empowered teachers to lead 

the necessary refonn in schools. 

Adding to the complexity of changing and refonnIng the American public school 

system Is the question of the role that teacher aSSOCiations or unions can or should play 

in the refonn process (Johnson. 1987b). Disparate and sometimes harsh views abound 

(Bacharach. Shedd & Conley. 1990: Finn. 1985: Geisert. 1990: Kerchner & Mitchell. 

1986. 1988: Liebennan. 1985. 1988) about whether unions can recast their penchant for 

coerciveness and conflict into action that will enable and expand unions into the 

forums by which teachers may refonn schools and their profession. Changes in 

schools do not come easily. As Sarason (1972. 1980) explains. an organization'S pre

history. history and contextual factors have an impact on "future settings:" in this 
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instance. redefinition of teachers' roles and status in the educational system of the 

United States--and the supporting role of teacher associations or unions in furthering 

teacher professionalism and the professionalization of teaching. 

The literature does not specifically address how. or if. the dynamics and impact 

of teacher unionism and professionalism resonate in the DoDDS system. the specific 

setting of this research. Nonetheless. these issues spill over into the federal public 

school system because collective bargaining is recognized and because of the 

comprehensive interest in school reform. A review of the relevant literature is a 

necessary step in establishing the concourses from which statements in the Q sample 

will be premised or taken. Before turning to the literature on the impact of unions. it is 

useful to outline the development of (1) collective bargaining for public sector 

employees. including teachers. and of public sector collective bargaining for federal 

employees. including DoDDS teachers; and (2) to highUght the primary roles of teacher 

organizations. 

Public SectDr Bargaining 

Despite a long historical tradition of unified action by workers. dating back to 

the colonial period of the United States. collective bargaining in the public sector is a 

relatively recent phenomenon. Only within the past two decades has there been 

meaningful legislation conferring bargaining rights on government employees. and 

most growth in membership in the public sector has occurred since that time (Hogler. 

1988). Indeed. current public sector union membership is numerically double that in 

the private sector. 

When the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) was enacted in 1935. 

transforming earlier common law principles regulating labor-management relations. 

it gave most American workers the right to organize. bargain collectively and to act 
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together for mutual benefit (Hogler. 1988). However. in the NLRA, Congress excluded the 

federal and state governments. and thetr subdivisions. from the definition of 

"employer." Congress. therefore. did not extend the NLRA to the public sector and has 

not yet chosen to do so. Consequently. public entities remain free to fonnulate and to 

apply public sector collective negotiations policies and legal principles that are 

different from those of the NLRA. The hallmark of public sector bargaining is now 

characterized by diversity and innovation rather than uniformity (Hogler. 1988). 

Between 1935 and 1959. when Wisconsin enacted the first law pertaining to 

collective bargaining for public employees. common law principles emerged which 

placed greater restrictions on public unions. Courts detennlned on a case-by-case basis 

whether bargaintng activities could be allowed in public employment. There was 

constderable resistance to bargalntng: the nature of public employment. it was 

asserted. was inimical to collective negotiations with public employees in that 

collective negotiations would diminish "sovereignty" as well as the power of public 

officials (Hogler, 1988: Wildman. 1965). Appropriately enough. the common law 

doctrine was modified in the landmark 1951 case, Norwalk Teachers' Association v. 

Board of Education, which reCOgnized the right of public employees to fonn and join 

unions. although the right to strike was specifically precluded. In the aftennath of 

Norwalk, public sector bargaining enjoyed new acceptability within the common law, 

and procedures through which agreements between public employers and their workers 

mtght be negotiated received a measure of judicial tolerance (Boulter, Purvis & Leonard. 

1985: Hogler, 1988). 

Before 1962, public sector employees enjoyed few affirmative rights to bargain 

under public poliCies. That year, President Kennedy in Executive Order 10988 

authorized bargaining by federal employees. At the same time, Wtsconsin enacted 
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significant amendments to its "pioneering law" covering municipal employees. In 

effect. the dam was broken and six states approved comprehensive bargaining laws 

between 1965 and 1967, marking a watershed in public sector employment relations 

(Hogler, 1988). Unionism became a common feature of employment at the federal, state 

and local levels of government in the United States. The rights of federal employees to 

bargain collectively were codified in the CM! Service Refonn Act of 1978, which covers 

all employees within any federal executive agency, unless specifically excluded (Feren, 

1982). The Civil Service Refonn Act, therefore, is the operative federal legislation 

governing collective bargaining for teachers in DoDDS. 

Parenthetically, legislation regulating public labor-management relations is 

prevalent at the state level. By 1977, thirty-seven states and the federal District had 

adopted collective bargaining statutes for at least some public employees. Illinois and 

Ohio enacted statutes in 1984 which included a limited right to strike for most 

occupations. Currently, only Arizona, Arkansas, LouiSiana, Mississippi, South 

Carolina, Utah, Virginia and West Virginia have no state statute dealing with public 

sector bargaining: North Carolina and Texas prohibit it. Even Colorado, which is 

usually listed with the fonner group of states, permits some groups of public workers to 

organize and strike (Hogler, 1988: Smith et al.. 1990). Public sector bargaining now 

peIVades the fablic of the nation's political system and the lives of most teachers in the 

United States, whether state or federal employees. 

Roles of Teacher Organizations 

As organizations, teacher unions play two primary, but not necessarily 

compatible, roles: as political interest groups (see e.g., Berube, 1988: Hadeed, 1984) and 

as individual voluntary bargaining units (McDonnell & Pascal, 1988). The former is 

externally oriented and seeks influence with lawmakers and support from other 
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publics, taxpayers and others, for example. The latter role encompasses efforts to 

ingratiate itself with actual and potential members. Consequently the objectives and 

pronouncements of different levels of the same organization may appear in dispute 

because different constituencies are addressed (see, e.g., Bohannon, et al., 1985). Nor are 

the objectives of the two major teacher organizations. the National Education 

Association and the American Federation of Teachers, cotenninous. (McDonnell & 

Pascal, 1988). The NEA is now characterized as an "extremely liberal" organization. 

while the AFr is labeled as "right of center." Both organizations are considered 

essentially reactive to contemporary refonn movements (Berube. 1988). 

With respect to membership--about 1. 7 million in the NEA and 700.000 in the 

AFr--almost 88 percent of active teachers are either NEA or AFT members and 83 

percent belong to local organizations (Burek. 1991; Johnson, 1988). Member 

participation in local, state and national level matters varies greatly: a large 

percentage of teachers are passive members at all levels, while others are selective in 

their involvement (Gilson & Ramos, 1982: McDonnell & Pascal. 1988). Union 

membership seems to hinge on several key variables, mainly economic and 

psychological, while the only significant predictor of whether a teacher will join an 

union Is political party affiliation (Boulter, et aI., 1981: Walker, 1985). In short. great 

variations exist in union activities within and across the organizational levels and 

organizations (Bascia. 1990; Johnson. 1987a. 1988: McDonnell & Pascal. 1988: see also 

Charles, 1982: Oustatcher, 1980). Bascia (1990) elaborates the variation this way: 

Teachers may value union presence and membership differently even within the 
same district because of differences in site-level leadership, community or 
student characteristics, and school organizational features. At the same school. 
individuals and groups of teachers may consider what the union means in the 
context of complex and varied conceptions of role, agendas and identities rooted 
in subject area affiliation, programmatic specialty, professional activities, 
personal history and political and social values. For some . . .. the union may 
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provide a major source of professional identity: others may perceive the 
presence of the union as irrelevant or obstructive to their teaching practice. (p. 
303) 

Despite the variation. broad themes and major effects are discernable in any analysis 

of the impact and potential of teachers unions. 

First Concourse of Uterature: The Impact and Potential of Teachers Unions 

Most of the research on teachers' collective bargaining has examined its effects 

on (1) the economiC status of teachers. (2) school organization and (3) governance 

(Stuart and Goldschmidt. 1986). The impact on teachers has been examined in terms of 

such organizational factors as union membership increases and organizational power 

in the political arena. for example: and such individual factors as salaries. fringe 

benefits. work week. and job security. for example. Regarding impacts on school 

organizations. the spotlight turns to issues of internal power and control. and changes 

in relationships. such as between board and superintendent. superintendent and 

principal and principal and teachers. In the domain of governance. the key issues have 

been on who should govern. who is governing and who has power. Each of these 

categories of effects will be reviewed briefly. but it should be noted that many of the 

effects resist easy compartmentalization. They overlap and interact to produce results 

across the major areas of interest and research. 

The Impact on Teachers 

Compensation issues. 

As Johnson (l987a. 1988) notes. it is diffIcult to determine the economic 

outcomes and effects of collective bargaining. In her review of the literature with 

respect to wages. Johnson found that various researchers. using different 

methodologIes. conclude that the effects of bargaining on wages are modest. with gains 
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of from zero to 12 percent. but lower than the private sector bargaining gains of between 

15 to 20 percent (see also Eberts & Stone. 1984. 1986). Johnson concludes that more 

precise effects will become increasingly difficult to fix because of the expansion of 

bargaining which results in a diminished basis for comparison and measurement of 

the "spillover effect. In another area of economic gains. fringe benefits. relatively little 

research has been conducted of this effect. although fringe benefits have gained 

importance as a negotiating item (Goldschmfdt & Painter. 1987-88). Johnson (1988) 

observes that this is an area that needs additional research. especially as alternative 

schemes of compensatlon. such as merit pay. are considered and introduced. 

Working conditions. 

Examination of the impacts of collective bargaining on working conditions has . 
been based on longitudinal study of teacher contracts. principally that of McDonnell 

and Pascal (1979. 1988). but also Goldschmidt et a1. (1984). Stuart and Goldschmidt 

(1986). Johnson (1987a) and Goldschmidt and Painter (1987-88). Over time. the key 

issues related to working conditions have seemed to center on grievance procedures. 

time. minimum fairness and status quo provisions (Goldschmidt & Painter. 1987-88). 

Contract negotiators have defined matters such as the length of the teacher's workday 

and workyear. class size. preparation time and supervisory duties. Regarding the 

length of the workyear. state legislatures playa larger role than teacher negotiators. 

Negotiations over the teaching schoolyear tend to depend more on money rather than 

teacher willingness to work. Teachers will consider more workdays for additional 

compensation; thus. finanCially pressed governing boards must trade the days they 

once had for salary increases (Johnson. 1987a). 

There is no clear evidence about the ideal length of a teacher's school day and 

wide variations are reported. although the instructional day tends to be shorter as 
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result of collective bargaining agreements. Despite questions regarding productivity of 

longer school days, it seems clear that some time must be available for parent 

conferences, collegial planning and other beyond-the-classroom activities. Therefore, 

when the school day begins and ends with the student school day, the school's 

educational program may be compromised (Johnson, 1987a). In general, the number of 

teaching days has been reduced and the student day shortened by collective bargaining 

agreements, but there is no evidence of a reduced contract year or a reduced teacher 

work day (Goldschmidt & Painter, 1987-88). 

Class size is normally a topic of intense interest during negotiations, 

principally due to teachers' concern over quality of Instruction--and to a lesser degree, 

job security. However, the ways In which limits are applied may be more important 

than the fact of the limit itself because some flexibility may often be necessary. 

Preparation time, a relatively recent gain for elementaty teachers, creates questions 

about how it is to be used. Teachers want sole discretion on the use of preparation time 

while management may seek to attach conditions on its use. Generally, administrators 

are satisfied with teachers' use of preparation time, but less so where the teachers' day is 

coextensive with that of students (Johnson, 1987b). 

Nonteaching duties, Including building supervision and extracurricular 

activities, are typically covered In most contracts, although the provisions may vary 

substantially. Among these, lunchroom duties have been among those most contested 

in negotiations. While reduction of teachers' supervisoty role and emphasis on their 

instructional expertise may facilitate more professional use of their time. Johnson 

(1987a, 1988) argues that the supervisory capacity of the school may be reduced by such 

contract provisions. Teachers generally accept extracurricular activities as voluntary 
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undertakings if kept to a minimum, but increasingly demand some kind of 

compensation, although some variation also prevails in this category of negotiations. 

It is generally acknowledged that contract provisions defining teachers' work 

obligations were a reaction to administrative abuse of teachers' time, energy and 

commitment and helped give rise to minimum fairness provisions: the contractual 

right to notice of impending events, an opportunity to partiCipate in decisions and the 

right to respond to decisions. Such contractual rights are especially eVident in 

bargaining over evaluation procedures, including prior notice of classroom 

observation, opportunities to respond to evaluations and access to personnel files 

(Johnson, 1987b, 1988). Related to minimum fairness are "status quo" provisions that 

stabilize all current employment conditions not specifically negotitated (Goldschmidt 

& Painter, 1987-88). A key status quo provision includes duty-to-bargaln language that 

requires a district to bargain to impasse before it can make changes in compensation 

and working conditions not covered by the contract. At a minimum this gives the 

union the rights to notice of changes and an opportunity to be heard at the bargaining 

table. Maintenance-of-standards provisios similarly require union consent for 

changes during the tenn of an agreement. 

Finally, as Goldschmidt and Painter (1987-88) note, concessions on working 

conditions or rights are meaningless without the means of enforcement. The grievance 

procedure is the sine qua non of collective bargaining agreements: the time-honored 

means of enforcing bargaining rights and benefits. Increasingly, grievance procedures 

with binding arbitration are the nonn in districts of all sizes (Goldschmidt & Painter, 

1987-88). Despite the compelling origins for some of these provisions, Johnson (1987b, 

1988) notes that their restrictive nature may penalize students and compromise school 

programs or make school administration unnecessarily onerous. Johnson (1988) 
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speculates that if teacher responslbWtles are ultimately bounded by the classroom, 

structural and programmatic changes or other alternatives will be necessary to counter 

the restrctlve Impact of some negotiated changes. 

Educational policy. 

The early focus on collective negotiations between teachers and governing 

boards was on wages and tenns and conditions of employment, but in a relatively short 

time, by the late 1960s, teachers indicated an interest in pollcy bargaining as well 

(Goldschmidt & Painter, 1987-88). Therefore, the scope of matters under the exclusive 

control of lay governance and the administration began to be chipped away. Over time, 

mutual discussion and agreement produced contract provisions that determine 

important educational poliCies, chiefly in the areas of curriculum, student placement, 

teacher assignment and retention and development. 

The main issue in contract provisions pertaining to curriculum is whether 

curricular provisos lead to controls over educational policy; that is, whether the 

proviso determines the development and implementation of specific educational 

programs (Goldschmidt & Painter, 1987-88). This control can be achieved in at least 

three ways: (1) by regulating educational program offerings, such as requiring certain 

classes or innovative programs, (2) by regulating instructional methods or materials, 

or (3) by requiring the employment of certain personnel, such as reading and special 

education teachers. According to Goldschmidt and Painter (1987-88) the majority of 

larger districts contain at least one of these three kinds of provisions. 

Bargaining over the grouping and placement of students has focused mainly on 

class size and composition, such as the placement of disciplined and handicapped 

students. Class size provisions achieve policy status only when they set absolute limits 

that cannot be exceeded. Such provisions are found in about half of the larger districts. 
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Provisions related to class composition, discipline or handicapped students, appear in 

the same proportion among larger districts. Here, a decision about the appropriate 

education for students has been negotiated when the contract fixes criteria for student 

placement or when a teacher's Judgment controls such placement (Goldschmidt et aI., 

1984; Goldschmidt, Riley & Pitner, 1988). 

As with provisions relating to cUrriculum and student placement, contract 

provisions that fix criteria for teacher assignment, retention and development are 

policy provisions because the quality and nature of educational services are closely tied 

to the people who are in direct contact with students. Teacher assignment provisos 

generally regulate filling of vacancies, assignment of teachers within buildings and 

involuntary transfer of teachers between buildings. Seniority, in combination with 

other factors, is the major assignment determinant. Again, a substantial majority of 

larger school districts feature such agreements (Goldschmidt et al., 1984). 

Goldschmidt et aI., (1984) also found that districts generally release teachers 

because of reductions-in-force (RIF) when positions are eliminated or because a 

particular teacher shows deficiencies. Provisions that cover both situations typically 

are bargained, especially in the case of RIF procedures for teachers if student 

enrollments decline. Direct bargaining over teacher dismissal is often confined to a 

requirement for '~ust cause," although bargaining over dismissal is often accomplished 

through negotiations over evaluation, as is the case in nine of ten larger districts. Such 

evaluation-related provisions usually cover the use, Criteria and mechaniCS of 

evaluation. 

Districts generally provide staff development in three forms: (1) on-site 

training for some or all employees (inservice), (2) short-term leaves to attend 

conferences or workshops, and (3) long-term leaves (sabbaticals) to train at other 
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locations. Contract provisions can establish educational policy by mandating 

inselVice. fixing or limiting the amount of time set for inseIVice. and setting inservice 

topics. InselVice provisos are a rather recent development. chiefly in the 1980s. but 

are now established in two of every three large districts (Goldschmidt et al.. 1984). 

Impact on Schools as Organizations 

The impact of collective negotiations on administrators is fairly clear cut: 

Teachers have won formal powers from principals in that contracts constrain 

principals' discretion meaning their work has become more managerial and more 

difficult (Johnson. 1987b.1988). Conversely. the available evidence also indicates that 

building administrators largely set the tone of labor relations in their schools. 

Determining the alterations made on principals' work by collective bargaining is made 

more problematic because other recent policies also have contributed to changes in 

principals' work. 

Collective bargaining also influences school district adaptability (Stuart & 

Goldschmidt. 1986). Negotiated agreements specify what must be done. how it will be 

done and frequently by whom. Organizational centralization and specialization 

required for maintenance of a stable relationship between boards and teacher 

organizations may not be so well suited to maintaining a harmOniOUs relationship 

with school communities whose interests are not always patterned. consistent or even 

clearly articulated. Moreover. Stuart and Goldschmidt (1986) note that agreements 

frequently create the policy and nonpolicy provisions at the district level in many of 

the areas thought to be necessary for an effective school (Good & Brophy. 1986). Hence. 

site adaptability is constrained. 

Finally. it is important to consider the effects of collective bargaining on 

workplace democracy via informal participation in policy decisions. And certainly the 
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prospect and practice of grievances. or fractional bargaining (Kerchner. 1986; Lambert. 

1988). also contribute to infonnal. indirect effects in the workplace. Also. there is 

eVidence to suggest that local unions do collaborate with management when teachers 

consider the proposed changes or reforms to be in the interests of increased 

professionalism and better schools (Johnson. 1988; Kerchner & Mitchell. 1988; see also 

Kerchner & KoPpich. 1991). 

The Impact on Gcwernance 

The old educational power structure can be traced to the form of public school 

governance structure that evolved between 1900 and 1920. In an effort to combat the 

evils of ward politics and the patronage system that prevailed in urban centers at the 

century's tum. reform-minded progressives sought alternatives to the way cities were 

then run and governed. It was an era when law and order. control and punctuality. 

effiCiency and business management techniques were being stressed (Cheng. 1981). To 

counter the influence of political machines. which were based in part on working class 

and immigrant constituencies. progressive critics pushed for three important school 

reforms: (1) removal of schools from the world of politics. (2) professionalization of 

education. with a hierarchical authority system. and (3) reorganization of boards of 

education. Educational policy came to be top driven. chiefly by superintendents--and 

gave rise to the wide gulf between administrator and teacher salaries. Moreover. 

working class people were largely removed from participation on lay boards (Cheng. 

1981). In short. Cheng (1981) notes this mode of govelnance did not allow for the 

collective participation of teachers in the governance of schools. Along with the 

dominant superintendency. a large school bureaucracy emerged also. often to selVe as 

an impediment to school refonn. 
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As a result of the power achieved at the bargaining table. chiefly in the 1960s 

and 1970s. the collective voice of teachers has become a critical factor in educational 

policy making. Clearly, collective bargaining changes the decisionmaking process in 

school districts. especially in the allocation of financial resources and in detennining 

working conditions. Although the scope of bargaining has been greatly expanded. it 

remains uneven across the various states. especially in matters related to educational 

policy. However. fewer unilateral decisions are being made by lay boards (Cheng. 1981). 

Ironically. a new professional class has emerged to supplant the previous governing 

structure. The new professional class includes teacher union staff leaders. third party 

neutrals and board negotiators. including a new breed of public sector labor lawyers 

(Flanagan. 1987). And citizen groups. parents and organized minorities are still largely 

outside the controUing system and its politcal Influence. The question that arises then 

is: To whom is this new professional class accountable? 

Cheng (1981) concedes that collective bargaining has changed the landscape of 

school governance. but other factors Influencing governance should not be overlooked; 

for example. Congressional action to broaden educational opportunities for previously 

excluded groups and classes of children. plus Supreme Court decisi~ns. However. 

teacher unionism has increased the voice of teachers in the educational decision 

making process and has broken the monopolistic control exercised by the old 

educational power structure. In light of these gains for teacher unionism. Cheng (1981) 

poses these questions: Can teacher unions. guided by a protectionist ideology. make 

significant improvements in the quaUty of public education? Will internal 

professional control continue to be the primary a1m of teachers unions and will this 

aim place teachers in conflict With citizen groups seeking fundamental changes in 
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school decisionmakJng? Such questions probe the compatibility of unionism and 

reform. including the professionalization of teaching. 

Undefined Effects: Impact on Teaching and Student Achievement 

It seems appropriate to close this section with an ovelView of areas that either 

have not been explored or in which relationships have yet to emerge. Regarding the 

lmpact of collective bargaining on teaching qua teaching. the research in this arena is 

sparse and mixed (Johnson. 1987a. 1988; Stuart & Goldschmidt. 1986). Collective 

bargaining has both increased the bureaucratic nature of school. decreased flexibility 

and professionalism. and increased teacher autonomy and decentralized 

decisionmaking (see also Shedd. 1988). Relatedly. Kerchner and Mitchell (1988) argue 

that because collective bargaining rationalizes teaching and forma :Iizes the supervisory 

role of administrators. teaching has become more like labor. 

Little evidence is avaflable directly linking collective bargaining effects with 

student achievement. chiefly because of the difficulty in establishing causal links 

between bargaining gains and test scores (Johnson. 1987a: 1988). The net assessment is 

negligible when comparing union and nonunion schools (Eberts & Stone. 1986). 

Johnson (1987b) poses some germane questions regarding contract provisions and good 

instruction: Which provisions support good teaching and which ones undermine it? 

Problematic examples might include inflexible class size limits or defined workdays. 

among others. Johnson (1987a) cautions that in the absence of conclusive evidence. 

local negotiators should carefully weigh the anticipated effects of any proposed 

contract provision on classroom instruction and seek to negotiate agreements that 

enhance educational programs. 

Stuart and Goldschmidt (1986). on the other hand. observe that the primary 

rewards of teaching are affective: the sense that one is reaching students and effecting 
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change. It follows that because teachers value students they would attempt to bargain 

provisions that enhance the quality of teacher-student relationships. Many of the 

working condition provisions teachers seek. in Stuart and Goldschmidt's view. are 

motivated by a concern for student outcomes and. therefore. are an indicator of 

professionals caring for their clients. 

Spotlighting the First Concourse: Preconditions to Professionalism 

Working Conditions and Professionalism 

In a review of 151 collective bargaining agreements. McDonnell & Pascal (1988) 

identified 15 provisions that give teachers greater autonomy to exercise their 

professional Judgment: ProviSions that represent meaningful participation in 

instructional policy decisions and resource allocation. and that are considered to be 

enabling conditions of professional teaching. However. on average only a third of the 

15 provisons were attained in the sample schools: 12 was the maximum attained by any 

one school. Additionally. McDonnell and Pascal found relatively little change between 

the contracts examined in 1975. the high water mark of teacher unionization. and 

when restudied in 1985. 

Of the 15 provisions. five are classified as "bread-and-butter" issues: those that 

are conSidered to form a precondition to enhanced professonal conditions. These 

include: (1) class size mandated. (2) teachers can exclude a disruptive student. (3) limits 

on teachers' paperwork load. (4) controls on the number of classroom disruptions, and 

(5) salary paid during sabbatical leaves. Building on these five enabling conditions. the 

10 contract components that directly relate to profeSSionalism include: (1) assistance 

provided to teachers judged unsatisfactory. (2) provisional teachers to be evaluated. (3) 

teachers can refuse aSSignments outside of grade or subject area. (4) administrators 
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cannot 1nteIVene to change grades. (5) controls on adm1nJstration of standardized tests. 

(6), limits on the number of subjects, grades or ability groups teachers must teach, (7) 

establishes academic freedom. (8) teachers comprise half or more of 1nstructional 

policy committee (IPC). (9) IPCs established at each school. and (10) IPCs empowered to 

review cUrriculum 

Although one teacher's notion of "working conditions" provisos may be 

another's notion of a "professional" proviso. and vice versa (or they may 

undist1nguishable 1n some situations and sett1ngs), the five that McDonnell and Pascal 

describe as bedrock issues are typically discussed as ''worldng conditions" issues in the 

literature on collective bargaining and unionism. It is sufficient to note that there 

appears to be a necessary basel1ne of negotiated provisions. plus negotiat1ng experience 

and history. before teachers generally can focus on loftier purposes, such as 

professionalism and professionalization of rank-and-file teachers (see also Stuart & 

Goldschmidt, 1986: Kerchner & Mitchell, 1988). 

The distinctions made by McDonnell and Pascal (1988) about the necessity of 

certain negotiated conditions as antecedents to professionalizing collective bargaining 

agreements comprise an important dimension in this research and largely define the 

perspectives 1ncorporated 1nto the research instrument. the Q sample. McDonnell and 

Pascal also add that beyond ''bread-and-butter'' issues. policymakers should note that 

not all teachers want to assume the new roles envisioned 1n an environment of new 

profeSSionalism, nor do they want to be treated as second-class citizens. The key task, 

then, in McDonnell and Pascal's view is for policymakers and reform advocates to 

consider how the tradeoffs that must inevitably occur In bargaining for greater 

profeSSionalism can be packaged to make them more acceptable to both local union 
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leaders and rank-and--file members: and, it should be added, while furthering the 

commonly-avowed objective of achieving greater professionalism in teaching. 

Professional Preconditions: The Current DoDDS/OEA Negotiated Agreement 

The current Department of Defense Dependents Schools/Overseas Education 

Association Negotiated Agreement (1989) (see Appendix A) covers all nonsupervisory 

professional school-level personnel employed by the DoDDS system in its five regions, 

although the OEA predominates in only three regions and its membership represents 80 

percent of all DoDDS teachers. The agreement extends for three years from its 

September 1989 effective date. There have been only two forerunner agreements: the 

first in 1976 and the second in 1983. Both had mUlU-year or extended life spans due to 

an inability between DoDDS and the OEA to reach agreement at regular or more 

frequent intervals (J. Rollins, personal communication, August 2, 1990). 

The purpose of the current agreement, as stated in the agreement preamble, is to 

comply with 5 U.S.C. 7101, et seq. by establishing a basis for orderly and constructive 

dealings between DoDDS and the OEA. Additionally, both parties recognize that 

"Congress has found labor organizations and collective bargaining in the civil service 

are in the public interest." A total of 53 articles are covered in 97 pages of the 

agreement. Appendix A reflects the agreement's general provisions as enumerated in 

the table of contents. A number of memoranda of understanding (MOU) also remain in 

effect during the current agreement. These MOUs focus primarily on individual or 

infrequent issues or conflicts and may serve as precedent in other similar events. but 

are not conSidered appropriate or necessary for inclusion in the general agreement (J. 

Rollins, personal communication, August 2, 1990). 
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Comparing the current DoDDS/OEA agreement with the enabling and 

professionalizing provisions as categorized by McDonnell and Pascal (1988) results in 

the following similarities and dissimilarities. First a review of enabling provisions: 

1. Class size mandated : Not addressed in the DoDDS/OEA agreement. 

2. Teachers can exclude a disruptive student Not specifically addressed, but 
Article 19 calls for mutual adherence to standards prescribed by the employer: however, 
final decisions regarding student diSCipline are vested with the DoDDS system. 

3. Limits on teachers' paperwork load: Not addressed in the DoDDS/OEA 
agreement. 

4. Controls on number of classroom disruptions: Not addressed in the 
DoDDS/OEA agreement. 

5. Salary paid during sabbattcalleaves: Not addressed in the DoDDS/OEA 
agreement, however, Article 31, Education/Training Opportunities, does provide 
reemployment rights to teachers who pursue fonnal studies for up to two years. 

To summarize, the DoDDS/OEA agreement marginally addresses two of five of 

the enabling provisions. Now, to a review of professionalizing provisions. 

1. Assistance provided to teachersjudged unsatisfactory: Included in Article 14, 
Performance Appraisal System. 

2. Provisional teachers to be evaluated:: Not addressed in the DoDDS/OEA 
agreement, nor is a distinction made between teachers new to the system and teachers 
in a continuing status. DoDDS does employ teachers with no prior teaching experience, 
recruited both locally and in the United States. 

3. Teachers can refuse assignments outside of grade or subject area: Implicitly 
included in that teachers must meet the qualification standards published by DoDDS 
for the pertinent school year for the positions for which teachers request 
conSideration. 

4. Administrators cannot intervene to change grades: Administrators may 
change a grade but when it is done without the consent of the teacher, a written 
statement from the administrator Is to be prOVided to the teacher Indicating that the 
grade change was done at the discretion of the administrator. 

5. Controls on administration of standardized tests: Not addressed in the 
DoDDS/OEA agreement. 

6. Limits on the number of subjects, grades or ability groups teachers must 
teach; Not addressed in the DoDDS/OEA agreement. 

7. Establishes academicfteedom: Not addressed in the DoDDS/OEA agreement. 
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8 .. Teachers comprise half or more oj instructional policy committee (Ipe): Not 
addressed in the DoDDS/OEA agreement. 

9. IPes established at each school: Not addressed in the DoDDS/OEA 
agreement. 

10. IPes empowered to review curriculum.: Not addressed in the DoDDS/OEA 
agreement. 

To summarize, the DoDDS/OEA agreement fully addresses one of the 

professionalizing provisions and marginally addresses two others of the ten 

professionalizing provisions. Overall, the DoDDS/OEA negotiated agreement would 

place it within the low range of McDonnell and Pascal's findings in 151 other 

negotiated agreements where one-third of the 15 enabling and professionalizing 

provisions were typically included. Out of the 15 provisions identified as leading to 

greater teacher autonomy and the exercise of professional judgment. one is fully 

addressed and four others are partially addressed in the DoDDS/OEA agreement. 

In some ways, a point-by-point comparison of the DoDDS/OEA agreement with 

the enabling and professionalizing provisions identified by McDonnell and Pascal 

(1988) may not accurately reflect the position of teachers in the DoD school system. 

McDonnell (personal communication, August 27, 1990) opines that the traditional 

OEA-DoDDS relationship may differ from the patterns in McDonnell and Pascal's 

nationally representative "civilian" sample: there may be other dimensions along 

which teachers in DoDDS and the OEA may seek more professional teaching 

conditions. 

If the bargaining provisions, as outlined above, related to minimum fairness. 

status quo provisions. teacher assignment, retention and placement. (Goldschmidt & 

Painter, 1987-88: Goldschmidt et al .. 1984) are viewed as granting a greater professional 

voice to teachers over educational policy. then Similar provisions in the current 

OEA/DoDDS agreement. and abstracted In Appendix A. may also be considered 
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professionalizing provisions. Additionally, just as local school district administrative 

regulations affect teachers, prescribing and proscribing teacher rights, and 

responsibilities and behaviors beyond what is contained in negotiated agreements, 

federal employees also are subject to a wide range of federal personnel poliCies, 

regulations and directives. However, because the bulk of these federal rules often apply 

to the entire defense department and other executive agencies, teachers unions in 

DoDDS are relatively impotent to modify the rules via negotiations and must resort to 

other alternatives such as seeking Congressional remedies or judicial relief. 

Commentary and Closure on the First Concourse 

Having reviewed the general provisions of negotiated agreements between 

teachers and management, plus that of the DoDDS/OEA negotiated agreement. a brief 

survey of related topics follows dealing with (1) professionals and collective 

negotiations, (2) alternatives to current bargaining practices and (3) emergent links 

between teachers' unions and second wave reform. 

Professionals and Collective Negotiations 

Reactions to collective bargaining by professional employees. including 

teachers, seem to fit three categories (Rabban, 1987): 

1. Collective bargaining is inconsistent with profeSSional status because it 

destroys the distinctive qualities underlying professional work: (a) autonomy from 

hierarchical control, (b) collegial participation in organization decisionmaking and (c) 

rewards based on individual merit. 

2. Collective bargaining is a legally enforceable method to preserve or obtain 

the same prerogatives of professional status that skeptics perceive unions to threaten. 
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3. Collective bargaining should emulate the Industrial model. Any other views, 

as a mechanism for legal support or outright opposition, are pathetically romantic in 

their view of professionalism In a post-Industrial era. The tough adversarial stance of 

traditional Industrial unions is best for professional unions because they increasingly 

resemble Industrial unions (pp. 6-7). Rabban does note that the latter view is becoming 

increasingly unpopular. For Instance, Shedd (1988) describes teachers as "outgrowing" 

industrial unionism. 

In Rabban's view (1987), teachers and other professionals who prefer a 

professional model of collective bargaining might opt for an Industrial model versus no 

collective bargaining at all, especially In light of the possibilities that extension of 

legal precedents such as Yeshiva (1980) might represent. In any case, as Rabban notes, 

application of legal precedents and procedures predicated on industrial negotiations 

color negotiations In professional settings. Rabban advocates "creative adaptations" of 

traditional principles of labor law to professional employment which would foster a 

professional model of collective bargaining; in the case of teachers this might require 

bargaining over all but illegal issues, and differentiation between bureaucratic and 

professional responsibilities. In summary, Rabban (1987) suggests that a process 

similar to the adaptation of private sector labor law to public employment might work 

for professional employees. Such a model might apply for other workers at a time when 

many employers and unions believe that more autonomy and influence at work w1ll 

increase both job satisfaction and productivity; or perhaps a new model for everyone 

will emerge. 

Others (Featherstone & Roberts, 1984) see pluralistic models of negotiation as 

especially appropriate for public education. Ranging from least to most involvement 

and authority being given to the community as a whole, the alternatives include: (1) 
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shared information under which the the public would have to be informed at regular 

intelVals as to the status of negotiations, (2) advisory committee, which would assure 

input from various publics, (3) trilateral bargaining which includes a third party from 

the affected publics as a separate force in the negotiations, and (4) referendum approval 

to let voters decide on contract approval. Whichever method is adopted, negotiations 

must be pubUc, not shrouded in secrecy, and the pubUc must feel a sense of involvement 

in. as well as responsibility for, what occurs in public school employee contracts 

(Featherstone & Roberts, 1984). 

Alternative Approaches 

This study also will delve into the concourse of teacher profeSSionalism and the 

reforms proposed to achieve greater profeSSionalism . .As Kerchner and Mitchell (1986) 

note. inevitably the issue to be faced is how teaching reform and changes in labor 

relations should be Unked--or whether they should be linked at all (see also Bacharach. 

Shedd & Conley, 1988; Johnson, 1987b). Kerchner and Mitchell propose four 

alternative approaches to linking teacher unions and school policy. Each alternative 

has strengths and weaknesses (pp. 449-450). 

1. Make no changes: The purpose of labor statutes and their administrative 

machinery is to allow the parties to develop and specify their own relationship. Once 

basic labor statutes and practices are in place, drastic revision only upsets the 

established processes of mutual accommodation and adjustment that labor and 

management have sought to achieve. 

2. Review and change current statutory conflict resolution practices: This path 

is based on a view that employment is inherently conflictual and that teacher 

unionism exists mainly to manage that conflict. Any statutory change would be 

measured on its potential to settle conflicts efficiently and justly. 
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3. Repeal collective bargaining altogether: This alternative views unionism as a 

failed social experiment that has interfered with the democratic exercise of school 

governance. complicated school management and failed to enhance teaching. Teaching 

is viewed as an activity to be managed efficiently and controlled. Any employee

relations statute should be judged by its ability to enhance responsible managerial 

control and school efficiency. 

4. Make deliberate statutory changes in the focus and purpose of teacher 

unionism: This proposal views the role of education labor practice as one of defining 

the work of teachers: labor policy Is good if it contributes to enhancing and 

professionalizing teaching work. Advocates believe unionism contributes to teaching 

far less than it can or should. 

All the options are considered to be viable. but the first two options. in Kerchner 

and Mitchell's (1986) view are short-term and incremental. even if more politically 

palatable. This study does not aclmowledge the possibility of the third alternative. and 

implicit in this study is the notion that teacher unionism and professionalism are not 

only compatible. but necessarily so. Kerchner and Mitchell ponder the possibility of 

their fourth alternative this way. 

The current mode of teacher unionism strongly parallels the practices of 

industrial unionism; a form of unionism well-suited to jobs in which workers are 

largely responsible for fulfilling clearly-defined tasks under the watchful eye of 

management. Teachers. however. are decislonmakers. who make judgments and 

exercise their responsibiltUes with little direction. support or supervision from 

superiors (Bacharach. Shedd & Conley. 1988: see also Conley. 1988). Clearly. teaching 

is poorly administered by industrial standards of work and requires a new model of 

unionism or professional unionism (Kerchner & Mitchell. 1986. p. 456). 
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Professional unionism In education means unions would require a change in 

governing ideas and In legal structures, as depicted In Figure 2-1 below. In the realm of 

ideas, professional unionism requires a new perspective about what unions are and 

what they do, and which are reflected In three aspects of professional work (Figure 2-1). 

Concept 

What 
should be 
protected? 

What 
constitutes 
good 
teaching? 

Union's 
focus 

--------------------------- ._---------------------------------------
Industrial Unionism 

Management 

"Any credential 
is about as good 
good as any 
any other." 

Job 

Labor 

"Our job is to 
protect the 
member-
right or 
wrong." 

Using the right technique 

'This new 
curriculum 
will solve 
the problem." 

"I'll cover the 
required 
material." 

Conditions of work 

"Boards delib
iberate, managers 
implement, 
unions grieve 
& teachers 
teach." 

"If things don't 
go right, it's an 
indication of 
bad manage
ment." 

Professional 
Unionism 

Institution 

Teachers have a stake in 
schools and knowledge. 

Engagement 

Emotional attachment & 
a strong work culture 

Composition of work 

It is counter-productive 
to distinguish between 
policy & practice. 

Policy Consequences of 
Professional Unionism 

Peer review & joint union
management responsibil
for dismissing incompet
ent teachers. Rigorous 
entrance standards includ
ing state or national 
board exams. Limitations 
on the use of the title 
"teacher." 

Peer tutoring. Flexible & 
adaptive techniques. Soc
ialization systems where 
teachers are empowered & 
trained in the practice of 
acculturation, formative 
assistance & review of 
standards. 

Work enlargement & 
empowerment schemes 
such as career-ladder or 
-lattice plans, specializ
ization, blurring the lines 
between good teaching & 
managerial work. 

----------------------------------------
Figure 2-1: Ideas or Industrial & Proresslonal Unionism Compared 
(Kerchner & Mitchell, 1986, p. 458) 

First, the Institution is protected when professional work and professional unionism 

are distinguished by a compact with society in which the profession pledges to clean its 

own house in exchange for freedom from close external scrutiny. Secondly, research 

suggests that teaching quality depends more on the quality of emotional engagement 

that teachers bring to their work than it does on any particular set of pedagogical or 
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subject matter skills. Relatedly, the key ingredient for engaged teaching is a school 

culture that embraces commonly understood goals and beliefs and a dedication to them 

(see e.g., Smylie, 1991). Finally, teachers' participation In determining the content of 

their work selVes to address the commonweal and client-service Interests that schools 

seIVe (Kerchner & Mitchell, 1986). 

To ope rationalize the ideas about what professional unions should be and do 

requires changes in the scope of bargaining, the nature of negotiated agreements and 

the detennlnation of membership in teacher bargaining units. In the first instance. 

professional workers ought to be encouraged to discuss all aspects of their job 

responsibllites, not just salaries and work rules. The problem for public policy is to 

create a sphere of influence and interaction in which legitimate professional client

service and commonweal-political interests can be served while discouraging 

illegitimate interests, such as school politics and other self-interests. Mechanisms 

must be found to address the areas of educational policy and practice that are the 

mutual concerns of both the commonweal and the professional. The mechanism 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1986) propose is the educational policy trust agreement (see also 

California School Bds. Assn., 1987). 

Trust agreements, in Kerchner and Mitchell's view, will enable the parties to 

discuss such central educational issues as curriculum development. instructional goals. 

the assignment of students and teachers, the substance of evaluation, and the bases for 

the disCipline and discharge of unprofessionai teachers. Negotiations leading to 

educational policy trust agreements will provide an effective mechanism for balancing 

teachers' professional judgments with the public service and organizational 

effectiveness criteria critical to school system performance and public support of 
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schools. Kerchner and Mitchell assert and conclude. although the success of trust 

agreements has been l1m1ted (Kerchner & Kopplch. 1991). 

School Reform and the Current State of Teachers' Union Collecttve Bargaining 

Parents and community members across the nation are pressuring school 

boards. administrators and teachers to improve the quality of educational programs. 

saying that the first wave of changes brought about by school improvement reforms 

must now be replaced by more significant change. School improvement plans (SIPs) to 

raise standards. increase accountabUUty. improve student achievement test scores. and 

increase teacher pay were a good start. but are not enough. SIPs do a good job of 

beginning to change the culture of the school by creating a shared sense of 

responsibUity but they rarely (or not yet) get to fundamental curriculum. instruction or 

other structural issues (Clark & Clark. 1989). 

Restructuring. then. is on the agenda of the second wave of school reform and 

brings with it an exciting and markedly different agenda (Michaels. 1988). Included in 

this agenda. Michaels says. are the followirig components: 

1. The individual school as the unit of decision making (although devolution of 
decision making is not necessarily a panacea: see e.g .• Conley & Bacharach. 
1991: Cooper. 1991: Glasman & HaJnik. 1991). 

2. Development of collegial. participatory environment among both students 
and staff members. 

3. Flexible use of time. 

4. Increased personalization of the school environment with a concurrent 
atmosphere of trust high expectations and sense of fairness. 

5. A cUrriculum that focuses on students· understanding what they learn: that is 
lmowing and appreciating the "why" as well as the ''bow.'' 

6. An emphasis on higher order thinking skills for all students. 

Cohen (1988) supports restructuring but believes educators should not simply 

seek a blueprint for change with specified elements: instead they should strive for 



53 

"multiple blueprints" with the purpose of achieving a wider range of alternatives. 

Clearly a "kinder, gentler" mood seems to be sweeping the educational scene through 

site-based decision making in a collegial spirit, geared toward excellence with affect 

and equity for all, and achieved under looser or less bureaucratic structures. How do 

teacher organizations fit into such a situation? 

Teacher OrganizatlDns and the Second Wave 

If McDonnell and Pascal (1988) are correct, there Is already a basis for the 

expectation that teacher unions are poised to build on the second wave, especially in 

unions where the preconditions and professional conditions have already been 

negotiated. McDonnell and Pascal cite Rochester, New York, Dade County. Florida and 

Jefferson County, Kentucky as examples of a new era in collective bargaining that seeks 

to restructure teachers' work lives and to enhance professional responsibilities. In 

each case, unions have chosen an active reform leadership. The widespread media 

attention that these locales have received can serve as an incentive for other union 

bargaining units to emulate--if the outcomes are generally successful and are perceived 

as a reasonable return on investment by the various publics, especially taxpayers. In 

any event. McDonnell and Pascal view these progressive teacher organizations as 

"flagships" and suggest that over time others wUl begin to catch up. And while not all 

districts will become carbon copies of Rochester or Dade County, many can be expected 

to move in the same direction (see, e.g., Nygren, 1988; Peck, 1988; Rosow, et al.. 1989; 

Shieve, 1988; Urbanski & Gillett, 1989). 

That these are times of transition and change in teacher unionism is eVident 

from analyses such as those of Kerchner and Mitchell (1988) and Shedd (1988). All see 

variations, but explain them differently. Shedd deSCribes situations with rigidity, 

centralization, d1min1shed authority and a "labOring" conception of the teacher's role 
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as settings where the traditional industrial model predominates. Where bargaining has 

produced flexibility, responsiveness to the public, respect for site managers and teacher 

involvement in "professional" declslonmaklng, the setting may have made the 

transition to a newer form of collective bargaining. Finally, where conflict and 

bitterness reign, recurrent transition may be the nonn as one side struggles to 

reconstruct the labor-management relationship along lines that the other finds 

unacceptable. 

In a Similar analysis, Kerchner and Mitchell (1988) categorize the stages of 

teacher negotiations into three "generations:" (1) the meet and confer generation, (2) the 

good faith bargaining generation, and (3) the negotiated policy generation. Kerchner 

and Mitchell deSCribe the time between the generations as a highly visible period of 

intergenerational conflict of varying duration and characterized by intense social, 

ideological and political conflict. Often public, this conflict focuses on the idea of 

teachers' union--its purpose, behavior, interaction with administrators and the nature 

of teachers' work. 

The first generation established the right of teachers to organize as workers; the 

second legitimized the right of teachers to represent their own interests and to bargain 

explicitly with management over economic and procedural due process questions; and 

the third generation is an explicit attempt by the negotiating parties to shape school 

district policy through the contract rather than trying to manage "around the contract" 

or through informal accommodation with the union. Educational policy trust 

agreements are an example of the third generation at work (Kerchner & Kopplch, 1991). 

It is possible for school reform to be accommodated under any of the three stages 

or generations described above, but reform is clearly most likely under third generation 

conditions or where a tranSition has been made to a new model of collective bargaining 
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which features"professional" decisionmaking. There seems to be a clear compatibility 

between the characteristics of restructuring noted by Michaels (1988) and the contract 

provisions that could result from professionally-oriented bargaining (McDonnell & 

Pascal, 1988). A warning note must be inserted here: Kerchner and Mitchell (1988) 

caution that beliefs underpinning the third generation are not immutable, particularly 

if structural or SOciopolitical conflicts fuel behavior (see also Bacharach, Shedd & 

Conley, 1990). It seems plausible that teacher union participation in second wave 

reform could whet appetites for greater and different roles in decisionmaking. which. 

along with equally plausible reaction by governing authOrities or concerned publics. 

could set off a round of intergenerational conflict that would signal the advent of a 

fourth generation of teacher unionism. Whatever their structure or focus may be. could 

be or should be. organizations that represent the nation's classroom tea( hers play a 

Significant role in fashiOning poliCies that affect public schools. Through collective 

bargaining processes and political action at all levels of government, teacher unions 

seek to improve members' salaries and working conditions--and in doing so, they also 

shape the way public education is funded and governed (McDonnell & Pascal, 1988). 

Teacher unions argue that a strong contract is a route to greater 

professionalism. However, unions have had a difficult time balancing their dual role 

as political interest groups seeking to gain benefits from the external environment and 

as voluntary organizations seeking to meet members' demands for benefits and 

seIVices. Policymakers will only grant additional benefits to teachers in exchange for 

more a performance-based profession. Teachers expect unions to protect a system that 

uniformly rewards performance, seniority and educational attainment. The dilemma 

is more expliCit if a teachers' union deCides to playa more active role to enhance teacher 

professionalism; such assertiveness may please policymakers but also may lead to a 
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loss of member support. Neither alternative is wholly compelling nor lucractive. Given 

the costs in balancing active reform leadership or opposition, a third option for teacher 

unions is to accommodate reform proposals advocated by others. It is to those 

proposals that attention now turns 

Second Concourse of Literature: Professionalization of Teaching 

The body of literature selected for this concourse does not cover, nor adequately 

reflect the incredibly diverse range of the current dialogue related to teacher 

professionalism and the professionalfzation of teaching. For example, some assert 

that perceptions, which are after all socially constructed, about teacher 

professionalism are affected by a fallure to abandon old terminology: for instance. 

clinging to the term "teacher training" when "teacher education" Is a more descriptive. 

accurate, contemporary and professional word (O'Neill, 1988). In O'Neill's view, the 

distinction Is important if teaching is to be perceived as a profession rather than a 

non profession. 

Others attribute the general lack of appreciation for teachers as professionals to 

a failure of shareholders, teacher educators, researchers, classroom teachers and 

school administrators, to clearly define and express the work of teachers as consistent 

and equivalent with that of other professional practitioners (see, e.g .. Strike. 1990). 

And it is the more substantive body of literature about the nature and notion of 

teaching work and educational practice that is the focal point for the second concourse. 

Teaching as ProfeSSional Work 

Before reviewing the pertinent literture, some discussion is appropriate 

regarding the notion of professional work beyond that implicit in the definition offered 

earlier in Chapter 1. Because this study involves the dual issues of teacher unionism 
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and teacher professionalism. the legal definition in the National Labor Relations Act 

(1935) Is a suitable departure pOint. The NLRA definition has found its way Into most 

state labor statutes that address public employee collective bargaining (Hogler. 1988; 

Jascourt. 1989) and into the 1978 Civil Service Reform Act which covers DoDDS 

teachers. 

The NLRA definition describes professional work as (1) predominantly 

intellectual and varied in character. (2) involving the consistent exercise of discretion 

and judgment in its performance. (3) of such a character that the output produced or the 

result accomplished cannot be standardjzed. and (4) requiring knowledge of an 

advanced type acquired by prolonged. specialized study in an institution of higher 

learning. In short. anyone engaged in work fitting the NLRA criteria is a "professional." 

as is someone who has completed the specialized study and is performing related work 

under supelVlsion of a qualified professional person. A pOint-by-point comparison 

would indicate that teaching meets the NLRA-derived definition. Whether teaching 

fully qualifies on the fourth criterion is debatable and indeed is the key focus of much 

of the discussion and debate about how to professionalize teaching (e.g .. see Beaudry. 

1990; Darling-Hammond. 1988; Haberman & Collins. 1988; Koff. 1988; Strike. 1990). 

1. That teaching Is predominantly intellectual and varied is borne out by the 

expanding body of research on teaching. The 3rd Handbook of Research on Teaching 

(Wittrock. ed .• 1986). for example. 1llustrates the complexity of teaching and the 

richness of theoretical insights that frame investigation of teaching and the classroom. 

Comparison of the domains framed In the 3rd Handbook with those in its two 

predecessor volumes in 1973 and 1963 illustrates the expansive nature and growth of 

the body of lmowledge related to teaching (see also Shulman. 1987; Phillips. 1988: 

Strike. 1990). 
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2. Although teachers may not possess a distinct language to express, explain and 

articulate their exercise of discretion and judgment, research again embellishes the 

complexity, multidimensionality and simultaneity that teachers face and cope with in 

the classroom (Doyle, 1986; 1990). Nonetheless, teachers are increasingly faced with 

externally established and mandated behaviOrs both with respect to content and 

pedagogy (Hazi & Garman, 1988; Sacken, 1989; see also Hammes, 1989), while teachers' 

fonnal autonomy is being dlmlnlshed. 

3. Despite extensive reliance on standardized tests to measure effectiveness and 

the established correlation between certain teaching behaviors and student 

achievement, an understanding of much of the cognitive and affective domains of 

learning still eludes measurement and causality (Brophy & Good, 1986; Fullan, 1982). 

4. Knowledge of an advanced type, while extensive in the research community, 

has not been systematically infused into practice. Translation of theory into practice, 

always problematic, has yet to result in a "technical culture" or "technology of teaching" 

that would more fully endow teachers with the mantle of "professional." Nonetheless, 

whether tenned "technical culture," "teaching technology," or "professional knowledge," 

the gap between what is !mown about teaching and what teachers !mow and is a very 

Wide one, but closing slowly (Phillips, 1988; Richardson-Koehler, 1987; Shulman, 1987; 

Strike, 1990). Courses in specialized instruction do exist, but their academiC rigor, 

adequacy and utility are questioned for preservice and for continuing or inservice 

purposes as well. And when a self-proclaimed "education PreSident" eschews 

professional preparation of teachers as part of the fonnula for educational excellence 

(National Center for Education Information, 1989) another obstacle is cast in the path 

to attainment of professional status for teachers. 
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For the purposes of this study, teaching qualifies as professional work 

(unquestionably so In the view of the author). What much of the dialogue about 

professlonalizatlon of teaching seems to orbit are questions about how to put teaching 

on clearly dominant terrain: How can clearly defined standards be established for 

professional practice In teaching? What should the standards be? Who decides what 

these standards should be? What should the preparation of teaching professionals 

include? How should the continuing professional growth and needs of teachers be 

provided for? How should teacher professionals be evaluated? By whom should 

teachers be evaluated? These Issues and questions, and impliCitly the role teacher 

associations might play In providing alternatives and In supporting implementation of 

agreed upon alternatives, lead to a review of the literature on the specific factors that 

Influence teachers as professionals, plus proposals advanced to mediate and remediate 

the current status of teachers as professionals. 

ProfessiDnalization of Teaching: Influencing Factors and Refonn Proposals 

Ornstein (1988), who does not conSider teaching to be a "full profession" yet, 

identifies several trends that may have long-term impact on registering gains in 

professional status for teachers. These trends Include: (1) professional practice boards, 

(2) teacher centers, (3) staff development, (4) researcher-teacher collaboration, (5) merit 

pay, (6) master teachers and (7) new alliances. A survey of these trends follows. 

The question of teachers' autonomy. 

Teachers have slowly been gaining a greater role In setting professional 

standards. As of 1987, 47 states had state professional practice boards or similar 

bodies that set standards for certification of teachers (AAC'IE, 1987, cited in Ornstein, 

1988). The majority of these boards, however, are controlled by administrators and 

only 21 states require teacher representation. The Overseas Education Association's 
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parent organization, the NEA, supports the idea of state boards controlled by teachers 

with representation from other groups, such school administrators and higher 

education. The NEA asserts that teachers are just as capable of governing their own 

profession as doctors, lawyers and accountants. Truly effective professional boards 

would deal with problems teachers face because of lax standards, and they would put an 

end to emergency certification (Ornstein, 1988). The NEA favors state level 

professional boards, while the AFf proposes a national board. Legislation modeled on 

the NEA proposal is already before 11 state legislatures (S. Francis, personal 

communication. September 10, 1991). Critics argue that teacher-controlled boards 

would give teachers too much authority: Teaching is a public responsibility unlike the 

private practices of attorneys and doctors; therefore. the conduct of teaching should be 

governed by elected offiCials who represent various electorates and those electorates' 

interests. 

The issue is reduced to whether professional control should supplant lay 

control. In this regard. recent data (Boyer. 1988) indicates that teachers are not yet 

substantially involved in making critical decisions. Few teachers are involved in the 

selection of administrators and teachers at their schools. nor are many asked to 

participate in such crucial matters as teacher evaluation, staff development. budget. 

student placement. promotion and retention poliCies and standards of student conduct. 

Professional development. 

Greater control over staff development, another step toward professional status. 

may lie in the expansion of teacher centers where teachers can obtain ideas about new 

instructional practices and talk with colleagues about how to apply appropriate 

methods in the classroom. Operation of teacher centers has been hampered by a lack of 

reliable financial support, whether from public or private sources. which has stymied 
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systematic efforts directed at enhanced instructional practice. Both the NEA and AFf 

support the establishment and expansion of teacher centers where teachers would have 

the major voice in the centers' operation. Such "centers for excellence" could bring 

together teachers and college faculty, education and also arts and science professors. to 

examine curriculum and improve instruction. Performance and evaluation of 

teachers, the improvement of staff development and teacher education might also be 

the focus of teacher centers (Mertens & Yarger. 1988: Ornstein, 1988). 

Relatedly. new staff development programs focus on the problems of the 

involved teachers and schools and, therefore, are tailor-made to suit educators and 

their schools. not outside consultants. particularly. those from universities. Evolving 

staff development trends generally deal with teacher problems and concerns and thus 

help teachers avoid frustration and failure. Some of the programs include release time 

and are deSigned to help teachers share experiences, provide feedback on performance 

and encourage experimentation and growth. all of which are necessary to penetrate the 

walls of teacher isolation (Busching & Rowls. 1988: Hawthorne, 1986: Mertens & Yarger. 

1988: Ornstein, 1988). 

While new teachers need help beyond that provided by teacher education 

programs in lesson planning and classroom management, and in adjusting to school 

routines and policy, more experienced teachers need to be challenged continuously: to 

be updated in their specialties and in latest Instructional approaches. to observe each 

other and provide peer evaluation. and to see ways of expanding their roles as teachers. 

Staff development programs also can bring psychic rewards. interaction among 

professionals and recognition for work well done. while gaining greater control over 

the aspects of teaching that sap energy, lead to failure and professional burnout. In 

these ways and others. staff development has the potential to promote collegiality. 
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improve the workplace. promote satisfaction in teaching and to enhance 

professionalism (Ornstein. 1988). 

Regarding collegiality across its many venues. Little (1990; see also Cooper. 

1988) offers some cautions about "induced collaborations:" 

The prospects for their influence on individuals and organizations rest in part 
in their congruence with established norms of interaction and interpretation 
among colleagues. and with the degree to which they fit or conflict with the 
meaningful reference groups with which teachers align themselves. (p. 530) 

In effect. individual and gro"up routines and norms may be upset by efforts to construct 

the conditions for collaboration. and may ultimately defeat the sought-after mutual 

support and collective intiative. 

Researcher-teacher collaboration is another thread in the fabric of continued 

professional growth for teachers. The model extends back to the 1940s and 1950s. but 

has spread recently through the belief that by using cooperative problem solving school 

people and college people can better conceptualize the problems of practitioners and 

develop strategies that are grounded in research and useful for teachers. Research 

collaborative centers tend to focus less on theory and what researchers want to study 

and more on what Improves teaching and benefits teachers. Therefore, practical and 

enduring problems are the focal pOint. not the faddish or esorteric interests of a 

particular group of researchers (Ornstein. 1988; see also Johnson. 1990). 

D([ferenttated staIftng. 

Real changes in teacher remuneration appear in the offing through merit pay, 

career ladder or master teacher alternatives--or alternatives that combine features of 

all three. The trend toward incentive programs is clearly increasing although these 

programs have been the focus of a great deal of debate among teachers, teachers' unions. 

administrators and others in the education communtty (Bobbitt, 1989: Freiberg & 

Knight, 1991). Both the Holmes Task Force and Carrnegie Group (Wiggins. 1986) called 
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for a "differentiated profession" for teachers. Merit pay rewards teachers for superior 

performance and has experienced a contentious histOIY due to questions of objectivity 

in selecting and rewarding superior teachers (Ornstein, 1989). Merit pay plans can be 

beneficial if certain precautions are built in to ensure comprehensive selection and 

evaluation criteria, appeal procedures for non-selectees, training to meet merit 

standards, minimal disclosure to protect non-selectees, and maintenance of basic 

salaries (Ornstein, 1989). Generally, merit plans reward performance, while career 

ladder plans reward skill. 

Career ladders have experienced a similar, if more receptive fate. The 

underlying rationale of career ladders is that teaching cannot be professionalized 

unless those who teach are provided career options that permit them to grow and 

develop. along with enhanced earning power (Schlechty. 1989). Unfortunately. many 

teachers have come to view career ladders as a means of gaining additional salary 

rather than an avenue to Increased opportunities for growth and development. and 

higher status and recognition. Teachers who are denied quick and easy access to the 

available salary options quickly sour on the concept (Weber. 1988). Feelings of 

deprivation trigger, or threaten to trigger. social and legal challenges to career ladders 

causing those who design career ladders to develop elaborate technical systems of 

evaluation that will "hold up In court" (Schlechty. 1989). Interestingly. Schlechty 

(1989) also suggests that the teaching occupation is not sufficently mature to undertake 

reforms where issues of salary are intermingled with issues of status and occupational 

opportunity. 

In Schlechty's (1989) view, creation of career ladders is not possible outside the 

context of a fundamental restructuring of schools and the teaching occupation. Salary 

and career opportunities must be enhanced together, and given the current (and 
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worsening) state of school finance. it may not be possible to do both at once. In that 

case. the persuasive force of career ladder programs should be in the school 

restructuring arguments rather than arguments regarding the structure and condition 

of teacher salaries. Ornstein (1988) and others support this view because finanCial 

incentives are not a prime motivator for changing the behavior of service-oriented 

people occupied in not-for-profit workplaces. 

Master teacher plans are an offshoot of merit pay plans or career ladders and 

are designed to recognize and reward excellence in teaching. Master teachers variously 

may act as consultants to beginning teachers or other teachers requiring intervention 

(Devaney. 1987) In multi-level systems. various criteria are used to categOrize master 

teachers according to levels of performance: in some master teacher plans. the higher 

the level. the better the teacher is considered to be (Ornstein. 1988). In other plans. all 

teachers are conSidered to be outstanding. but differentiation is made according to 

those who are willing to undergo additional training and assume responsibility for 

adult leadership--becoming a "lead teacher." At the top level. ability and commitment 

to lead others. and to head research and developmental activities may be the qualifiers. 

More importantly. mid- and upper- level teachers are assJgned as classroom teachers if 

the Instructional program requires (Schlechty. 1989). In some states and at the 

national level. there Is a movement to Identify master teachers. or lead teachers. who 

would hold an advanced certificate after· passing a written exam and demonstrating 

teacher effectiveness either in their own classes or at one of several centers. Such a 

system would respond to many of the objections of merit pay because board 

certification and not local adminstrators would be the basis for selection as a master or 

lead teacher (Ornstein. 1988). 
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Finally, the mentor-teacher is another emerging role offering experienced 

teachers wider career opportunities and status, while gaining greater acceptance 

(Harris, 1989). HOvey (1988) would expand the typical role of a mentor teamed with one 

or more beginning teachers into a fulltime mentor role with 10 to 15 beginning 

teachers, much like many traditional college-based supervisors of student teachers. 

Beyond that, in Hovey's view, the mentor would socialJze beginning teachers "with a 

disposition to inquiry into and reflection about practice and to more sophisticated 

practical agruments leading to both challenge and defense of practice." (p. 212) Mentors 

and teachers would come to embrace teaching as necessarily a highly cognitive activity 

and would more frequently provide reasoned arguments for their actions. Such an 

relationship and attitude would come to be viewed as integral to teaching and 

continuing to learn-how-to-teach (Hovey, 1989)--and the most sophisticated type of 

staff development (Barth, 1989). 

New alliances. 

As educational funding becomes more scarce and per student costs increase, 

educators are beginning to seek new alliances with various interest groups, especially 

with business, Civic and community groups and policymakers. In an era of limited 

resources and support, forward-looking educators are explOring partnerships such as 

(1) "adopt-a-school" by ciVic-minded organizations, (2) 'JOint-occupancy" of facilities, 

(3) sale and lease-back arrangement of facilities, (4) trading use of space, (5) training or 

employing students in work study or internship programs during the summer or after 

graduation, (6) training or employment opportunities for teachers, (7) team teaching of 

specialized courses by teachers and industry members, (8) donation of money and 

materials by bUSiness to outstanding schools, and (9) seeking finanCial support for 
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endowed chairs, similar to those in higher education, to enhance excellence in teaching 

or grants for innovative programs (Ornstein, 1988). 

Teachers and administrators must take the lead in establishing new linkages 

(Ornstein, 1988). The teacher-taxpayer nexus also becomes more important as the 

nature of the American household changes and the clientele in schools change 

correspondingly. Only roughly a third of American households have children in school 

whIch means greater competition for public funds and social services. Ways must be 

devised to also meet the needs and win the support of the vast number of community 

members who see themselves as burdened with educating other people's children 

(Ornstein, 1988; see also Hodgkinson, 1991; Kaplan, 1991). Ornstein (1988) also suggests 

that teachers must become more involved in political alliances in working with 

policymakers and legislators at all levels of government to advance educational 

interests. The implications of these political alliances are long range, largely 

imperceptible to the public and probably more effective than resorting to sanctions and 

strikes. Political bargaining, funding, networking and teamwork seem more sensible 

than militant confrontation. This new spirit of cooperation is essential if genuine 

teacher reform is to continue, especially at the level that requires support from various 

educational and political groups. 

The trends highlighted by Ornstein (1988) clearly help further and improve the 

status of the teaching profession and it behooves school dIstricts, teacher preparation 

institutions and state departments of education to find common ground (Mocker, et al., 

1988). Within the Department of Defense Dependents School system, reform is 

conSidered to be an on-going process (J. Stremple, personal communication, August 

(undated)1991; J. Blackstead, personal communication, June 28, 1991), although the 

initiatives surveyed above are not included among those listed by the central Office of 
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Dependents Schools in Alexandria. VA. nor by the regional office in Germany. Most 

innovations are top-driven. of a curricular nature and include a staff development 

component. The only major second wave reform initiative encompasses site-based 

management efforts at a handful of schools in the Germany region of DoDDS. The DoD 

school system also has adopted The National Education Goals for the year 2000. along 

with DoD implementation targets. System-wide and within DoDDS-Germany. there 

currently are no proposals to use the DoD schools as "test beds for educational change" 

despite the apparent opportunity for direct federal intervention in a school system. 

Evaluation of Teachers as ProfeSSionals 

Probably no aspect of the extensive dialogue related to teacher professionalism 

and the professionalization of teaching embraces more wide-ranging proposals than 

the issue of teacher evaluation. partly because of the linkages between evaluation and 

(1) autonomy. (2) accountability and (3) the disparate views of teaching (see e.g .. 

Benveniste. 1986; Bodenhausen. 1990; Darling-Hammond. 1989: Jascourt. 1988: 

McCarty. et al .• 1986: Strike. 1990: Wise. 1989: Zerger. 1988). 

Views of current evaluation. 

Some (Scriven. 1988) see practically nothing valid about current teacher 

evaluation and conSider present methods as filled with "fatal invalidiUes." Scriven 

(1988) proposes a duties-based approach that identifies all the duties. primary and 

secondary. that teachers are hired to do and then uses mulUple measures to get a "best 

estimate" of the extent to which the duties have been done well. and then syntheSizes the 

results. The multiple measures would include (1) judgments from the teacher involved 

in the evaluation. other teachers. administrators. counselors. support personnel. and 

others: (2) found data. which includes teacher plans and records. class materials and 

aSSignments. logs of notes on students. usage of library and other resources. and 
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personnel record data; (3) obseIVations in a comprehensive range of school settings; (4) 

test data for students involving the teacher. directly and indirectly; (5) teacher portfolio 

which is a self-evaluation and personal development plan; and (6) "footprint" data 

which include student evaluations such as that from graduating seniors. college 

applications and acceptances. and changes in the curriculum due to the teacher's 

committee work. plus others. 

Obviously, the duties-based evaluation system proposed by Scriven (1988) will 

be more time consuming than current methods. which in his view are superficial and 

legally and scienUf1caIIy unsound. The additional time required is simply an 

acknowledgement that more resources must be committed to staff evaulation and 

development. which is the most critical part of quality control and staff development 

in the school--and which has to be the most important substantive task of the school 

administrator (Scriven. 1988). Indeed. research by Beny and Ginsberg (1988) suggests 

that there is a latent tendency for teachers to call for more comprehensive evaluation 

systems in place of the "teacher evaluation with bubbles" system commonly used now. 

Beny and Ginsberg would also legitimize subjectivity to capture accurately the context

specificness of effective teaching (see also Sergiovanni. 1987). 

Benveniste (1986) believes that Americans are abUSing the frequency of testing 

in their schools and that teachers are over-evaluated. Constant evaluations inevitably 

translate into superfiCial evaluation. The profession would be far better served if 

teacher evaluations were far more thorough. based on peer assessment and scheduled to 

coincide with relevant promotions. Creation of a professional career structure with 

more frequent evaluations of teachers at the lower levels of the career ladder and much 

less often as they acquire greater professional responsibilities would do much for the 

professionalfzation of teaching (Benveniste. 1986). 
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Proposed remedies. 

Other proposals are being advanced for evaluation processes and procedures in 

the coming century (Tetenbaum & Mulkeen, 1988), premised on the notion that the 

Western world has entered a knowledge-based era, and that "formal, rational, 

organizational approaches prescribed in conventional theories and strategies do not fit 

our rapidly changing, transitory and complex times." (p. 240) Such rapidity of change 

w1ll mean that even In a knowledge-based era, teaching will be viewed more as "art" 

rather than as "science." Teaching, therefore, will be (even more) unpredictable and 

novel, personalized and not standardized (Tetenbaum & Mulkeen, 1988): 

A primary goal (will be) the development of individuals with the potential to 
think, to be creative and innovative, to take risks, to be flexible and adaptable, 
who can not only tolerate but turn to advantage such presumed difficulties as 
conflict and uncertainty. (p.237) 

For a knowledge-based world requiring flexibU1ty, nonstandardization and an 

openness to the unknown, it would be impossible and inappropriate to spell out specifiC 

evaluation procedures for the twenty-first century. Nonetheless, Tetenbaum and 

Mulkeen (1988) suggest some basic features (see also Bacharach, Conley & Shedd. 1987: 

Bacharach & Conley, 1989; Beny & Ginsberg, 1988; Conley. 1988): 

1. Evaluation in the next century will acknowledge uncertainty, complexity and 
pluralism in society and (emphasis added) the inadequacies in our pedagogical 
knowledge that might prevent dealing with the acknowledged challenges. 

2. Evaluation in ... will reject the notion of standardized procedures: 
individualization of instruction, multiple potentials, and particularistic values 
will not mesh with a prescribed pattern. Evaluation must be flexible enough to 

meet the unique and individual demands of students. teachers and situations. 
The world of the next century will not lend itself to "traditional psychometric 
wisdom," and which will require a rethinking of evaluation issues. 

3. Evaluation ... will focus upon the professional expertise of teachers and their 
capacity to make decisions about important learning processes for stUdents, and 
to use discretion in determining the appropriate curriculum and instruction for 
the individual student in a given setting. It will require recognition that not all 
decisions can be made ahead of time and that teaching is largely concerned with 
nonroutine tasks. 
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4. Evaluation... will aclmowledge the limitations to planning in an uncertain 
world, necessarily wlll focus on ex post facto rather than a priori evaluations of 
performance, and rely on organic rather than mechanistic processes, [which 
recognize) there may be no ready answer to the question: 'What should I be doing 
and how should I be doing it?" 

5. Evaluation... wlll be marked by a shift from authoritarian, hierarchical 
model[s) . . . to more personal, individualistic, self-assessment that recognizes 
the autonomy of professionals . . . responsible for their own personal and 
professional development. . . . IN)ecessary for self-assessment . . . Is a genuine 
trust in teachers and the belief that they are truly commlted and capable 
professionals. In self-assessment, the professionals wlll reflect on what they 
want to accomplish given what they set out to do (see also Schon, 1989). 

6. Evaluation... will be peer-oriented as hierarchical organizational forms 
break down and are succeeded by lateral structures that foster collaboration and 
networking. At the core of these structures Is a process of communication that 
links groups of people who can talk to one another, exchange information. 
share ideas and resources and improve productivity and work life. while 
informality and equality, diffusion of responsibility and permeable boundaries 
mark laterally organized systems. . . . [P)eer assessment will require trust and 
mutUality among colleagues. 

7. Evaluation ... will include the artifacts of the teaching-learning process: 
computers, audiOvisual aids, study gUides, textbooks, handouts and exams .... 
As teachers move away from a lecturing role to that of facilitator. the 
materials they use will become increasingly Significant. Little attention has 
been paid to teaching artifacts or to criteria for their assessment, although K-12 
students already spend as much instructional time interacting with these 
artifacts as in being taught directly by the teacher. . . . rr)eachlng artifacts offer 
Instructional flexibility [and) may ... become an integral part of future 
evaluation. 

8. Evaluation ... will be process rather than product-Oriented ... focus[ed) on 
dynamic teacher-learning processes: How well does the teacher facilitate 
learning? In what ways Is instruction indiVidualized? How is pluralism 
handled? How are the students organized for problem-solving? Are risk taking, 
experimentation, innovation, flexibility and adaptability encouraged? Are 
children learning how to learn? Clearly, the contemporary focus "have the 
students scored the expected grade level higher on their standardized tests?" will 
not fit well into evaluation hinging on process. (pp. 241-243) 

Unions and Evaluation 

Like other researchers who have explored this topic, McCarty et a1. (1986) found 

that the organizational effects of collective bargaining on the supervisory process 

appear to be both moderate and manageable. One might expect that teachers would 

make some reference to union interference In the touchy area of evaluation, but almost 

none did In a study of Wisconsin teachers (McCarty et al., 1986). The principal and 
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teachers mutually defined the role of the union and contract provisions that pertained 

to procedures for observing and evaluating teachers, but the process and procedures 

were not seen as unduly prescriptive. 

In a similar study of Michigan teachers (Smith, 1985), many contractual 

constraints on evaluation were found but the effects of such constraints are not 

considered necessarily negative. The majority of the contracts required that teachers 

be evaluated by open obselVation of their performance for a minimum period of time 

withe feedback in the form of a written evaluation and postevaluation conference. 

Written response to the evaluation is permitted. Rather than eliminating the 

contractual constraints, Smith (1985) recommends changes to improve the evaluation 

process by (1) tying organizational rewards to performance evaluations. (2) annual 

evaluation of tenured teachers with more informal feedback, (3) training to reduce rater 

error in use of evaluation forms, (4) use of mulitiple raters by adding peers and student 

input, but with administrators still responsible for the evaluation process, (5) use of a 

problem-solving appoach in postevaluation interviews to help teachers set speCific 

goals for future performance improvement, and (6) training administrators and union 

membership in how to develop valid. reliable evaluation instruments based on an 

analysis of the teacher's job. 

Scriven (1988) would strongly endorse Smith's (1985) recommendation calling 

for the development of more valid and reliable evaluation process. For example, 

negotiated agreements that exclude consideration of all student test data or input, or 

that stipulate an infrequent number of pre-announced visits, and others, should be 

negotiated out as soon as possible. Scriven views such "compromises" as an 

abandonment of full accountability and of full professionalism on the part of teachers, 

and he sees no room for formulas that allow any party to avoid accountability or 
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professional development. Nonetheless. the evaluation procedures that Scriven decries 

are typically the gist of what management tends to seek in negotiated agreement 

(Rynecki & Lindquist. 1988). Management seems to be more concerned with seemingly 

Innocuous collective bargaining proposals that may impede management's ability to 

discharge a truly incompetent teacher. than with proposals that have the potential for 

enhancing performance and professionalism for the greater majority of teachers. 

Moreover. management apparently hopes to "preserve the position it enjoyed prtorto 

the expansion of public bargaining laws" (Ryneck & Lindquist. 1988. p. 506). 

Nor would Scriven (1988; see also Darling-Hammond. 1989) endorse the 

prevailing union position which typically promotes evaluation that provides (1) for 

improvement of instruction through interaction among all concerned parties, (2) for a 

planned program to keep certificated personnel informed of respective strengths and 

weaknesses or for appropriate professional growth activities to meet identified needs. 

(3) for the continued services of certificated personnel who strive to demonstrate 

professional competence. and (4) that only capable. qualified. certificated personnel 

achieve and retain tenure (Zerger. 1988. p. 508). In fairness to the unions. they seem to 

recognize that many school districts evaluate teachers simply because the law--which 

may be complex. basic. minimal or no statute at all--mandates evaluation rather than 

to serve as a guide for staff development or improved instructional quality (Zerger. 

1988). Under such circumstances. it should not be surprising that evaluation is little 

more than a pro forma administrative duty receiving m1n1mal resources and occupying 

a low priority. The essentials of a negotiated agreement. in the unions' view. should 

recognize the subjective and interactive nature of the teaching process. involving some 

variables that the teacher has little or no control over. Therefore. a valid and effective 

system must 
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take into account the context within which teaching takes place: student 
characteristics: goals, objectives, and curriculum mandates: professional 
development opportunities: human support services, time available for 
teaching: materials, media and facilities: school organization: school 
leadership and evaluation skills of supervisors: teachers' decision-making 
power; and community characteristics (zerger, 1988, p. 513). 

Most experts would agree that although it may be difficult to include these 

factors which affect teachers' performance in designing an evaluation system. to ignore 

them is unfair. Evaluation procedures, nonetheless, should be tailored as much as 

possible to the unique needs of each school district and its teachers. Basic criteria 

(Zerger. 1988) include: 

1. Establisment of the basic purpose(s) to be filled by evaluation; for example to 
improve instruction, serve as the bases for personnel decisions such as 
retention or promotion, and whether for formative or summative purposes. 
Identification of the purpose(s) is crucial because it largely determines the 
methods of evaluation and criteria upon which teachers are evaluated. 

2. Evaluation techniques should included a variety of acceptable methods 
because virtually everyone has some drawbacks. Sufficient means should be 
provided to allow a fair and comprehensible picture to be drawn of the teacher 
and to recognize many theories of teaching and not tied to a single pedagogical 
approach. Evaluation methods, whether classroom observation. student test 
scores, postobservation conference, standardized teacher tests. checklists and 
rating forms and other sources of information, should be reliable, valid and 
utilitarian. 

3. Evaluation criteria, although largely a management prerogative, can still be 
influenced through negotiations of what will not be appropriate criteria or how 
the criteria will be selected to insure reliability, validity and utility. Evaluation 
criteria should related to the teacher's job, be defined unambiguously, relate to 
observable or verifiable behaviors, and conSistent with school goals. objectives 
and philosophy. 

4. Evaluation processes are important because they protect the due process 
rights of teachers. As a minimum these should include adequate notice. a 
documentary record of evaluations. discussion of the evaluation. and appeal 
rights. 

5. Remediation should be included to give the teacher a genuine opportunity to 
improve in the event of an unsatisfactory evaluation. whether the evaluation be 
formative or summative in intent; the elements of remediation also should be 
spelled out in detail. 

Significantly. unions tend to view emerging issues related to school reform. 

such as career ladders and peer review, as complicating evaluation. For the unions. the 

negotiation of strong evaluation provisions in teacher collective bargaining 
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agreements Is becoming increasingly important because of the central role held by 

teacher evaluation In many of the current education reform Innovations. 

Undertanding the complexities of evaluation, as never before, Is an Imperative for 

teachers, unions and school districts (Zerger, 1988). 

Teacher Empowerment: The Apparent Sine Qua Non 

At its most basic level, professlonal1zation of teaching has to do with changing 

the "field hand on the plantation" role that some obseIVers say teachers are relegated to 

in the American educational system (Maeroff, 1988). For Maeroff (1988) and others (see 

also. e.g., Ambrosie & Haley, 1988; Ayers, 1990; Bolin. 1989; Devaney & Sykes. 1989: 

Little, 1989: McElrath, 1990; Norman, 1988; Ross, 1990; Tyack, 1990). teacher 

empowerment is a virtual synonym for teacher professlonalization and involves 

teachers working in an environment in which they act as professionals and are treated 

as professionals. Such an approach to empowerment involves the principles of status. 

knowledge and access to declslonmaking (Maeroff, 1988). 

Boosting status Is essential because teachers will not feel profeSSional and will 

not be viewed as professionals unless something 15 done to reverse the low esteem that 

characterizeS classroom teaching in America's common schools: If teachers do not 

behave as professionals it may be because they do not feel very professional. Similarly. 

making teachers more knowledgeable is also vital because misinformed or ill

informed persons are unlikely to be responsible professionals (Maeroff, 1988: see also 

Strike. 1990). It 15 diffIcult to influence CUrriculum if teachers are weak in their content 

areas of responsibility, or if teachers on shaky pedagogical footing must defer to the 

judgments of others on questions of learning theory. 

Access to declsionmaking hinges on the principles of status and knowledge. and 

complements them as well. Involvement In declsionmaking and the concurrent 



75 

removal of barriers that keep teachers separate and inhibit development of networks 

might move teachers closer to professionalism. Closing the decislonmaking loop and 

making teachers part of the process will result In better bonds among teachers and the 

administrators they work with. It requires fostering of true collegiality that is so rare 

at all levels In American public schools (Brolin. 1989). 

As Ayers (1990) describes it. the teacher as declsionmaker and self-creator is a 

conception that opens dizzying possibilities. While accepting that there is a body of 

knowledge about teaching. it also begins to reconceptual1ze research and social science 

generally as an exercise not In prescription but In public philosophy. It moves in the 

direction of healing the split between research and teaching. between science and the 

humanities and it begins that process by "engaging In value-talk about what it is we 

want for our children. our work. and our world." (p. 4). Therefore the professionalism 

that is encouraged is one that Insists at its heart on connectedness. collective good will 

and social responsibility. 

In a related argument. Soder (1986) puts the basis for professionalism on the 

moral obligations of compulsOlY schooling: 

IPJublic willingness to accord honors to an occupation derives from a collective 
sense of moral praiseworthiness of that occupation. Teachers can legitimately 
argue for such worthiness because of the moral imperative of the relationship 
between parent. child and the state. What provides the role its uniqueness--and 
its moral imperative--is the historic fact of compulsory schooling. Since that 
compulsion has been a central aspect of schooling for such a long time. its 
implications tend to be overlooked. If ... compulsion has a major bearing on 
teachers' restructured rhetoric. then those implications (should be) explored in 
greater detail. (p. 42) 

Lieberman (1989) summarizes the issue of professionalism as no less than 

building a professional culture In schools; one that suggests a comprehensive view of 

restructuring schools as part of the second wave of reform. Clearly, restructurIng 

requires development of a new set of relationships between and among all members of 
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the school community with an expansion of the leadership in schools. new roles for 

teachers and administrators. modified organizational structures--and even a 

rethinking of the substance of what is to be taught. The players in the reform drama 

hold a common idea that professionalizing teaching and building a more collaborative 

culture in schools can profoundly change the way both staff and students In schools 

grow and learn. 

Second thoughts . .. 

There is evidence that members of the school community can begin to work 

together on the expansive agenda of the second wave of reform. including 

professlonalization of teaching with union cooperation (David. 1989: see also Kasten. et 

al.. 1989), but warning flags, nonetheless, have been posted. One set of concerns is that 

profeSSionalism wfll (1) remove teaching from the community that spawns and 

sustains it in favor of an "obstruslve elite," and (2) that without strong plans for 

affirmative action, standard-setting will be used to discriminate against and drive out 

minority teachers and teacher-candidates (Sykes, 1987, cited in Ayers. 1989: see also 

Zeichner, 1991). More extremely, the critical theorists see much that has to be 

accomplished before change reaches a truly "emanclpatory level" (Kanpol. 1988). 

Additionally. Kimball (1988) sees no fundamental changes in the professionalization 

of teaching. even if all the recommendations of the Holmes Group or Carnegie Forum. 

for example. were met. until teachers gain the authOrity. or legal control. that 

professionals possess over their expertise. 

Other pessimistic soundings are offered by Elmore (1988) who believes that 

existing public school bureaucracy will not attract and retain people with a strong 

interest in more complex and variegated forms of teaching and learning because the 

system is designed to produce a standard kind of learning for a modal clientele. 
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Moreover, Elmore asserts durable and established patterns of schooling have to be 

confronted because of an increasing proportion of hard-to-reach students, increasing 

attention to problems of engagement in teaching and learning, and increasing 

attention to problems of attracting and retaining educators with a serious interest in 

teaching and learning. If this generation of reform is to make serious progress it must 

address four domains of authority, or the "contested terrain" of educational reform: (1) 

within classrooms, (2) within schools, (3) within school systems, and (4) between school 

systems and their communities. 

Elmore (1988) offers four alternatives for reconstructing the domains of 

authority: 

1. Reduce dramatlcally the scale of schools 

2. Let individual school site choose the technology of instruction 

3. Let each individual school site choose its internal organization 

4. Create policy "free zones" in which whole sets of regulations are waived for 
specific settings oncondition of performance. 

Elmore's "kinder and gentler" variation of greater choice is made overt by Chubb 

(1990). In Chubb's view, reforms that are most consistent with current arrangements of 

school governance and administration are unlikely to foster the organizational and 

professional climates most conducive to student achievement. And the kinds of 

reforms that might well bring about better schools, principally by increasing school 

autonomy, are inconsistent with existing controls. Such reforms are unlikely to be 

carried out because only a reliance on market forces would increase autonomy without 

sacrificing accountability or degenerating into excessive regulation. Reliance on 

signals from the market are problematic because it would shift power over education 

away from elected and apPOinted government offiCials to professionals within the 
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schools and their clientele, students and their parents (Chubb, 1990; see also Heid & 

Leak, 1991). 

Although Chubb (1990) sees signs of increased school autonomy resulting from 

the Carnegie Forum and other simUar ventures, he still sees magnet schools. open 

enrollment and partial or full voucher systems as the principal means of achieving 

greater autonomy and chOice through competitive means because they offer the public 

the means to improve their schools without losing control over them. 

Finally. increasingly vocal feminist critiques are made of school reform and 

teacher professionaltzation (Glazer. 1991). A recent turn in feminist theory. called 

"positional1ty." challenges binary oppositions "which privilege one presence--male. 

rationality. objectivity--and marginalize its opposite--female. irrationality. 

subjectivity" (Bartlett. 1990. cited in Glazer. 1991). Indeed. the current wave of reform is 

seen as an extenSion of the duality that has pelVaded education from the early days of 

urban schools: a division of labor with male domination of school bureaucracies. 

Gender-neutral discussion of teacher professionaltzation Ignores the fact that teaching 

is still conSidered "women's work" and continues to be characterized by a lack of 

autonomy. low salaries and weak status. To add to the point. Glazer (1991) notes that 

women's voice was absent from the 1989 educational summit in Charlottesville. VA. No 

woman spoke. nor. for that matter. did a teacher. Glazer concludes that the combined 

effect of summitry and COmmission reports as a way of pushing reform 

sends a powerful message to teachers and schools of education generally that 
education and teaching are minor professions that benefit from instrumental 
control by a power elite of state and federal bureaucrats. private foundations. 
professional aSSOCiations. and research aSSOCiations. (p. 330) 

Developments and views such as Glazer deSCribes cannot be long discounted or 

minimtzed in any discussion of professionaltzatlon of teaching--and educational 

reform generally. 
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Despite the apparent signs of success in many second wave reforms (David, 

1989), much of what is being attempted In the second wave smacks of "old wine In new 

bottles," for as Cuban (1990; see also Tyack, 1990) explains, reforms seem to return 

again, again, and agaln--whether the basic issue is teacher-centered versus child

centered Instruction, practical versus academic curriculum, or centralization versus 

decentralization of authority, to cite several dominant Issues. The cycle of reform and 

return of previously-attempted reforms suggests that the reforms have failed to remove 

the ills they were intended to solve. 

In a survey of the ff;fonn movements, combined with a penetrating analysis of 

the forces Influencing refonn, Cuban suggests that reforms return because 

policymakers fail to diagnose problems and promote correct solutions, and because 

they use poor historical analogies and pick the wrong lessons from the past. Were 

policymakers to pursue a rational course of analysis and declslonmaking and, where 

fitting, use research and evaluation results properly, there would be no need for the 

same solutions to reenter the policy arena. Still, reliance on the rational explanation 

to account for the return of reforms Is also flawed, partly because of the use of two 

images, the pendulum and cycle. Even these two apparently orderly and predictable 

images tend to mask the impact of external or erratic forces and the reSidue of earlier 

attempts at change. 

Value conflicts, Cuban (1990) proposes, may be more useful to explain the 

reappearance of issues. When economic, social and demographic changes create social 

turmoil, public opinion shifts and particular values get renewed attention and are 
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translated Into policies and programs by Individuals. the media. Interest groups and 

political coalitions. Schools then feel the pressure to align with public shifts in values. 

In times of social tunnoll Americans turn to schools because if schools work on major 

problems. slow improvement in the next generation might happen without untoward 

dislocations. Also as an arUcle of American faith. schools are seen as engines of social 

and Individual improvement. At some point the values of those pressuring the schools 

fade. but new issues will surface and accompanying values will generate new pressures. 

Related to the values conflict are Institutional factors that cause school 

organizations to try to satisfy what their constituents believe is proper for schools. 

This quest for loyalty and support helps explain schools' obvious vulnerability to 

pressure for change from external groups. When values conflicts arise and external 

pressure builds. both get wedded to an organizational drive to retain the support of 

critical supporters. Schools are then pushed to try novel programs. join other efforts to 

improve curriculum and adopt innovative technologies so as to be viewed as worthy of 

continued endorsement. The combined political and institutional perspectives also 

help explain why widely dispersed school districts resemble one another. for to be 

substantially different runs the risk of having questions raised about their credibility. 

Concerns about credibllity lead schools to construct tight linkages between 

external rules and district rules. But the tight coupling vanishes when it comes to the 

core of the schooling. classroom instruction. Without the bureaucratic tools of 

inspection or tests to determine Instructional productivity. the daily delivery of 

instruction Is virtually decoupled from administration and policymaktng. Such 

decoupling occurs because policymakers and administrators need to retain the support 

of practitioners whlle maintaining the district's credibll1ty in the eyes of its various 

publics. Without credlbll1ty. there Is no chance of the schools being viewed as 
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successful. Without teachers' support. few desired outcomes can be achieved. Thus. a 

bargain is struck over the degree of inspection. how it is carried out. and its 

consequences (often encased in a negotiated agreement). The decoupling of instruction 

from administration and policymaking achieves an autonomy and isolation (italics 

added) that teachers find satisfying--and which stands in the way of implementation of 

change. And almost as significantly. the constituencies on whom the school relies. 

may also constrain change. Choice. Cuban (1990) concludes. is "situationally 

constrained. " 

Cuban (1990) closes his commentary on refonn by noting that few refonns 

aimed at the classroom make it past the door pennanently and that those concerned 

need to understand why the regularities of schooling are seldom substantially altered. 

Failure to understand carries the risk of pursuing problems with mismatched 

solutions. spending energies needlessly. and accumulating despair (italics added). 

Existing tools of understanding must be supplanted by collection of data on particular 

refonns and by tracing their life history in various educational settings: more can be 

done to discern patterns of refonn efforts in governance. school structures. curricula 

and instruction. Finally. more detailed examination is needed of alternative 

explanations that attempt to Uluminate the relative failure of school refonn. 

Teacher Change and Learning to Teach 

The question of why few refonns get past the classroom door on a pennanent 

baSis was addressed (Richardson. 1991) by combining research domains that focus on 

teacher change and learning to teach: the fonner mostly concerned with questions of 

why innovations are not implemented as their developers anticipated. and the latter 

mostly concerned with questions about teachers' cognitions. beliefs and mental 

processes. Richardson's objective was to devise a framework necessary for considering 
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ways of bringing about slgniflcant and worthwhlle change In teaching practice. Her 

premise focused on change in teaching practice and then tried to determine the place of 

research In supporting and/or changing practice. 

The teacher change literature provides a way of thinking about systemic change 

and the importance of the organization and its norms in the change process. Although 

this literature acknowledges a necessary link between teacher change and systemic 

change, It does not Include a concept of how Individual teachers change. The learning to 

teach literature, on the other hand, does focus on the individual teacher and suggests 

that teachers change on the basis of who the teachers are and what experience they have 

had. The teacher change literature generally specifies and values a particular activity 

or practice, whereas the learning to teach literature, descriptive In nature, generally 

does not focus on standards against which to consider effectiveness, but it does value 

autonomy and reflection (Richardson, 1991). 

From an analysis of the literature in the two domains and research findings, 

Richardson (1991) suggests a notion of practice as activity embedded within theory 

which is important when thinking about changing teaching practice. Teachers change 

all the time so the problem is not one of change or non-change but the degree to which 

teachers engage in the dialogue concerning warranted practice--and take control of 

their classroom activities and theoretical justifications. Moreover, the theoretical 

justifications must relate to the SOCially-constructed standards of warranted practice. 

TakIng control of one's Justifications Involves reflection on practices: that Is, on 

practices and their theoretical frameworks and an abllity to articulate them to others 

in a meaningful way. Without an understanding of the theoretical framework and the 

opportunity to talk about how the premises in the theory agree or disagree with the 

teachers own premises, teachers may accept or reject practices on the basIs of less 
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compelling or irrelevant bases. Teachers then become trapped by an inability to take 

control of their own practices and resort instead to external explanations or pressures 

Empowerment is threatened when teachers are asked to make changes in 

activities without being asked to examine their theoretical frameworks. Indeed. 

teacher empowerment cannot occur without reflection and the development of means to 

express justifications. Richardson (1991) concluded that without empowerment 

teachers will continue to be victims of their personal biographies. systemic political 

demands and ecological conditions rather than using them to develop and sustain 

worthwhile and significant change on the basis of standards of warranted practice. 

Finally. to the notion of building a professional culture in schools. an overseas 

observer of the American educational scene (Judge. 1989) suggests that handing schools 

over to autonomous groups of teachers may not be compatible with many lay boards. 

The school may prove to be not the only. and perhaps not the best. setting within which 

to encourage the growth of a professional culture. Legitimate leadership exercised by 

expert teachers may be more acceptable in the wider arena of the school district. or even 

the state. than within the confines of each school. It may be more important to 

stimulate the growth of a professional culture in teaching than in indMdual schools. 

Judge also takes note of the countervailing forces (to professionalism). which 

also have virtuous origins. with which accommodations will have to be made. Here. 

the forces of light will have to contend. not with the forces of darkness. but with their 

own natural allies. Building professional cultures in schools will have to be 

harmonized somehow with the pursuit of egalitarianism and openness. with traditions 

of popular control, with priniciples of accountability. and with honest management 

(Judge. 1989; see also Zeichner. 1991). In concluding his comments on bUilding a 

professional culture in schools. Judge (1989) also cautions against devolving to 
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"professionism" rather than seeking true professionalism. By professionism, Judge 

means self-serving efforts of privileged groups to preserve a mystique, to delineate a 

monopoly, to restrict access to the ranks and to resist external controls. An 

overemphasis on credentiaUDg, for example, overlooks the fact universities are filled 

with teachers who are neither licensed nor certified. Not all efforts to restrict the right 

to teach deserve an unambiguous welcome for it might deny valuable people 

employment as teachers, and it can be argued. is to mistake professionism for 

professionalism. Still, Judge concludes. the agenda of the second wave of reform is an 

integrated one, and for that reason. both potent and vulnerable. 

Summary 

The obstacles to the establishment. recognition and status of teaching as 

professional work are unlikely to be cleared away soon. The campaign for removal of 

the current barriers. and creation of conditions condUCive to profeSSionalism will have 

to be waged on a wide front. No single factor or simple fonnula are likely to lead to a 

breakthrough. But it seems clear. as Kerchner and Mitchell (1988) stress that 

constructing teaching work as an authentic profession is essential: 

[O]nly professionalism carries with it a public or Civic responsibility toward the 
institution of education. Only professionals are expected to act in the public 
interest. to create a calculus that balances self- and civic-interest . . . . Only 
profeSSionalism is capable of developing the necessary balance between client 
and commonweal interests in order that schools may be simultaneously caring 
and productive places. Likewise, profeSSionalism is capable of resolving 
tension between the nonnative systems of professionals and those of the cotrol 
hierarchy .... Finally. professional work characteristics are the only ones that 
adequately respond to the complexity and ambiguity inherent in classrooms. 
(p.227) 

It seems that a harmonious match between school reform. espeCially in the form 

of professionalization of teaching. and teacher unionism would go a long way toward 

achieving professional status for teachers in almost eveIY sense of the term. And the 
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hannony might be so complete that collective negotiations for teacher professionals 

might become obsolete. Refonn. change and innovations then would become the 

primary motivation for all education professionals. along with the "civic culture" that 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1988) see as the accompanying requisite. 

Shedd (1988) suggests as much when predicts that the scope of bargaining. fonns 

and forums of bargaining and the nature of resulting agreements -will change: that 

school site variations will be accommodated: that the principle of retained rights by 

management will be modified. along with a host of teacher-centered relationship 

changes--greater collegiality and teamwork. and differentiated duties and 

compensation. As with most obseIVers of teacher unions. Shedd hedges his bets by 

noting that teachers will always have different perspectives from system managers 

(whoever they might be in an age of empowennent) whose task it is to move students 

through schools. Even if a new and enlightened fonn of teacher un!onism is emerging. 

it may be as vigorous and scrappy as its predecessors. 

This study now turns to discussion of Q methodology. the means employed to 

probe the views of a specific set of educators. teachers in the Department of Defense 

Dependents School. regarding their views on the potential and promise of 

professsionalism and unionism. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

. . . (Slubjectivity has greater significance for educational theory and practice 
than it has been granted up to now. What is subjective does not come primarily 
from fonnal education ... but from everyday experience .... Advances in Q 
methodology show that all subjectivity is transfonnable . . . affording a new 
approach to lmowledge. The methodology (QI follows Newton's Four rules ... but 
is also an application of Newton's recently discovered Fifth Rule . . . (which) 
gives priority to induction and subjectivity (leadinglto the conclusion that each 
person's own subjectivity is potentially more knowledgeable ... than almost 
anyone has dared to beUeve (Stephenson, 1980, p. 82). 

General Method 

"Q methodology" is a general name used by Stephenson (1953) to characterize a 

set of philosophical, psychological, statistical and psychometric ideas oriented to 

research on the individual. "Q technique" is a set of procedures used to implement Q 

methodology. The technique requires respondents to sort decks of cards called "Q sorts" 

and the researcher then correlates the responses of different individuals to the Q sorts 

(Kerlinger, 1986). Q technique is primarily a sophisticated way of rank-ordering 

objects (Items. stimUli, etc.) and then assigning numerals to subsets (categories and 

groupings) of the objects for statistical purposes. 

What is innovative about Q methodology is the concept of universes or 

populations of statements as a primary source of statistical data in mental 

measurement replacing that of populations of people (Stephenson, 1980). The 

statements are usually verbal but can be Objects, pictures or gestures, inter alia. But the 

basic concern is with whatever is self-referent. that is, with the subjective. Stephenson 
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(1980) distinguishes between su1:dective and objective statements: the former with self

reference, the latter without. For example, the statement "It is raining" may inform us 

of a matter of fact in nature and be the concern of objective science. But what this 

statement may mean subjectively cannot be exhausted by a thousand statements, all 

subjective: That the rain will be refreshing, will spoil a tennis game, is farmers' gold, is 

a symbol of resurrection, and so on. Similarly, every- idea, concept or experience in 

common life has limitless self-referent possibilities. 

The Q sorts of an array of statements, which make up the Q sample. are duly 

correlated and factored by computer program, centroid analysis and varimax solution 

(Brown, 1980). What emerges are, in Stephenson's terms, "operant structures" 

exemplifying that 

aU subjective communicability is transformable into operant factor structure 
from concourse, by feeling and belief, AU precepts, concepts; reports of events; 
all daydreaming, quarreling; aU enjoyment of art, music, literature and so on 
can be transformed into operantfactors (original italics) (Stephenson. 1980. p. 
883). 

Q methodology has demonstrated an abll1ty to combine perspectives in some 

1,500 interdisciplinary studies, including more than 250 dissertations, over the past 50 

years, combining the techniques of the humanists and behavioralists. Some (Aitken, 

1989) see the methodology as an intersect on the quantitative-qualitative research 

continuum. The method studies subjective human processess by applying quantitative 

analysis (Aitken, 1989). Q methodology and Its techniques, therefore. are an 

appropriate and Innovative way to address the research questions of this study. As 

Brown (1986) suggests, the factors that emerge from the methodology are inherent in 

the concourse originally: In the present study, for instance, the various attitudes are 

reflections of the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 and incorporated into the statements 

comprising the Q sample at Appendix B. The methodology produced operant factors (or 
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"prototypes") of teachers' responses to statements representing the concourses of 

teacher unionism and teacher professionalism. These factors provided a basis for 

analyses of teachers' attitudes in these concourses--and possibly suggested insights into 

directions for teacher unionism and professional1zation. 

Specific Procedures 

Content and Model of the Q Sample 

Creation of a good set of Q sort items involves essentially the same issues as 

those involved in construction of any quantitative index or scale (Stephen. 1985). The 

primary goal is to develop a comprehensive set of statements that provides a fair 

representation of the larger theoretical set of possible items that relate to the 

dimension being studied. Perfect representation is impossible. but the set of statements 

should capture the dimension's important facets. This study's Q sample. 
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Figure 3·1: 3 z 3 Factorial Structure for Teacher Unionism-Professionalism Q Sample 
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or the set of 81 statements that represented the concourses of teacher unionism and 

teacher professionalism. was modeled theoretically as shown in Figure 3-1 above 

following Brown (1986). The three perspectives, as reviewed in Chapter 2, reflected the 

major thrusts possible In negotiated agreements: (a) represents the focus on 

compensation and security or "bread & butter" issues; (b) frames working conditions 

issues, such as hours and class size; and (c) reflects educational policy issues, such as 

shared decislonmaking. Elaborateness Is a theoretical term borrowed from George 

Carslake Thompson's schema (Stephenson. 1964): (d) bias denotes an understanding 

and acceptance of facts from a particular viewpoint; (e) notions refer to wishes for 

deSired ends; and (f) policy is a recommended course of action that presupposes certain 

biases and wishes (Brown, 1980). There were, therefore, nine combinations (ad, bd, cd, 

ae, be, ce, af, bf, cf) into which the statements of the concourse were fitted, as also noted 

parenthetically in Figure 3-1. Nine statements of each combination were constructed 

for the Q sample of (9)(9) = 81; the statements and their parenthetic categories are 

displayed in Appendix B. The schemata of the resulting Q sort was designed to reveal a 

common feeling that ran throughout it; the ideas being welded into a system of thought 

sustained by a preexistent organization of sentiment (Brown, 1986), as modeled in 

Figure 3-1. Simply stated, the principal interest in the study was to explore which 

perspective(s)--a, b or c--might predominate, and secondly to plumb the depth 

(elaborateness)--d, e or J--that might underlie the perspective(s). 

Q Sort Structure 

In a structured Q sort. as was used in this study, the variables of a "theory," or of 

a hypothesis or set of hypotheses, are built into a set of items along Fisherian 

experimental and analysis of variance design principles (Kerlinger, 1986). For 

example. in an unstructured Q sort, a set of items or statements would be from one 
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domain--social values, self items, teacher characteristics, among others, which would 

be otherwise undifferentiated in the Q sort or the analysis. In contrast, structured Q 

sort items or statements also are from one domain but are partitioned in more than 

one way (emphasis added). To structure a Q sort is virtually to build a "theory" into it. 

Instead of constructing instruments to measure the characteristics of individuals, 

instruments are constructed to embody or epitomize theories (Kerlinger, 1986). As 

Stephenson (1953) described it, individuals as such are not tested. theoretical 

propositions are tested. Of course, individuals do the sorting, but the basic rationale of 

Q is that individuals sort the cards not so much to test individuals as to test theories or 

systems of thought that have been built into the items. For example. the "theory" 

essentially underlying this study is that teacher unionism and school reform 

initiatives that seek greater teacher professionalism and profeSSionalism of teaching 

are inextricably linked, and that Significant opportunities exist for rapprochement 

between the forces of unionism and reform. 

Q Sort Distribution 

The most common Q sort procedure. and the one utilized here. is the forced 

chOice distribution which requires respondents to sort the items into a fixed number of 

categories or columns (rank positions) within a distribution. Table 3-1 below reflects 

the pattern of distribution for the 81 statements that were used in this study. For 

statistical convenience, the sorter was instructed to put varying numbers of cards in 

several piles, as detailed in Appendix D. Q Sort Instructions. Table 3-1 reflects a rank

order continuum from "Least Agree" to "Most Agree" with varying degrees of 

disagreement and agreement between the extremes. The numbers 2, 4.6 ..... 6.4.2 are 

the numbers of cards (frequency) that were to be placed in each pile. The numbers below 

the line are the values (ordinal ratings) that were assigned to the cards in each pile. 
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That is, the 2 cards at the left, "Least Agree," were each aSSfgned -5; the 4 cards in the 

next pile were assigned -4; and so on to the distribution of the 2 cards at the extreme 

right, "Most Agree," which were assigned +5. In brief, this Q distribution provided for 

11 piles with varying numbers of cards in each pile; the cards in the piles being 

assigned values -5 through +5. Statlstical analysis was based on these latter values. 

Frequency 

Value 

LeastAgJ:ee 

246912151296 

-5 4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 

Table 9-1: Q Sort Pattern of Dlatrlbutlon 

Although some researchers advocate particular shapes and sizes for Q sort 

distributions, no decisive case has been established for a clearly superior distributional 

pattern (Stephen, 1985). However, quasi-normal distributions, like the one in this 

study where more Items are placed in the middle categories, offer one advantage over 

other distributional shapes: . They allow for more items in the middle, which assures 

that between-person analyses will be based on items evoking meaningful reactions 

from subjects because items with little relevance are likely to be placed in the middle of 

the distribution (Stephen, 1985). Relatedly, dialogue about "forced versus free" 

distribution patterns has been Inconclusive In that research results have not 

substantlally differed using forced or free distribution characteristics (Brown. 1971). 

Respondents 

The structuring of the ''P set," or set of persons who received the Q data collection 

package, proceeded in a fashion s1m1lar to the structuring of a Q sample (Brown. 1980). 

In this study, the types of teachers who staff DoD schools made up the P set: regular 
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K-12 classroom teachers in all content and elective areas, plus special education 

practitioners and other classroom specialists. The P set was drawn from a roster of all 

the teachers at all levels in the schools that comprised the Department of Defense 

Dependents Schools-Gennany Region during the 1990-91 academic year. The P set 

represented one teacher each from 140 of the 143 schools in DoDDS-G: only the author's 

school and the two smallest elementary schools were excluded. Table 3-2 reflects the 

composition (numbers and percentages) of the P set by gender and school level. 

elementary, middle/junior hJgh and secondary: the composition of the P set generally 

paralleled the female/male ratios across the schools in DoDDS-Gennany (M. Witcher, 

personal communication, August 15, 1991). With a P set of 140, an expected return of 60 

usuable Q sorts would be considered an adequate number of repondents. Q studies 

proceed typologically and reveal the qualitative segments that exist in a population, 

thus there is far less need to rely on huge numbers of respondent or on a stipulated 

Level 

Elementary 

Middle/Junior HJgh 

Secondary 

Female 

83(55) 

13 (9) 

11 (8)) 

107 (76) 

Male 

15 (11) 

4 (3) 

14(10) 

33(24) 

Table 3-2: Composition of the P Set 

percentage of response (Brown, 1986). 

98 (70) 

17 (12) 

25 (18) 

140 (100) 

Selected demographic data also was requested from the P set as indicated in 

Appendix D, Supplementary Questionnaire: gender, ethnic/racial background, 

teaching experience, educational level, subject matter or speciality area, degree of 
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interaction with peers, professional reading, and union involvement. Open-ended 

comments also were requested on the supplementary questionnaire to allow 

respondents to expand on or explain their Q sort and to comment briefly on other 

aspects of their responses. The introductory letter to the P set, Q sort Instructions, data 

record and supplementary questionnaire are consolidated at Appendix D. Also 

attached to the introductory letter to members of the P set was a letter from the director 

of DoDDS-Gennany which sanctioned the data collection associated with this study. 

Instrumentation 

TheQSample 

Eighty-one (81) statements relattng to teacher unionism and teacher 

professionalism comprised the Q sample and reflected the 3 x 3 factorial structure 

depicted in Figure 3-1 above. In the Q sample, as displayed at Appendix B. each 

statement's factOrial fit is noted parenthetically, that Is, ad. ae, aJ, ... , cd. ce, cJ. The 81 

statements In the Q sample were pI1nted on 2 x 4-inch cards and randomly numbered, 

as indicated at Appendix C, and which also are the statement numbers used and referred 

to in chapters 4 and 5. Each of the 140 selected respondents in the P set received an 

identtcal set of the randomly numbered cards. Numbering and coding of the 

statements, as contained in Appendix B, Q Sample: Statements and Categories. were 

made for reference in later analyses of emergent factors (see also Appendix G). 

Q Sort Instructions 

Instructions for the Q sort provided: 

1. An introductory letter to the P set which included general infonnation about 

Q methodology and Its technique; see Appendix D, Letter to P Set. To put respondents in 

the proper frame of mind for the sort (Appendix D, Q Sort Instructions), they were 
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instructed to "sort the cards from a personal and professional perspective that reflects 

your attitude about the statements." A wide array of frameworks were possible. for 

example: "Sort the statements as you think the typical teacher at your school views 

them;" or "Sort the statements as you think the typical teacher in your department 

views them." Members of the P set were cautioned that the Q sort involved a different 

kind of questionnaire that would be relatively time-consuming and complex. 

2. Specific instructions for progressively discriminative choices in sorting the 

statements. beginning with a rough distribution into three groups: disagree. neutral and 

agree. 

3. Continued directions to isolate the cards from either end: selecting the 2 

cards most disagreed/agreed with; next. the 4 most disagreed/agreed with: and 

proceeding toward the center where 15 neutral statements were grouped. In brief. the 

respondents were to end up with 11 piles of cards (Figure 3-2) with the following 

distribution frequency of statements. 

Frequency 24 6 9 12 15 12 9 6 4 2 

Table 3-3: Q Sort Frequencies 

4. Once the respondents had completed the Q sort. they were asked to record 

their Q sorts on an inverted pyramidal diagram corresponding to the individual's Q sort 

(Appendix.D. Q Sort Data Record). Respondents were asked to be accurate. complete and 

legible in recording their sort. 

5. Completion of the supplemental questionnaire was the last task (Appendix D. 

Supplementary Questionnaire). 
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6. The completed Q sort data record and supplemental questionnaire were to be 

returned in a pre-addressed return envelope. The card statements were discarded after 

completion of the Q Sort Data Record. 

Pilot Study 

Development of the Q sample required consultation with committee members to 

achieve consensus on the representativeness and appropriateness of the categOries and 

statements mirroring the concourses. The Q sample design allowed for nine general 

subsets within the Q sort, as noted in Figure 3-1 above and detailed in Appendix B. 

Committee members generally judged that the general categories and statements 

adequately captured and reflected a range of "talk" that would provide for emergence of 

distinct typologies. Pretestlng of the Q-sample, along with a quality check of the 

accompanying instructions, was accomplished by administering the Q sort to teacher 

colleagues who were considered to represent the anticipated typologies or factors that 

were built into the statements. Feedback from committee members and teacher pre-Q 

sorts facilitated refinement of the statements, Q sort instructions and supplementary 

questionnaire into the final mechanisms for data collection. 

Data Collection 

The data collection package included the introductory letter, Q sort instructions. 

Q sort data record and supplementary questionnaire (Appendix D). The Q sample of 81 

statements on cards, as numbered in Appendix C, also formed part of the data collection 

package, along with a self-addressed envelope for return of the completed Q sort data 

record and supplementary questionnaire. Data collection packages were mailed via the 

military postal system in Germany to the respondents' school mailing addresses in the 
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DoDDS-Gennan Region. (Use of the military postal system certainly minimized 

ma1l1ng expenses, but made delivery and return of completed records/ questionnaires 

somewhat problematic in the aftennath of the mail avalanche generated during 

Operation Desert Stonn.) A follow-up reminder was mailed to members of the P set who 

had not returned the Q sort data record within three weeks. A return of 60 usable Q sorts 

was considered to be an acceptable number. About six weeks elapsed between the 

mailing of the data collection package and the cutoff date after the follow-up reminder. 

Treatment of the Data 

Fifty-two usable Q sort data records and accompanying supplementary 

questionnaires resulted from the mailing to the 140-person P set. Table 3-4 depicts the 

general characteristics of the teachers in the data set by gender and school level, and it 

adequately paralleled the the original P set (depicted In Table 3-2 above). 

Elementary 

Middle 

Secondary 

Female 

30 (57) 

2 (4) 

6 (12) 

38 (73) 

Male 

7 (13) 

2 (4) 

5 (10) 

14 (27) 

Table 3-4: Composition of Data Set 

37 (71) 

4 ( 8) 

11 (21) 

52 (100) 

Q sorts are conventionally correlated using Pearson's r, although other 

coefficients can be utilized and produce Similar results. A high positive correlation 

between any two (or more) persons indicates that they arranged (sorted) the statements 

in Similar patterns, presumably as a reflection of jointly held viewpoints (Brown, 
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1980, 1986). With 52 respondents in this study, computer processing (Stricklin, 1991; 

Van Tubergen, 1975) produced a 52 x 52 correlation matrix (see Appendix E) for follow

on factor analysis. Q generally pays little attention to the correlation matrix itself, 

both because it only represents a transitional phase between raw data and factor 

analyis, and because the matrix is generally too large for direct inspection, as perusal of 

Appendix E confirms. Correlation is useful for indicating which pairs of Q sorts 

resemble one another: factor analysis searches for family resemblances more generally 

(Brown, 1980). Factor analyis is a procedure for determining the number of attitudinal 

groupings implicit in the correlation matrix. The number of factors or groupings that 

emerged in this study was a purely empirical matter, determined by the extent to which 

teachers were united or divided on the issues embedded in the Q sample. 

The centroid method is often preferred in Q methodology because of the 

indeterminancy of its solution, which permits subsequent rotation according to 

theoretical conSiderations. Rotation in Q methodology provides the investigator an 

opportunity to pursue "hunches" and to examine data from a theoretical standpOint 

(Brown, 1980, 1986). At the end of the factOring process, factor scores are calculated for 

each of the statements in each of the factors. The resulting Q sort, or factor array, for 

each factor forms a composite, or prototype, of the individual Q sorts which make up 

the factor. Persons who share a common outlook will be highly correlated, and the 

combination of their separate responses will produce a single Q sort that represents the 

view they hold in common. With two factors, there will be two such Q sorts, and so 

forth. The factor analysis, therefore, produced the number of distinct ways in which 

the statements in the Q were sorted (Brown, 1980). The ultimate task was to interpret 

and explain the similarities and differences among those factor arrays: the task for 

Chapter 4. 
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Analysis is possible by a variety of computer programs (Aitken, 1989) and 

typically produces two, three or four factors, depending on the rotation of the groupings 

or factors. Significance levels for the factor loadings also are computed (p <. 01). Data 

in this study were analyzed using two special g sort analysis programs: Van 

Tuberman's (1975) gUANAL package and Stricklin'S (1991) pcg. gUANAL is a more 

robust program that can analyze non-interdependent data, such as sUIVey data. Both 

gUANAL and pcg produce tables depicting average item placement for groups of 

subjects who have been assigned to different factors, plus tables that portray consensus 

and differentiating items across resultant factors. Using the varimax solution. both 

programs produced similar three-factor solutions. pcg, however, makes rotation of 

the factors a more facile operation and provides Immediate visual feedback with 

updated factor loadings. In this study. hand rotation under pcg reduced the factors 

from three to two, while accounting for marginally more variance and somewhat 

reducing the number of insignificant or confounded sorts: Insignificant sorts were 

those with an r < .45, while confounded sorts achieved an r > .45 on two factors. 

Nonetheless, the gUANAL three-factor solution was chosen as the basis for analysis, 

because it seemed to present a better opportunity to analyze the data from the 

perspective of the 3 x 3 factOrial design incorporated into the g sample (J. Aitken, 

personal communication, August I, 1991: M. Stricklin, personal communication. 

August 5, 1991). 

Summary 

To recap, g methodology involves a mixture of SCientific judgment--with some 

purely statistical aspects. The first part encompasses proper framing of the problem, 

collection of and theoretical structuring of the g sample and p set, specifying 
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conditions of instruction and any postsortlng intelViews. any subsequent rotation of 

factors. and. finally. their Interpretation. Statistical procedures Involve scoring. 

coding and entering data. and correlation and factor analysis of the data. to include 

computation of factor scores. Whether factor rotation Is manipulated or accepted as 

instrumented. judgment still drives the decision to accept or not the factor solution 

routinely provided (Brown. 1980). 

Given both its strengths and wealO1esses. g methodology is a "flexible and useful 

tool in the annamentarium" of the educational researcher (Kerlinger. 1986). The main 

strength of g is its affinity to theory. If theory can be expressed as categories and if 

items that express the categories can be produced. then g can be a powerful approach to 

testing theory. This strength. as in the present study. is realized by factor analysis of 

the g profiles of individuals and thus the discovery of individuals' factors and their 

correspondence to the theory--or the systems of thought impliCit in the study. 

This study Investigated the issues of teacher unionism and teacher 

professionalism through a representative set of statements. a g sample. derived from 

issue-related literature. g methodology and its techniques should have revealed 

relationships between teacher attitudes toward unionism and profeSSionalism and. 

more importantly. suggested what those relationships might mean for the future of 

both unionism and profeSSionalism and their dual impact on the Department of 

Defense Dependents Schools. As prelude to interpretation. presentation of the data in 

the form of the factors that emerged is the immediate task that will comprise Chapter 4. 
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FINDINGS 

Prologue to Factor Interpretation 

100 

Stephenson, the author of Q methodology, often said that one must "begin as 

best one can" (Stricklin, 1977) when interpreting the results of a Q factor analysis. A 

useful first step is to retrace the outlines of this study as it has unfolded to this pOint. in 

anticipation of the findings that emerged from the factor analysis of the 52 Q sorts that 

make up the data set for this study. In Chapter 1. the underlying purposes and need for 

the study were presented: The phenomena of teacher unionism and teacher 

professionalism/professionalization of teaching within the major federal educational 

enterprise, the globe-spanning Department of Defense Dependent Schools system. have 

not been scrutinized to any significant degree. Clearly, the DoDDS system presents a 

research opportunity of prime dimension, particularly when rhetoric from the 

national level continues to fan the fires of educational reform. In contrast, and 

somewhat surprisingly, the federal K-12 school system has been largely a non-player in 

the arena of educational innovation and reform. Chapter 2 then surveyed the literature 

base pertaining to the dual issues of teacher unionism--its origins, objectives. impact 

and trends--and teacher professionalism/teacher professionalization. This latter 

issue is especially relevant because it is at the heart of the current dialogue related to 

educational reform: Conversations where teachers are now regarded as crucial to 

successful educational renewal and refonn, rather than viewed as the culprits for all 
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that ails schools. Steps toward the hannonization of teacher unionism and teacher 

professionalism already are evident in certain "flagship" districts, so the question that 

looms is to what extent can the trend progress? That question, then, fonns the premise 

for this research in the DoD schools in Gennany. 

To shed light on the study's research questions, Q methodology, as detailed in 

Chapter 3, was the beam used to illuminate the shapes, shadows and nuances of the 

unionism-professionalism nexus among teachers in DoDDS-G. Q proceeds 

chronologically through (1) statement collection, here based on the literature review: (2) 

Q samples, which seek to achieve "stimulus representativeness" (Brown, 1980)' or a 

mirror of the range of commentary regarding unionism and professionalization of 

teaching: (3) P sets, or the selection of subjects, where, again, the goal is 

representativeness or persons who could be expected to be "theoretically saturated" 

(Brown, 1980): (4) conditions of instruction, which simply frame the response attitude 

for the Q sort: (5) statistical analysis, which includes correlation and factor analysis of 

the Q sorts: (6) factor rotation, in those instances where the computer's theoretical 

rotation is not optimal or acceptable: (7) construction of factor scores, in order to 

parallel the original values of the Q sort (Table 3-1): and (8) interpretation. What 

emanates from Q factor analysis is often surprising in the sense that a researcher might 

never have expected a person would actually ped'onn a sort in "this particular way." But 

as Brown (1980) observes, the surprising fact is real enough because a factor emerges as 

a measure of human behavior through direct human action--and it is "from a scientific 

standpoint, a public and replicable phenomenon, easily reproducible by the subject who 

gave it initially." (p. 263) 

Now to begin as best as one can. Interpretation of the factors that emerge in a Q 

study is both a pleasant and difficult task: Pleasant in its moments of discovery and 
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difficult in its hours of concentration. The scrutiny of factors can take several avenues. 

One can follow the extremes to assess statements highly accepted by one factor while 

rejected by others, and then iterate until all factors have been Similarly assessed. 

Conversely, each factor can be considered alone: moreover, consensus items also 

require analysis. Whichever avenue is chosen, what Stephenson called the "law of 

schemata" (Stricklin, 1977) must be considered. Stephenson simply meant that the 

sense of each factor must be followed conSistently from beginning to end. That is. every 

statement must be understandable in its place relative to every other statement. Only 

when the subtle array of linkages is understood, can the researcher's understanding of 

the entire configuration be complete. 

Principal Factors 

As indicated in Chapter 3, the data were analyzed by both gUANAL and pcg. 

Computer varimax rotations under both programs produced three factor solutions. 

Subsequent hand rotation under pcg, one of that program's attractive features, reduced 

its solution to one strong factor of 35 sorts and a second factor of 8 sorts; both factors 

were strongly correlated. One sort continued to be confounded, while 8 sorts were 

insignificant (r < .45). Nonetheless, the gUANAL analysis was preferred because its 

three factors, which will be deSignated A, Band C, resulted in relative numerical 

balance: Factor A with 14 sorts, Factor B with 18 sorts and Factor C with 10 sorts 

(confounded = 1. inSignificant = 9). The gUANAL analysis, therefore, fonns the basis 

for interpretation. Although three factors will be analyzed, there was Significant 

correlation among them as Table 4-1 below indicates. 

Factor summaries for the 52 sorts are depicted below in tabular (Table 4-2) and 

figure fonnats (Figures 4-1,4-2 & 4-3). The sequence of interpretation used here first 



A 
B 
C 

A 

1.000 
0.617 
0.665 

B 

0.617 
1.000 
0.561 

C 

0.665 
0.561 
1.000 

Table 4-1: Correlation Among Factors 
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considers each factor alone; next. identifies statements scored significantly higher by 

one factor than by the other two; then the converse. those statements scored 

significantly lower by one factor; and. finally. assesses consensus items or those 

attaining agreement across all factors. At the outset. one must keep in mind that the 

factors revealed here are theoretical positions; they do not represent a particular 

person or group of persons. Rather. these factors represent the result of subjectivity at 

work (Stricklin. 1977). Naturally. real people operated the issues (sorted the cards) for 

this is the technique of Q. and this is what makes the factors real indications of motive. 

The factors. in sum. are not bases for prediction. but for understanding. Predictions or 

Factor A (Sorts): 2.11. 12. 16. 18.21.24,33,34.35.38,40.42, 50 

FactorB (Sorts): 1,4.7.8. 10, 13. 15. 19,20.29.31.36.45.46,47.48,49.52 

Factor C (Sorts): 6. 9, 23. 26, 32. 39. 41. 43, 44. 51 

Confounded Sort: 28 

Insignificant Sorts: 3, 5. 14. 17.22, 25. 27, 30. 37 

Table 4-2: Factor Summaries 

generalizations cannot be made that this or that teacher is likely to make a certain 

decision and toward this end all teachers remain anonymous. With these precautions 

in mind, the interpretation of the factors is unfolded. 
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Factor A 

Figure 4-1 below displays the Factor A scores for each of the 81 statements; that 

is, the figure reflects the "prototype sort" or typology of the 14 individual sorts that 

comprise Factor A The same meaning attaches to the later display of Factor B scores in 

Figure 4-2 and of Factor C scores in Figure 4-3. Sequential item, or statement, Z scores 

for each of the three factors are consolidated in Appendix F. Factor scores were 

obtained simply by converting z scores to the equivalent values assigned in the inital 

sort (Table 3-1); that is, the two extreme z scores translated to -5 and +5, respectively, 

continuing toward the middle 15 z scores which equated to a factor score of O. 

23 
45 

5 
61 78 62 
31 34 51 
58 50 24 

79 65 26 56 2 
7 70 35 63 71 

41 4 57 18 30 
12 76 21 64 75 27 3 
13 38 19 32 52 29 60 

73 15 47 6 10 42 54 20 72 
67 43 16 77 1 49 33 17 74 

28 55 81 44 48 36 53 9 14 39 68 
25 8 40 37 46 22 69 80 59 11 66 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 

Figure 4.1: Factor A Scores 

Factor A steps forth somewhat assertively (as will the other two factors) 

indicating a strong bias on the character of teaching as work and what teaching 

practice entails, and then continues to express itself on desired directions regarding the 

nature of change. various roles for teacher aSSOCiations in bringing about change. and 

changes in teacher evaluation mechanisms. 
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Score: + 5 

66. Teaching Is surely professional work, requiring extensive knowledge, 
skillful judgments, and difficult decisions. (cd) (3) 

68. Changing schools is difficult, but clearly some changes are both desirable 
and necessmy. (bd) (4) 

Score: +4 

39. Change Is inevitable and necessary, but requires interaction. sharing and 
discussions with others in devising and deciding on change. (cd) (9) 

11. Rather than buUding barriers, unions should seek to build bridges within 
schools; othelWise. classroom teachers will continue to face an unchanging and lonely 
vigil. (bO (5) 

74. It may be impossible to include all the measures needed for a better 
evaluation system. but the unique needs of teachers and schools should be kept in mind. 
(bO (6) 

72. Greater opportunities for leadership. decision making and a voice for 
teachers are effective and workable alternatives that unions should be supporting now. 
(cO (5) 

To help follow the logic that was built into the 3 x 3 factorial design (Figure 3-1. 

p. 78). along with each statement's factor score. its factOrial fit and category also are 

parenthetically noted above. Both the factOrial fit and category will be included 

parenthetically through the first Iteration of the three factors. Appendix G summarizes 

the factOrial fit for all the Q sample statements. plus the category of statement (refer 

also to Appendices B & C). 

It is noteworthy that none of the statements with high positive scores in Factor 

A seem to reflect a conservative attitude; there are no ad, ae. or aj statements reflected 

in this factor at the "most agree" levels. Additionally. all of the statements (11. 74 & 72) 

have a working conditions or professionalizing orientation, either b or c. and some 

suggest a strong policy position, as indicated by anj suffix. The open-ended comments 

provided to expand on the statements with high (positive or negative) scores help define 

Factor A. Listen to some emphatic and insightful comments from Factor A related to 

statement 66 (which seemed to strike a chord in all of the factors): 
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I fight this statement continually. There are still too many people who view 
teaching as nothing more than "glorified babysitting." We need to provide 
information to these people so they "open their eyes" and see the values of a good 
education (oliginal emphasis). People need to become aware of the demands 
faced by teachers of today and become more supportive members of the school 
(female elementary level teacher). 

In order to work effectively with students, a teacher must be part psychologist, a 
master of all areas of knowledge (well, at least half of them) and be able to 
successfully integrate multiple personalities and learning styles into a cohesive 
unit (female elementary level speCialist). 

I believe that teaching is a profession .... It incorporates a little bit from several 
professions, i. e., counseling, nursing, teaching methods, organization skills .... 
It takes skill to balance these needs with cUrricula needs (female elementary 
level teacher). 

Clearly, these teachers have analyzed what they do, are aware of the diverse 

demands of teaching, and are somewhat resentful that their view is not shared by some 

in the public. This factor's thinking about management-union cooperation (11) is 

illuminated by the comment that "(t]eachers and unions need to work together to 

achieve success in education, not be pitted against one another. The union's negative 

attitude toward administrators is counterproductive (male elementary level teacher)." 

Finally, regarding change (39), these words: 

I have had the unfortunate experience of working ... where change was avoided 
and basically not allowed (not here). I saw first hand the effects it had on 
teachers, students, community. Life is constantly changing, growing, so must 
education. However, people must have some say in this change or it will be 
resented and presented in a negative way (female elementary level teacher). 

Factor A moderates somewhat as it continues to express itself. 

Score: +3 

59. If I have some say in the what and how of changes and they're clearcut and 
useful, then I might use them. (bd) (9) 

14. Merit pay plans, and other incentives, would be okay if they really resulted 
in the best teachers being recognized and rewarded. (bd) (7) 

17. Specific limits on class size would be a major improvement in working 
conditions here; current imbalances are unfair to students and teachers. (bd) (8) 

20. There are areas of negotiation in which cooperation and compromise can be 
achieved that will improve schools for all involved, especially teachers. (be) (9) 
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60. SIPs are a good start, but we must take the next step which is site-based 
decision making and the trust, school-wide participation, flexibility and renewal that 
go with it. (ce) (9) 

3. I suppose there are reasons for grievance procedures but I think it best for 
people to face issues directly, openly and honestly. (cd) (2) 

The statements (59, 14, 17 & 20) reflect an orientation toward working 

conditions but do not appear to be strongly held, indicating only a general bias. (It 

might also be argued that these statements, excluding perhaps 17, are not strongly 

worded which could reflect an orientation that is general rather than explicit or 

emphatic. But such will always be the case with Q methodology, and the fact remains 

that the statements, like cards, must be "played," or interpreted as they "fen" or were 

sorted.) Even the professionalizing statements (60 & 3) suggest no policy preferences. 

More notably, three of the statements pertain to the category of unions and change. 

which suggests the factor has a strong interest on the role of unions and change . 

Factor A reasserts itself at the next level of statements. 

Score: +2 

80. Higher standards, greater accountability, and improved student 
achievement are the results of a solid school improvement plan. (be) (9) 

9. With the resources they control, unions should be aiding and abetting refonns 
that advance professionalization of teaching. (cf) (4) 

33. Current methods of evaluation are invalid and should be replaced with 
multiple measures, including self-assessment. that better portray teaching. (ce) (6) 

54. Teacher associations should work for evaluation systems that acknowledge 
the uncertainty and complexity in teaching and the pluralism of student bodies. (cf) (6) 

29. Unions need to understand the push for change in schools better. othelWise 
we may miss the opportunity for worthwhile change. (bf) (4) 

27. Teacher unions must harmonize their actions with school reform objectives 
that seek to change the face of our our public schools. (ef) (3) 

30. I do everything I can to reach out to build collegiality at our school and to use 
communcation to improve a sense of efficacy among teachers. (cd) (5) 



108 

71. Enhanced professionalism is a valid objective but we have to guard against a 
kind of elitism that would exclude worthy teachers or ignore public interests and 
support. (et) (5) 

2. Transfer procedures have been improved. but despite recent changes the 
association still needs to work on them. (bf) (1) 

The factor scores (+2) for this set of statements indicate they are not strongly 

held. Nonetheless. it is significant that no conselVatlve perspectives are expressed 

here, while a strong poliey view emerges in half the statements (9, 54,29,27, 71 & 2). 

Moreover, the categories of change in several aspects emerge in statements 80. 9. 33. 54. 

27 and 29. Teacher empowerment emerges in statements 30 and 71: and some interest 

in evaluation appears in statements 33 and 54. 

We now come to those statements that Stephenson said have little saliency. are 

neutral, or are attempts by subjects to hide something from themselves or others 

(Stricklin. 1977). Statements that score +1, O. or -1 are "in limbo." Still a sampling of 

the statements can be useful to ft11in the the factor's contours. Most of the statements 

scoring + 1 might appear to reflect a weak sympathy with a professionalizing 

perspective (69. 42, 75. 18. 63. 24 & 51). but bear in mind that Factor A has already made 

its "professional stand" with earlier statements. Statements at the 0 level. indicate 

primarily an indifference toward a working conditions perspective (32, 35. 26, 5 & 23) 

and toward a few conselVative notions (1 & 64). Minus 1 statements generally continue 

the indifference toward conselVative notions (46 & 19). but some conselVative anti-

policy tendencies start to emerge (4. 58 & 61). In terms of statement categories. 

differentiated staffing emerges as the one category (75. 56. 36. 35 & 34) that received the 

least interest in the mass of statements at the center. 

But as the factor centrifuges toward the extreme negative scores. its form seems 

to redefine itself. 
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Score: -2 

37. Unions have little to do with professionalizing teaching: they're primarily 
and rightfully concerned with providing for and protecting me as a teacher. (ae) (8) 

44. If I thought I had a grievance, I would first contact the faculty representative. 
(be) (2) 

16. TIle issues that concern me most in a negotiated agreement are "bread and 
butter" provisions. (ad) (8) 

47. Teacher unions should abandon current practices, although I'm not sure 
what direction they should take. (bO (3) 

38. Inservice, staff development programs and other professional growth 
opportunities ought to be institutionalized and not conducted merely on an opportunity 
basis. (bO (8) 

76. A better alternative to merit plans is to raise the salary levels for all 
teachers; that is what unions should promote. (aO (7) 

41. Rigidity in the school, centralized management, and limited teachers' voice 
accurately deSCribe conditions at my school. (bd) (1) 

7. Whoever sald "the more things change, the more they remain the same" had it 
right. (ad) (1) 

79. Regarding change, I prefer to make my own chOices based on my needs. (ad) 
(1) 

Mixed signals are apparent in Factor A in relation to professionallzaUon of 

teaching: Appearing to support professionalization (37 & 16) but turning on 

professional development (38). Concurrently, the low level rejection of statements 41, 7 

and 79 indicate a modest and implicit satisfaction with the benefit of union 

membership, as does item 47. However, all the statements reflect either a basic or 

working conditions perspective with mixed levels of elaboration. 

Factor A continues to shed its ambiguity at the next level. 

Score: -3 

40. Given the history of teacher unions and management, it is unlikely that 
much more common ground can be found to facilitate professionalization of teaching. 
(aO (9) 

81. Only teacher professionalism carries with it a public responSibility toward 
the institution of education; that is what teacher unions should pursue. (cO (9) 
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43. The issues that really count are already covered in the contract and not 
likely to be influenced by a grievance provision. (ad) (1) 

15. Professionals should be satisfied principally with non-monetary awards 
and other public recognition for excellence in teaching. (ce) (7) 

13. Contract provisions can do little to change teacher evaluation because legal 
requirements for evaluation are best met through current methods. (af) (6) 

12. Influence over how my teaching is evaluated is my main concern. (cd) (6) 

Factor A has rejected conservative policy statements dealing with the 

likelihood of unions finding more common ground toward professionalization (40) and 

revision of evaluation practices (13), although this latter attitude is restrained when 

matched with non-acceptance of statement 12, which conveys a progressive 

connotation. Perceived value in a grievance provision is evident (43); also evident is 

rejection of the notion that non-monetary awards are recognition enough for a job 

well-done (43). Perhaps, most perplexing (or perhaps most inSightful) is rejection of 

statement 81, which is Kerchner and Mitchell's verbatim policy position on 

professional teacher uniOnism. A variety of factors might explain why "professional 

unionism" is viewed so remotely by Factor A. but that is a matter for exploration later. 

Factor A's palindrome tendencies, such as they might reveal themselves. are 

next. 

Score: -4 

8. Only changes that make a teacher's classroom role and responsibilites more 
manageable should be attempted or promoted. (be) (4) 

55. An ideal merit program would be one that monetarily rewarded all teachers 
at a school. (ae) (7). 

67. The future role of unions is to manage conflict because conditions in schools 
are unlikely to change much. (af) (3) 

73. Announced, infrequent observations with essentially superficial feedback 
suit me fine. (ae) (6) 
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Score: - 5 

25. Teaching is not much different from other labor: teachers' duties are 
relatively uncomplicated and straightforward. (ad) (3) 

28. Schools function about as well as one can expect and little change is likely. 
(ae) (4) 

What is evident in Factor A is the rejection of a conservative perspective: all the 

statements except 8 share that focus. Equally significant, it seems, is that only one 

statement rejects a policy implication (67), while all the rest reflect lesser levels of 

elaboration. After the nearly wholesale but relatively shallow rejection of policy 

statements at the -2 and -3 level, Factor A more emphatically rejects less elaborated 

statements, perhaps because it seems easier to indicate vigorous rejection of weaker 

statements. Nonetheless, clear connections seem apparent between statements rejected 

here and those earlier ones that were strongly held. For example, statement 28. related 

to change in schools. is the near antithesis of 68: statement 8. related to narrowly 

focused change advantageous chiefly to teachers. counters 11: and statement 67. related 

to unions' role in change. juxtaposes 39. The relationship between the statements at 

the extremes is explicit in commentary on statement 25: 

Teaching is so incredibly different that it is nearly impossible to communicate 
it to those not directly involved in education. Teachers' duties are increasingly 
complicated and rarely straightforward . .. (female elementary level teacher)." 

Teachers have been given the responsibility of teaching more than just the 
basics. There is nothing uncomplicated about interaction with families and 
students (female elementary level teacher)." 

A pattern has emerged from Factor A. It has strong. consistent and logical 

views. It tends to have an admixture of moderate-to-professionalization perspectives. 

but its level of commitment is only moderately elaborated. Factor A might be described 

as poised to cross the threshhold to active professionalism: that appellation or a 

variant may be an appropriate alias for it: the pragmatic and pOised practitioner. 
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Factor B 

Factor B is defined below by Figure 4-2, which depicts the prototype or typology 

for the 18 sorts that comprise the factor. WhUe Factor B also begins with a professional 

bias, at the same time it indicates an interest in more basic concerns. 

53 
42 
50 

79 7 41 
80 57 10 
14 69 36 

8 81 49 16 59 
37 78 51 48 2 
40 63 30 77 72 

28 35 27 60 38 19 26 
43 3 61 75 52 44 76 

4 21 24 46 70 62 74 65 34 
15 47 64 6 32 5 20 33 23 

25 13 73 56 71 29 11 58 9 22 17 
45 31 55 67 12 1 18 54 68 39 66 

-5 -4 -3 -2 - 1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 

Figure 4·2: Factor B Scores 

Score: + 5 

66. Teaching is surely professional work, requiring extensive knowledge. 
skillful Judgments, and difficult decisions. (cd) (3) 

17. SpecifiC limits on class size would be a major improvement in working 
conditions here; current imbalances are unfair to students and teachers. (bd) (8) 

Score: +4 

39. Change is inevitable and necessary, but requires interaction. sharing and 
discussions with others in devising and deciding on change. (ad) (9) 

22. The association will really have to keep an eye on RIF procedures. (af) (1) 

23. Grievance provisions provide a Significant way to affect working conditions 
in schools. (bd) (2) 

34. Teachers' salaries based on experience and educational level are probably as 
fair and workable as any system that can be devised. (ad) (7) 
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The statements at the strongly agree level reflect a conservative perspective in 

their attention to working conditions (17), job security (22), grievance procedures (23), 

and basis for teacher salaries (34). The only call for action pertains to RIF procedures 

(22), and the only professional perspective (66) reflects a relatively shallow conviction. 

Still, Factor B was profuse in its commentary regarding statement 66: 

The professlonalizat1on of teaching is something I feel more strongly about as 
the years pass and my professional knowledge grows. However, it is disregarded 
by society even more as the years pass (female elementary level teacher). 

If it can't be stated that someone who can influence a child as completely as a 
teacher can is a professional, then what is the definition of the tenn anyway? 
We are definitely professionals with some of the most difficult decisions in the 
world to be made (male elementary level teacher). 

The profession of teaching is certainly not easy and I foresee that with the 
make-up of our society that is forecasted, it is not going to get any easier ... (male 
middle level teacher). 

Teaching is a profession that is undervalued in our society, handled quite 
differently than medicine or law. I believe that the # 1 priority is that we all 
recognize ourselves as providing services just as valid as theirs (female 
elementary level teacher). 

Some policy preferences emerge in Factor B as it proceeds to the next level. 

Score: +3 

68. Changing schools is difficult, but clearly some changes are both deSirable 
and necessaxy. (bd) (4) 

9. With the resources they control, unions should be aiding and abetting reforms 
that advance professionalization of teaching. (cO (4) 

33. Current methods of evaluation are invalid and should be replaced with 
multiple measures, including self-assessment, that better portray teaching. (ce) (6) 

65. Without a grievance procedure, all other contract provisions are essentially 
meaningless. (bO (2) 

76. A better alternative to merit plans is to raise the salary levels for all 
teachers; this is what unions should promote. (aO (7) 

26. Teacher unions should represent teachers'interests and define their values. 
(be) (3) 

At this level, Factor B takes a smorgasbord approach In selecting policy 

statements across all three perspectives. At the basic level, it supports uniform salary 
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increases for all teachers (76). At the working conditions level. it indicates its belief in 

the value of the grievance procedure (65). and from the third perspective. the factor 

supports energetic union involvement in advancing professionalization of teaching (9). 

It may be the case that this factor sees no inconsistency in supporting all statements. 

As indicated earlier. the content of the perspectives may blur across lines, or may be 

inseparable in the eye of the beholder. With statements 33 and 68. Factor B supports 

unspecified changes in schools and more progressive, or at least different. evaluation 

measures. Overall. at an intennediate level of agreement. wide-ranging and 

inconsistent views appear; further inspection of Factor B may clarify matters. 

Score: +2 

54. Teacher associations should work for evaluation systems that acknowledge 
the uncertainty and complexity in teaching and the pluralism of student bodies. (cO (6) 

58. Salary levels. extra duty compensation and fringe benefits ought to get 
major emphasis under any new negotiations between the association and DoDDS. (aO 
(8) 

20. There are areas of negotiation in which cooperation and compromise can be 
achieved and that will improve schools for all involved. especially teachers. (bO (9) 

74. It may be impossible to to include all the measures needed for a better 
evaluation system. but the unique needs of teachers and schools should be kept in mind. 
(bn (6) 

44. If I thought I had a grievance. I would first contact the faculty representative. 
(be) (2) 

19. School improvement plans are really meant to paper over problems and 
don't result in any meaningful change. (ae) (9) 

72. Greater opportunities for leadership, decision making and a voice for 
teachers are effective and workable alternatives that unions should support. (cD (5) 

2. Transfer procedures have been improved. but despite recent changes the 
association still needs to work on them. (bn (1) 

59. If I have some say in the what and how of changes and they're clearcut and 
useful. then I might use them. (bd) (9) 

But even at this level. Factor B continues its meandering. albeit, at a reduced 

level of conviction. Nonetheless. two professional policy statements are supported: one 



115 

dealing with evaluation (54) and the other related to empowerment (72), Concerning 

working conditions, the factor also expresses conviction in relation to more 

cooperative negotiations (20), additional support for changes in evaluation (74), and 

transfer procedures (2). Conservatism emerges through concern for bread and butter 

issues, as is both clear in Factor B's support of statement 58, and in its view on school 

improvement plans (9). Finally, the first step in resolving a potential grievance is to go 

to the faculty representative (44). 

In view of the factor's indeterminacy, statements that end up "in limbo" with 

factor scores of -I, 0, or + 1 could be expected to yield few solid insights. Little support or 

protest emerges for professionalization policy statements dealing with the potential 

congruence between practice and policy (18), a union push for career ladders sans 

monetary awards (36), harmonization of unions and school reform (27), greater 

teachers' voice (63), and Kerchner and Mitchell's professional unionism (81). Nor is 

there support in this vast middle ground for other professionalization-oriented 

statements pertaining to the need for vast changes (48), the merits of differentiated 

staffing and school improvement plans (36 & 75), nor professionalization generally (51, 

57, 42 & 6). Also noticeable is a number of statements reflecting a general neutrality 

toward change in general ( 48. 29 & 69) and toward professionalization of teaching (18. 

38, 77, 16 & 57). Further inspection may isolate the factor's true colors. Other 

conservatively and moderately-oriented statements shall be passed over here because 

they predominantly indicate a low level of elaborateness, which may intensify as more 

indicators are reviewed. 

Score: -2 

56. Differentiated staffing is okay as long as unions inSist on guarantees that 
ensure superior teachers are in fact selected under objective criteria and procedures. (bD 
(7) 
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64. I would talk to another teacher first if I thought I had a grievance. (ae) (2) 

24. If I thought I had a grievance, I would first discuss the situation directly with 
the prinCipal or supervisor. (ce) (2) 

3. I suppose there are reasons for grievance procedures but I think it best for 
people to face issues directly. openly and honestly. (cd) (2) 

35. Cash bonuses would be a proper kind of merit system: An amount of money 
given periodically to reward excellence. (be) (7) 

67. The future role of unions is to manage conflict because conditions in schools 
are unlikely to change much. (af) (3) 

40. Given the history of teacher unions and management, it is unlikely that 
much more common ground can be found to facilitate professionaUzation of teaching. 
(af) (9) 

37. Unions have little to do with professionalizing teaching: They're primarily 
and rightfully concerned with providing for and protecting me as a teacher. (ae) (8) 

8. Only changes that make a teacher's classroom role and responsibilities more 
manageable should be attempted or promoted. (be) (4) 

At the core, this factor appears to have very conservative and protective 

instincts as is mirrored by the statements at this level. Notice the value it places on 

grievance procedures (64, 24 & 3) by appearing to reject informal measures of 

resolution. However, while a modest level of support emerges for union involvement in 

change (67. 40, 37 & 8), this factor does not appear to want anything to do with 

differentiated staffing (56 & 35). 

Additional definition of the factor manifests Itself at the next level. 

Score: -3 

55. An ideal merit program would be one that monetarily rewarded all teachers 
at a school. (ae) (7) 

73. Announced, infrequent observations with essentially superficial feedback 
suit me fine. (ee) (6) 

47. Teacher unions should abandon current practices, although I'm not sure 
what direction they should take. (bO (3) 

21. Flexibility, cooperation and mutual respect between administrator and 
teachers, and collegiality marks conditions at my school. (ae) (1) 
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43. The issues that really count are already covered in the contract and not 
likely to be influenced by a grievance procedure. (ad) (2) 

28. Schools function about as well as one can expect and little change is likely. 
(ae) (4) 

Distrust of merit pay plans is immediately evident (55), as is reinforcement of 

earlier views concerning the value of grievance procedures (43). Attachment to 

grievance procedures might be explained by statement 21: perhaps Factor B is not 

pleased by its school work environment. Not surprisingly then, dissatisfaction with 

current evaluation procedures also is indicated (73). Still, optimism appears in the 

modest rejection of item 28, although rejection of statement 47 gives reason for pause. 

Inspection of the negative extremes should round out Factor B for this first iteration. 

Score: -4 

31. Unions are unlikely to change significantly the individual teacher's current 
status in the classroom, nor should they. (a!) (5) 

13. Contract provisions can do little to change teacher evaluation because legal 
requirements for evaluation are best met through current methods. (a!) (6) 

15. Professionals should be satisfied principally with non-monetary awards 
and other public recognition for excellence in teaching. (ce) (7) 

4. A grievance procedure is inSignificant compared to other contract provisions. 
(a!) (2) 

Score: -5 

45. Grievance procedures unnecessarily complicate relationships between 
teachers and administrators. (cn (2) 

25. Teaching is not much different from other labor: teachers' duties are 
relatively uncomplicated and straightforward. (ad) (3) 

These statements significantly crystalfze the factor. Merit pay plans. especially 

without a monetary component, are tossed out (15). The high priority placed on 

grievance procedures is firmly anchored (4 & 45), while a better classroom environment 

and evaluation system appear to be other posslb1l1ties worth seeking (31 & 13). 

Commentary from Factor B expands its views on the grievance procedure. 



118 

The grievance procedure is the only thing that keeps administrators from being 
complete dictators. I am constantly amazed at how little administrators 
(principals) lmow about what goes on in a classroom, especially regarding young 
children. They are in positions of evaluating people and yet have no knowledge 
of what the employee is doing (female elementary level teacher). 

Without a grievance procedure. little feudal kingdoms would emerge (female 
secondary level teachen. 

I guess I feel strongly about the grievance procedure since many contract pOints 
are mandated by Congress, thus we have no say. Grievances are one way to 
correct wrong-doings by government (male secondary level teacher). 

Factor B is conselVative and watchful, clearly preferring the status quo in large 

measure, but stin hopeful for some unspecified level of change. Change might bring a 

better way, but this factor conveys the impression that changemasters. whomever they 

might be, cannot be trusted. An appropriate deSCriptor for this factor is shaped: the 

cautious and waitful conservative. 

Factor C 

Figure 3-1 below proilles the third factor in this study: the prototype for the 10 

sorts that comprise Factor C indicates how the statements were viewed. As with Factors 

42 
81 
18 

31 38 53 
69 33 57 
64 56 76 

4 62 19 5 49 
48 8 2 24 17 
55 16 36 46 34 

67 40 65 3 1 11 22 
35 43 78 71 54 79 80 

25 12 45 23 44 52 26 30 70 
50 47 7 75 51 9 72 59 21 

61 28 13 37 77 60 29 63 20 32 66 
41 73 15 10 14 6 27 58 74 68 39 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
---------------------------------------------------------

Figure 4·3: Factor C Scores 
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A and B, the first iteration of interpretation begins with the "most agree" extreme. 

Factor C's first step is the by-now familiar assertion that teaching is complex 

and demanding work. But from there the factor strides out to blaze a different trail. 

Score: +5 

66. Teaching is surely professional work, requiring extensive knowledge, 
skillful judgments, and difficult decisions. (cd) (3) 

39. Change is inevitable and necessary, but requires interaction, sharing and 
discussions with others in devising and deciding on change. (cd) (9) 

Score: +4 

68. Changing schools is difficult, but clearly some changes are both deSirable 
and necessaxy. (bd) (4) 

32. What matters most is influence over the how of what I teach. (bd) (6) 

21. Flexibility, cooperation, mutual respect between administrator and 
teachers, and collegiality marks conditions at my school. (cd) (1) 

70. I would be reluctant to accept changes that would greatly change the 
autonomy I now have, and enjoy, in running my classroom. (ad) (5) 

The statements at these highly selective levels indicate a professionalization 

bias: In the factor's description of teaching (66), the interaction and cooperation 

necessary to bring about change (39) and in the positive description of the school work 

environment (21). Views such as these reflect an upbeat attitude that is likely to temper 

Factor C's follow-on arrangement of the statements. Moderate views are exposed 

regarding the quest for change (68) and pedagogy (32). The only conservative disclaimer 

that emerges is the factor's sensitivity to any d1muniUon of classroom autonomy (70). 

Before pursuing the strands of thinking in Factor C, perusal of its commentary 

regarding teaching as professional work, and the importance of work place 

environment is appropriate: 

Teaching .i§. (original emphasis) professional work, and this needs to be 
recognized by corporations, etc., if we are to Dmllx change what happens in 
schools. Teachers and administrators need to work with one another to create 
the best possible learning environment (female elementary level teacher). 
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I think that the school environment is the most important ingredient in a 
successful school. It influences the teacher's ability to do a good job; it affects 
attitudes of both staff and students. It is important that all work together as a 
team with agreed-upon goals. My home school is an excellent example of 
the good. One of the schools to which I travel is an example of the worst. 
Learning just doesn't successfully take place there (female elementary level 
speCialist) . 

To this point there have been no policy statements with high positive scores, but 

they start to emerge. 

Score: +3 

74. It may be Impossible to include all the measures needed for a better 
evaluation system, but the unique needs of teachers and schools should be kept in mind. 
(hi) (6) 

20. There are areas of negotiation in which cooperation and compromise can be 
achieved and that w1llimprove schools for all involved, especially teachers. (hi) (9) 

59. If I have some say in the what and how of changes and they're clearcut and 
useful, then I might use them. (ae) (9) 

30. I do everything I can to reach out to buUd colleg1ality at our school and to use 
communication to improve a sense of efficacy among teachers. (cd) (5) 

80. Higher standards, greater accountability, and improved student 
achievement are the results of a solid school improvement plan. (be) (9) 

22. The association will really have to keep an eye on RIF procedures. (at) (1) 

The only professionalizing proposal favored here is a bias for collegiality and 

communication (30). Middle-of-the-road policy proposals are favored in the arenas of 

evaluation (74) and in cooperative negotiations as a means for achieving school 

improvements (20). Interestingly, a conseIVative streak emerges in support for a basic 

policy relating to RIF procedures (22), perhaps understandable In light of United States 

military force reductions (dubbed "drawdowns" or "build-downs") overseas. Other 

relatively conseIVative views are expressed regarding acceptable change (59) and the 

benefits of school improvement plans (30). Overall, to this point, Factor C has 

expressed itself most frequently on statements pertaining to the role of unions in 

change, plus other aspects of change. Now to see if the trend continues. 
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Score: +2 

58. Salary levels, extra duty compensation and fringe benefits ought to get 
major emphasis under any new negotiations between the association and DoDDS. (af) 
(8) 

63. The association should negotiate in a steadfast but nonconfrontational way 
for a greater teachers' voice in how schools are run. (cn (1) 

72. Greater opportunities for leadership, decision maldng and a voice for 
teachers are effective and workable alternatives that unions should be supporting now. 
(cf) (5) 

26. Teacher unions should represent teachers' interests and define their values. 
(be) (3) 

79. Regarding change, I prefer to make my own choices based on my needs. (ad) 
(9) 

11. Rather than building barriers, unions should seek to build bridges within 
schools; othelWise, classroom teachers will continue to face an unchanging and lonely 
vigU. (bf) (5) 

34. Teachers' salaries based on experience and educational level are probably as 
fair and workable as any system that can be devised. (ad) (7) 

17. Specific limits on class size would be a major improvement in working 
conditions here: current imbalances are unfair to students and teachers. (be) (8) 

49. The union's role in change should focus on the basics; we shouldn't jump on 
every new wave of reform proposed for schools. (af) (4) 

Two related professionalizing policy statements gain suppport: Union 

initiatives that result in greater teachers' voice in decision making generally (72) and 

specifically in decisions about how schools are operated (63). Factor 3 also endorses 

moderate measures that might reduce the isolation of teachers in the classroom (11) 

and improve working conditions such as class size (17), plus an appropriate union 

avenue to making these kinds of measures reality (26). A conservative hue is evident in 

the nod given to bargaining for salary, compensation and benefits (58) and the criteria 

for establishing them (34). Similar conservatism reveals itself in attitudes toward 

change (79 & 49). 
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Continued inspection reveals the statements that recede in importance as 

Factor C's "limbo" is unveiled. A host of professionalizing policy statements find their 

way into the amorphous middle, related to such matters as harmonization of unionism 

and school reform objectives (27 & 9), overhaul of evaluation systems (54), career ladder 

(36), symbiotic potential of policy and practice (I8), and Kerchner and Mitchell's 

maxim (81). Professionalizing notions get similar treatment and range from attitudes 

about grievance procedures (24), congruence between union and member objectives (6), 

school improvement plans (60), professionalization of teaching (51). comprehensive 

evaluation processes and procedures (33), to union involvement in "serious" 

educational issues (42). Moderate policy statements clustered at the center span union 

opportunism (29), improved transfer procedures (2) and professional development 

initiatives (38). A few conservative policy statement are by-passed also and pertain to 

the potential of unions in facilitating change advantageous to teachers. as individuals 

and as profession (31,8 & 76). At this point, further inspection would merely reveal an 

assortment of conservative to moderate biases and notions. Firmer ground must be 

sought in analyzing Factor C. 

Score: - 2 

10. With compulsory schooling and entrenched school practices, we're fooling 
ourselves if we think adding "more chefs or fancy recipes" is gong to change schools 
very much. (ae) (5) 

37. Unions have little to do with professionalizing teaching: They're primarily 
and rightfully concerned with providing for and protecting me as a teacher. (ae) (8) 

7. Whoever said "the more things change. the more they remain the same" had it 
right. (ad) (4) 

45. Grievance procedures unnecessarily complicate relationships between 
teachers and administrators. (cl) (2) 

43. The issues that really count are already covered in the contract and not 
likely to be influenced by a grievance procedure. (ad) (2) 
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40. Given the history of teacher unions and management, it is unlikely that 
much more common ground can be found to facilitate professionalization of teaching. 
(at) (9) 

55. An ideal merit program would be one that monetarily rewarded all teachers 
at a school. (ae) (7) 

48. Large scale, even dramatic, changes are needed in our schools; there's no 
question about that. (cd) (4) 

4. A grievance procedure is not significant compared to other contract 
provisions. (af) (4) 

Factor C has refocused and does so by indicating low level disagreement with 

statements that are generally conservative in that they pertain to the "bread and 

butter" echelon of the factorial design. The factor does not buy policy statements that 

common ground cannot be found between unions and management in seeking to forge 

change (40). Nor does It subscribe, on several counts, to the belief that the grievance 

procedure is relatively unimportant (4, 43 & 45). Also rejected is the bias that large 

scale, possibly dramatic changes in schools are needed (48). However. statement 

disagreement (10, 37 and 7) would seem to acknowledge the necessity and possibility of 

some change, even with profeSSionalizing content. Now to remove more shrouding. 

Score: -3 

15. ProfeSSionals should be satisfied principally with non-monetary awards 
and other public recognition for excellence in teaching. (ce) (7) 

13. Contract provisions can do little to change teacher evaluation because legal 
requirements for evaluation are best met through current methods. (af) (6) 

47. Teacher unions should abandon current practices, although I'm not sure 
what direction they should take. (bn (3) 

12. Influence over how my teaching is evaluated is my main concern. (cd) (6) 

35. Cash bonsuses would be a proper kind of merit system: An amount of 
money given periodically to reward excellence. (be) (7) 

. 67. The future role of unions is to manage conflict because conditions in schools 
are unlikely to change much. (af) (3) 
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The value attached to the grievance procedure emerges in Factor C's rejection of 

conservative policy statement 13. while also rejecting a parallel principle about the 

primary focus and thrust of unionism (67). This dichotomy stands as an example of the 

tension between individual and organizational priorities that is a common feature and 

dilemma for teacher unions. Merit pay proposals get a dim view from Factor C also. as 

it turns thumbs down on statements 15 and 35. For now. the low interest given to the 

unspecified teacher unions' role in change (47) seems out of synch and requires more 

appraisal. A lack of interest in evaluation (12) also needs more cross analysis. Now for 

the final look at Factor C in its first iteration. 

Score: -4 

73. Announced. infrequent observations with essentially superficial feedback 
suit me fine. (ae) (6) 

28. Schools function about as well as one can expect and little change is likely. 
(ae) (4) 

50. Sometimes I feel there has to be a better way: the isolation I work in is 
personally and professionally frustrating. (bd) (5) 

25. Teaching is not much different from other labor: teachers' duties are 
relatively uncomplicated and straightforward. (ad) (3) 

Score: -5 

41. Rigidity in the school. centralized management. and limited teachers' voice 
accurately deSCribes conditions in my school. (bd) (1) 

61. Conflict. even bitterness. and a general inability of administrators and 
teachers to work together characterizeS the situation at my school. (ad) (1) 

Interpretation of the final factor scores for Factor C clarifies some earlier 

tendencies and balances statement agreement at the other extreme: it seems to conclude 

on an incongruous but perhaps. understandable note. The factor's view on evaluation 

(73) sharpens somewhat: It may not like current evaluation procedures, but apparently 

does not view overhaul of evaluation as a necessity or cure-all. Similar pragmatism 

emerges in its view regarding change (28): some change is clearly deSirable and 
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necessary. Statement 25. as already demonstrated. complements 66. Left open to 

explanation are the positioning of 50.41 and 61. which can be viewed together. Factor C 

values collegiality. cooperation and mutual trust. Disagreement with item 50 ought not 

to be read as valuing Isolation; more appropriately. Factor C may not feel isolated in its 

setting (50). The final statements. 41 and 61. suggest that there may be an intersect 

between the autonomy this factor values and the apparently congenial educational 

setting In which the factor finds itself. Factor C did not comment directly on its most 

extreme negative statements. but comments related to how schools can change (28) is 

instructive: 

Granted changes are not going to happen overnight. However. they are possible 
with continued staff development. and open communication between classroom 
teachers. administrators and superintendents (female elementary level 
teacher). 

The kind of autonomy and other values shared by Factor C are apparently 

preceded by extensive interaction with colleagues and administrators before 

instruction begins, at which pOint. autonomy prevails. This factor seems to find 

situational satisfaction that can serve to dampen or override situations or conditions 

that might otherwise lead to dissonance within the school environment. This 

description will tentatively identifY Factor C: the sltuationally satisfied. 

Inter-Factor Views 

The first round of analysis for each of the three factors has revealed a 

"footprint" for each. These footprints are an Indication of the theoretical 

underpinnings that may help explain any connectiveness between the notions of 

unionism and teacher professlonalism/professionaltzation of teaching. A first 

estimate might indicate that Factor A (the pragmatic and poised practitioner) clearly 

sees a connection--and appears willing to forge new connections. Factor B (the cautious 
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and waitful conseIVative) also sees a connection, but would reinforce current links 

before all others--but, perhaps, with minor modifications. Factor C (the situationally 

satisfied) displays a level of obliviousness to any connection--and instead would prefer 

to rely on or create local, site-specific connections. The next level of analysis may seIVe 

to confirm these emergent dispositions. Before launching that venture. a closer view of 

each factor may also help clarify it. Although the individual qualities of the persons 

whose sorts comprise the three factors have been subsumed into "one person." a general 

description of each factor's "DNA" (as derived from supplementary questionnaires) may 

prove enlightening. 

"The Pragmatic and Poised Practitioner" 

The 14 teachers in Factor A include 10 females, elementary level; 2 males. 

elementary level; 1 male, middle level; and 1 male, secondary level. Teaching 

experience ranges from 1 to 16 years, with an average of 7 years. Their DoDDS 

experience averages about 5 years. All but two have a graduate degree or an equivalent 

number of credits. With few exceptions. these teachers rely on and consult one another 

in the conduct of their teaching duties. A slight majority reads professional literature 

"occasionally" and the rest read "regularly." All but three are members of the teachers 

union. and several have experience as faculty representative or officer-holder. 

"The Cautious and WailfuL Conservative" 

The 18 teachers in Factor B include 8 females, elementary level: 3 males. 

elementary level; 1 female, middle level; 1 male. middle level; 2 females. secondary 

level; and 3 males. secondary level. These teachers are twice as experienced as those in 

Factor A, with experience ranging from 11 to 17 years, and average of 15 years. More 

than half their teaching careeers have been with DoDDS, averaging 8 years. Virtually 

all have graduate degrees or equivalent credits. These teachers are less inclined to 
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consult and cooperate with one another, with about a third indicating they did not need 

to do so. About an equal number admit to being on a professional reading diet 

"occasionally," several reading less frequently, and the rest reading "regularly." All are 

union members and several have experience as faculty representative or officer-holder. 

"The Situationally Satisfied" 

The 10 teachers in Factor C include 8 females, elementary level: 1 male, 

elementary level: and 1 female, secondary level. Their total teaching experience ranges 

from 1 to 17 years, with an average of almost 11. Their experience in DoDDS averages 

almost 6 years. They universally hold graduate degrees or an equivalent number of 

credits. These teachers indicate they cooperate and consult with each other. Half of 

them admit they read professional literature only "occasionally" and the rest read 

"regularly." All but one are union members; none have any, experience as faculty 

representative or office-holder. 

Clearly. an appreciation of each factor's DNA contributes to an understanding of 

the factors. Now to continue to isolate inter-factor differences beginning with Factor A 

and Factor B and the statements that were viewed more positively by Factor A. In 

keeping with Stephenson's test of significance (Stricklin, 1977), the statements 

displayed below are those Items on which factor scores were more than two piles apart--

or the equivalent of at least one standard deviation. (Appendix F displays the z score 

for each item and provides the basis for major differences between the factors: refer 

also to Tables 4-1,4-2 & 4-3). 

Comparison of Factors A and B 

45. Grievance procedures unnecessarily complicate relationships between 
teachers and administrators. 

FactorA: 0 Factor B: -5 
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3. I suppose there are reasons for grievance procedures but think it best for 
people to face issues directly. openly and honestly. 

Factor A:. +3 Factor B: -2 

14. Merit pay plans. and other incentives would be okay if they really resulted 
in the best teachers being recognized and rewarded. 

Factor A:. +3 Factor B: -1 

4. A grievance procedure is not significant compared to other contract 
provisions. 

Factor A:. -1 FactorB: -4 

80. Higher standards. greater accountability. and improved student 
achievement are the results of a solid school improvement plan. 

. Factor A:. +2 Factor B: -1 

60. SIPs are a good start. but we must take the next step which is site-based 
decision making and the trust. school-wide participation. flexibility and renewal that 
go with it. 

Factor A:. +3 FactorB: 0 

11. Rather than building barriers. unions should seek to build bridges within 
schools; otherwise . classroom teachers will continue to face an unchanging and lonely 
vigil. 

Factor A: +4 Factor B: +1 

27. Teacher unions must harmonize their actions with school reform objectives 
tht seek to change the face of our public schools. 

Factor A:. +2 FactorB: -1 

31. Unions are unlikely to change Significantly the individual teacher's current 
status. nor should they. 

Factor A:. -1 Factor B: -4 

24. If I thought I had a grievance. I would first discuss the situation directly with 
the supervisor or the principal. 

Factor A: +1 Factor B: -3 

71. Enhanced professionalism is a valid objective but we have to guard against a 
kind of elitism that would exclude worthy teachers or ignore public interests and 
support. 

Factor A:. +2 Factor B: -1 

56. Differentiated staffing is okay as long as unions insist on guarantees that 
ensure superior teachers are in fact selected under objective criteria and procedures. 

Factor A:. +1 Factor B: -2 

The discrepancy between the two factors is clearly evident in the value they 

place on the grievance process. Four statements (45. 3. 4 & 24) capture the distinct 

difference. Factor A apparently believes it can find other ways to resolve differences. 
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but Factor B's attitude, like the credit card commercial, believes it unwise to leave home 

without it (the grievance procedure). Factor A's progressive tendency is seen in its 

support for merit pay (3 & 56) and SIPs (80 & 60), to which Factor B is noncommital. 

Support for an active union role in reform (11 & 27) is also part of Factor A' s agenda, 

but fails to excite Factor B. Factor A would be cautious about "runaway" 

professionalization (71), while Factor B Is largely silent on the danger. Why Factor B 

soundly rejected statement 31 is somewhat unclear, but perhaps explainable because 

the item represents a conseIVative policy pOSition. 

Having completed a comparison of Factors A and B from a basis of A's 

agreement, delineation of the opposite perspective now is necessary, that is, a 

comparison based on A's disagreement. 

76. A better alternative to merit plans is to raise the salary levels for all 
teachers: that is what unions should promote. 

Factor A:. -2 FactorB: +3 

65: Without a grievance procedure, all other contract provisions are essentially 
meaningless. 

Factor A:. -1 FactorB: +3 

23. Grievance provisions provide a signUlcant way to affect working conditions 
in schools. 

Factor A:. 0 FactorB: +4 

44. If I thought I had a grievance, I would first contact the faculty representative. 
Factor A:. -2 Factor B: +2 

58. Salary levels, extra duty compensation and fringe benefits ought to get 
major emphasis under any new negotiations between the association and DoDDS. 

Factor A:. -1 Factor B: +2 

34. Teachers' salaries based on experience and educational level ae probably as 
fair and workable as any system that can be devised. 

Factor A:. 0 Factor B: +4 

19. School improvement plans are really meant to paper over problems and 
don't result in any meaningfUl change. 

Factor A: -1 FactorB: +2 

22. The association will really have to keep an eye on RIF procedures. 
Factor A:. 0 Factor B: +4 



130 

38. Inservice, staff development programs, and other professional growth 
opportunities ought to be institutionalized and not conducted on an opportunity basis. 

Factor A: -2 Factor B: + 1 

26. Teacher unions should represent teachers' interests and define their values. 
Factor A: 0 Factor B: +3 

41. Rigidity in the school, centralized management, and limited teachers' voice 
accurately describes conditions in my school. 

Factor A: -2 FactorB: +1 

16. The issues that concern me most in a negotiated agreement are "bread and 
butter" provisions. 

Factor A: -2 Factor B: +1 

No more needs to be said about the importance Factor B attaches to the grievance 

procedure (65, 23 & 44), versus Factor A's apparent willingness to seek alternatives in 

conflict resolution. Another central area of difference is solidified regarding "bread 

and butter" issues (76, 58, 34 & 16). "If it ain't broke, don't fix it" seems to encapsulate 

the attitude of Factor B. To Factor A. these basic issues are not significant. and are even 

modestly rejected (16). Concern over RIF procedures also piques Factor B's interest, but 

Factor A displays no concern. Factor A seems to find its school environment 

amenable; to Factor B it is a bit disgruntling (41), which is why the factors may take 

opposing views of SIPs. Statements 38 and 26, as with other occasions, defy a clear 

explanation. Both the items represent a moderate perspective, one with a policy 

connotation (38) and the other conveying only a notion (26). A reversal of these scores 

might have been more understandable; better understanding must await later 

comparisons. As comparison shifts to factors A and C, it appears that the 

characterizations of Factor A. the pragmatic and poised practitioner, and of Factor B, 

the cautious and wattful conservative, have been reinforced. 

Comparison of Factors A and C 

With the inter-factor pattern of comparison established, analysis can proceed to 

A and C, first based on Factor Ns agreement. 
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61. Conflict. even bitterness. and a general inability of administrator and 
teachers to work together characterizes the situation at my school. 

Factor A: -1 Factor C: -5 

41. Rigidity in the school. centralized management. and limited teachers' voice 
accurately describes conditions at my school. 

Factor A: -2 Factor C: -5 

50. Sometimes I feel there has to be a better way; the isolation I work in is 
personally and professionally frustrating. 

Factor A: 0 FactorC: -4 

14. Merit pay plans. and other incentives. would be okay if they really resulted 
in the best teachers being recognized and rewarded. 

Factor A: +3 Factor C: -1 

3. I suppose there are reasons for grievance procedures but I think it is best for 
people to face issues directly. openly and honestly. 

Factor A: +3 Factor C: 0 

35. Cash bonuses would be a proper kind of merit system: An amount of money 
given periodically to reward excellence. 

FactorA: 0 Factor C: -3 

60. SIPs are a good start. but we must take the next step which is site-based 
decision making and the trust. school-wide participation. flexibility and renewal that 
go with it. 

Factor A: +3 FactorC: 0 

Factor A and C have numerically fewer substantive differences than the 

previous pairing. The differences. such as they exist. seem to be of degree, not kind. 

While both factors would deny they work in a taxing environment (61, 41), Factor C is 

almost adamant in making the point. More noteworthy differences arise in their views 

of differentiated staffing and SIPs (14 & 60) because Factor C is basically unmoved by 

such proposals and Factor A views them as laden with potential. In a related issue, 

Factor C earnestly opposes the cash bonus type of incentives (35), but Factor A is 

indifferent on the point. Factor C is also unmoved by discussion of grievance 

procedures (3); on the other hand, Factor A indicates an openness to informal 

mediation. Factor A expresses no opinion on the isolation that may mark its work, but 

Factor C sees little. if anything. negative with the any isolation that may mark its 
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teaching practice. The foregoing comparison has essentially stabilized the description 

of Factor C as situationally satisfied. 

Next an inspection of the opposite spectrum for Factors A and C. 

21. Flexibility, cooperation, mutual respect between administrators and 
teachers, and collegiality marks conditions at my school. 

Factor A: -1 Factor C: +4 

70. I would be reluctant to accept changes that would greatly change the 
autonomy I now have, and enjoy, in running my classroom. 

Factor A: -1 Factor C: +4 

32. What matters most is influence over the how of what I teach. 
Factor A: 0 Factor C: +4 

79. Regarding change, I prefer to make my own choices based on my needs. 
Factor A: -2 Factor C: +2 

58. Salary levels, extra duty compensation and fringe benefits ought to get 
major emphasis under any new negotiations between the association and DoDDS. 

Factor A: -1 Factor C: +2 

76. A better alternative to merit plans is to raise the salary levels for all 
teachers: that is what unions should promote. 

Factor A: -2 FactorC: +1 

81: Only teacher professionalism carries with it a public responsibility toward 
the institution of education: that is what teacher unions should pursue. 

Factor A:. -3 Factor C: 0 

22. The association will really have to keep an eye on RIF procedures. 
Factor A:. 0 Factor C: +3 

8. Only changes that make a teacher'S classroom role and responsibilities more 
manageable should be attempted or promoted 

Factor A:. -4 Factor C: -1 

To this juncture, this array of statements is the most difficult to interpret. 

Already established is Factor C's satisfaction with its school environment (21), albeit 

Factor A also has no serious complaint with its situation. Also known is Factor C's 

penchant for "autonomy," which again emerges (70. 32 & 79). Factor C has some 

concern for "bread and butter" issues (58, 76 & 22): Factor A apparently is not greatly 

concerned with them. Factor C apparently has no view on Kerchner and Mitchell's 

maxim about professional unionism (81). Factor A must have thought about the maxim 
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but its substantial reservations with the concept of professional unionism are still 

murky, indeed. Finally, both factors would appear to have more expansive views than 

Factor B of what should be attempted to change teachers' classroom status (8), although 

Factor A is much more assertive. 

Comparison of Factors B and C 

The last of the direct inter-factor comparisons involves Factors Band C, 

departing from a basis of B's agreement. 

6!. Conflict, even bitterness, and a general inabllity of administrators and 
teachers to work together characterizes the situation at my school. 

Factor B: + 1 Factor C: -5 

4. Rigidity in the schools, centralized management, and limited teachers' voice 
accurately describes conditions at my school. 

FactorB: +1 Factor C: -5 

23. Grievance procedures provide a significant way to affect working conditions 
in schools. 

FactorB: +4 Factor C: -1 

50. Sometimes I feel there has to be a better way: the isolation I work in is 
personally and professionally frustrating. 

FactorB: 0 Factor C: -4 

65. Without a grievance procedure, all other contract provisions are essentially 
meaningless. 

FactorB: +3 Factor C: -1 

33. Current methods of evaluation are invalid and should be replaced with 
multiple measures, including self-assessment, that better portray teaching. 

Factor B: +3 Factor C: 0 

48. Large scale, even dramatic, changes are needed in our schools: there's no 
question about that. 

FactorB: +1 Factor C: -2 

17. Specific limits on class Size would be a maJ or improvement in working 
conditions here: current imbalances are unfair to students and teachers. 

Factor B: +5 Factor C: +2 

10. With compulsOIY schooling and entrenched school practices, we're fooling 
ourselves if we think adding "more chefs or fancy recipes" is going to change schools 
very much. 

FactorB: +1 Factor C: -2 
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Factor B's strong conselVative streak stands at odds with Factor C. Predictably, 

grievance items (23 & 65) are an issue: nothing new there. The environment in Factor 

B's school may not be unbearable, but it appears substantially less bearable than in 

Factor C's school. As already alluded to, Factor C does not feel isolated (50) and Factor 

B is seemingly indifferent to it. Both factors would like to see reductions in class size 

(17), but it is at the top ofB's priorities. Their views on change (48 & 10) are not strongly 

held, nor far apart, as is evident by the somewhat contradlctOJ:Y positions on these two 

items. The characters of Factor Band C are rather consistent so far: the cautious and 

waiting conselVative and the situationally satisfied. 

And now to the opposite side of matters between Factor Band C. 

21. Flexibility, cooperation, mutual respect between administrators and 
teachers, and collegiality marks conditions at my school. 

Factor B: -3 Factor C: +4 

32. What matters most is influence over the how off what I teach. 
Factor B: 0 Factor C: +4 

45. Grievance procedures unnecessarily complicate relationships between 
teachers and administrators. 

Factor B: -5 Factor C: -2 

70. I would be reluctant to accept any changes that would greatly change the 
autonomy I now have, and enjoy, in running my classroom. 

Factor B: 0 Factor C: +4 

80. Higher standards, greater accountability, and improved student 
achievement are the results of a solid school improvement plan. 

Factor B: -1 Factor C: +3 

30. I do everything I can to reach out to build collegiality at our school and to use 
communication to improve a sense of efficacy among teachers. 

Factor B: 0 Factor C: +3 

63. The association should negotiate in a steadfast but nonconfrontational way 
for a greater teachers' voice in how schools are run. 

Factor B: -1 Factor C: +2 

31. Unions are unlikely to change significantly the individual teacher's current 
status in the classroom, nor should they. 

FactorB: -4 Factor C: -1 
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24. If I thought I had a grievance, I would first discuss the situation directly with 
the supervisor or principal. 

FactorB: -2 Factor C: +1 

Comparison of differences as expressed in this set of items is difficult to make 

sense of because patterns and pairings do not emerge easily. For example. union 

behavior to facilitate change elicits no clearcut positions. Statement 63 is sanctioned 

by Factor C but not Factor B. They then switch positions on item 31. where Factor B 

appears to approve of initatives that would change teachers' classroom status. Perhaps. 

Factor B's reaction is explainable because the first statement is more global: B may be 

more interested in changing the classroom vis a vis the school site. Statements 21 and 

30 mirror the indications from the first half of the comparison between the two factors 

regarding overall attitudes toward the school environment: Factor C is quite satisfied 

but B is not. By now Factor C's penchant for autonomy 15 well-established (70). as is 

Factor B's for grievance procedures (45 & 24). Last to emerge is Factor C's approval of 

influence over pedagogy (32) and SIPs (80). neither of which animate Factor B. 

Primary Factors: Another View 

Inter-factor comparisons have chiseled the features of each factor in 

increasingly understandable detail and the next analyses should hone the rough edges. 

The next-to-Iast analyses of the factors will plumb those statements that are most 

characteristic of each factor, along w!th those that are least characteristic. Again. the 

measuring device is Stephenson's test of Significance: The average difference in the 

placement of an item by the other two factors must be greater than two piles. or at least 

one standard deviation apart. The factors will be viewed in tum. with an expectation 

that these analyses will confirm earlier indications. Appendix F displays the item z 

scores which form the comparison for items higher and lower than all others. 
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Factor A Items Higher Than AU Others 

14. Merit pay plans, and other incentives would be okay if they really resulted 
in the best teachers being recognized and rewarded. 

Factor A'. +3 Factor B: -1 Factor C: -1 

3. I suppose there are reasons for grievance procedures but I think it best for 
people to face issues directly, openly and honestly. 

Factor A'. +3 Factor B: -2 Factor C: -1 

45. Grievance procedures unnecessarily complicate relationships between 
teachers and administrators. 

Factor A'. 0 Factor B: -5 Factor C: -2 

60. SIPs are a good start, but we must take the next step which is site-based 
decision making and the trust. school-wide participation. flexibility and renewal that 
go with it. 

Factor A:. +3 FactorB: 0 FactorC: 0 

The message that results from this three-way comparison is that Factor A seems 

to stand most clearly for change directed towards greater teachers' voice, a more 

cooperative and trust-filled school environment, and reenergized schools and teaching 

(60). This indication is propped up by the clear rejection of the grievance as a primary 

basis for resolving conflict and getting along in schools (3 & 45). Finally. Factor A 

appears willing to give differentiated staffing proposals a chance (14). These 

revelations substantiate earlier indications that Factor A seems receptive to and poised 

for professionalizing initiatives. 

Factor A Items Lower Than All Others 

58. Salary levels. extra duty compensation and fringe benefits ought to get 
major emphasis under any new negotiations between the association and DoDDS. 

Factor A:. -1 Factor B: +2 Factor C: +2 

76. A better alternative to merit plans is to raise the salary levels for all 
teachers: this is what unions should promote. 

Factor A: -2 Factor B: +3 Factor C: + 1 

70. I would be reluctant to accept changes that would greatly change the 
autonomy I now have. and enjoy. in running my classroom. 

Factor A:. -1 Factor B: 0 Factor C: +4 

44. If I thought I had a grievance, I would first contact the faculty representative. 
Factor A'. -2 Factor B: +2 Factor C: 0 
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34. Teachers salaries based on experience and educational level are probably as 
fair and workable as any system that can be devise. 

Factor A:. 0 Factor B: +4 Factor C: +2 

Aloofness to salary, compensation and fringe benefits is again indicated (58) 

and while Factor A may not express a view about current criteria for salaries (34), it is 

mildly hostile to "undifferentiated" merit plans (76). Moreover, its willingness to 

discard the grievance crutch is evident again (44). Finally, Factor A has not thought 

about autonomy (70) or does not consider it important--or, perhaps, considers the issue 

would be "OBE," overcome by events, if initaUves such as site-based management 

become reality. Factor A, after a series ofinspecUons, emerges as the factor that is most 

likely to make connections between unionism and professionalization of teaching--

and then to actualize those connections. 

Factor B Items Higher Than All Others 

41. Rigidity in the school, centralized management. and limited teachers's voice 
accurately deSCribe conditions at my school. 

Factor B: +1 Factor A:. -2 Factor C: -5 

23. Grievance provisions provide a significant way to affect working conditions 
in schools. 

FactorB: +4 Factor A:. -1 Factor C: -1 

65. Without a grievance procedure, all other contract provisions are essentially 
meaningless. 

FactorB: +3 Factor A:. -1 Factor C: -1 

76. A better alternative to merit plans is to raise the salary levels for all 
teachers; that is what unions should promote. 

Factor B: +3 Factor A: -2 Factor C: 0 

44. If I thought I had a grievance, I would first contact the faculty representative. 
Factor B: +2 Factor A:. -2 Factor C: 0 

34. Teachers' salaries based on experience and educational level are probably as 
fair and workable as any system that can be devised. 

Factor B: +4 Factor A: 0 Factor C: +2 

For some time now, surprise has not been a characteristic that can be associated 

with Factor B, unless one disregard's its surprising conSistency and conservatism. The 

refrain is quite familiar now: Grievances are like an "11th Commandment" (23. 65 & 
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44), which is perhaps understandable given its perceptions of school climate (41). 

Current criteria for teachers' salaries are quite satisfactory and certainly safer in that 

they are nondiscretionary (34). although a "merit" pay plan that raised salaries across 

the board is desirable (76). Before updating this rather predictable factor, the final 

analysis requires one more step. 

Factor B Lower Than All Others 

21. Flexibility, cooperation, mutual respect between administrator and 
teachers, and collegiality marks conditions at my school. 

Factor B: -3 Factor A: -1 Factor C: +4 

45. Grievance procedures unnecessarily complicate relationships between 
teachers and administrators. 

Factor B: -5 Factor A:. 0 Factor C: -2 

80. Higher standards, greater accountability, and improved student 
achievement are the results of a solid school improvement plan. 

Factor B: -1 Factor A:. +2 Factor C: +3 

3. I suppose there are reasons for grievance procedures but I think it best for 
people to face issues directly, openly and honestly. 

Factor B: -2 Factor A:. +3 Factor C: 0 

31. Unions are unlikely to change significantly the individual teacher's current 
status in the classroom, nor should they. 

Factor B: -4 Factor A:. -1 Factor C: -1 

24. If I thought I had a grievance, I would first discuss the Situation directly with 
the principal or supervisor. 

FactorB: -2 Factor A:. + 1 Factor C: +1 

The factor offers an almost perfect riposte to the first half of this analysis: 

Grievances are still the major agenda item (45, 3 & 24), perhaps motivated by a less than 

hannonious school environment (21), accompanied by a low level antipathy toward 

SIPs. Still unexplained is item 31. It appears Factor B would welcome changes that in 

some unspecified way would change the teacher's status in the classroom, such as "free 

agency" or freedom from all interference. The factor's thinking on item 31 may not 

emerge from the data in this study, but other aspects are certainly clear. Truly. Factor B 

is the cautious and waitful conservative. 
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Factor C Higher Than AU Others 

21. Flexibility, cooperation, mutual respect between administrators and 
teachers, and collegiality marks conditions at my school. 

Factor C: +4 Factor A:. -1 Factor B: -3 

70. I would be reluctant to accept changes that would greatly change the 
autonomy I now have, and enjoy, in running my classroom. 

Factor C: +4 Factor A:. -1 Factor B: 0 

32. What matters most is influence over the how of what I teach. 
Factor C: +4 Factor A:. 0 Factor B: 0 

79. Regarding change, I prefer to make my own choices based on my needs. 
Factor C: +4 Factor A:. 0 Factor B: 0 

8. Only changes that make a teacher's classroom role and responsibilities more 
manageable should be attempted or promoted. 

Factor C: -1 Factor A:. -4 Factor B: -4 

Factor C might appear to be as, or more, conservative than Factor B based on 

this array of items. However, its reluctance to entertain changes in autonomy (70) 

pedagogy (32) and who makes the decision about those changes (79) must be viewed 

within the context of Factor C's current situation (21). The factor simply does not see a 

need to change what is already a rather heady situation (8). A look at the second part of 

this analysis might confirm these observations. 

Factor C Lower Than All Others 

61. Conflict, even bitterness, and a general inability of administrators and 
teachers to work together characterizes the Situation at my school. 

Factor C: -5 Factor A:. -1 Factor B: -1 

41. Rigidity in the school, centralized management, and limited teachers' voice 
accurately describes conditions at my school. 

Factor C: -5 Factor A: -2 Factor B: +1 

50. Sometimes I feel there has to be a better way: the isolation I work in is 
personally and professionally frustrating. 

Factor C: -4 Factor A:. 0 Factor B: 0 

23. Grievance procedures provide a Significant way to affect working conditions 
in schools. 

FactorC: -1 Factor A:. 0 FactorB: +4 

It seems rather clear that agreeable levels of collegiality and cooperation are in 

full bloom, as far as Factor C is concerned: items 61, 41 and 50 are prima facie 
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indicators. In such an environment, it is easy to relegate the grievance procedure (23) to 

"limbo." Closing the analyts of Factor C Is challenging. If the factor is not "above the 

fray," it appears to be outside the fray. Like neutrals that take no side, Factor C does not 

have to face the prospect of reconciling opposing (if compatible) Ideologies. Factor C is 

smugly satisfied with its situation. 

Consensus: An All Factors View 

Analysis of the factors has come to its last step: What consensus can be found 

among them? Focus on the differences between and among the factors revealed three 

relatively distinct teacher typologies, each expressing its values on a wide range of 

discourse related to unionism and professionalization. What divides the factors is 

useful to know. But the divisions, if allowed to be the sole conSideration, represent 

obstacles to any attempt to synchronize unionism and reforms that facilitate the 

professional status of teachers. Common ground could provide a more useful and 

sensible departure point in any campaign to ally unionism and reform. That common 

ground can be found in the items that represent consensus among the three factors. 

Stephenson's criteria for consensus parallels his criteria for signficant 

difference (Stricklin, 1977) and is the measuring device used now: A consensus 

statement must (1) either be in the same pile for all three factors or (2) be in the same 

pile for two and in an adjacent pile for the third factor. Consensus statements, 

therefore, are one-half a standard deviation or less apart. Under these criteria, 6 

statements achieved positive consensus and 7 statements achieved negative consensus. 

A number of other statements that had high significance. both positively and 

negatively, also will be discussed. (Appendix F displays z scores for the items: and 

reflects the resulting consensus: also refer to Tables 4-1, 4-2 & 4-3.) The procedure will 

be to list and examine the positive consensus items first. then to list and examine the 



141 

negatively scored statements. followed last by an attempt at sense-making of the 

combined consensus statements. 

Consensus Items: Positive Significance 

66. Teaching is surely professional work, requiring extensive knowledge, 
skillful judgments. and difficult decisions. 

Factor A: +5 Factor B: +5 Factor C: +5 

39. Change is inevitable and necessary, but requires interaction, sharing and 
discussions with others in devising and deciding on change. 

Factor A: +4 Factor B: +4 Factor C: +5 

20. There are areas of negotiation in which cooperation and compromise can be 
achieved and that will improve schools for all involved, especially teachers. 

Factor A: +3 Factor B: +2 Factor C: +3 

59. If I have some say in the what and how of changes and they're c1earcut and 
useful, then I might use them. 

Factor A: +3 Factor +2 Factor C: +3 

54. Teacher associations should work for evaluation systems that that 
acknowledge the uncertainty and complexity in teaching and the pluralism of student 
bodies. 

Factor A: +2 FactorB: +2 Factor C: +1 

52. Influence over what I teach matters most to me. 
Factor A: + 1 Factor C: + 1 Factor C: +1 

Additionally, the following five items were not consensus items. but had 

significant levels of agreement across all the factors. 

68. Changing schools is difficult, but clearly some changes are both desirable 
and necessary. 

Factor A: +5 Factor B: +3 Factor C: +4 

74. It may be impossible to include all the measures needed for a better 
evaluation system, but the unique needs of teachers and schools should be kept in mind. 

Factor A: +4 Factor B: +2 Factor C: + 3 

72. Greater opportunities for leadership, decision making and a voice for 
teachers are effective and workable alternatives that unions should be supporting now. 

Factor A: +4 Factor B: +2 Factor C: +2 

9. With the resources they control, unions should be aiding and abetting refonns 
that advance professionalization of teaching. 

Factor A: +4 Factor B: +2 Factor C: +2 

29. Unions need to understand the push for change in schools better; otherwise. 
we may miss the opportunity for worthwhile changes. 

Factor A: +2 Factor B: 0 Factor C: + 1 
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Several important ideas are shared: Teachers are unquestionably professionals 

as measured by the requirements of practice (66). Change is necessary and potentially 

worthwhUe, but It ought not be unilaterally or narrowly imposed (39, 59 & 68). The 

teacher evaluation process need revision (54 &. 74). And finally, unions have have a 

role--even a responsibUity--ln facilitating change (20, 72, 9 & 29). Whatever their 

differences, the three factors would agree that unionism and reform can go together. 

Factor A clearly is the chief proponent of this view, but Factors Band C reinforce the 

perceived need for unions to expand their horizons (20 & 54). to cooperate and 

compromise (20). to assess alternatives (72 & 29). and to expend resources in support of 

professionalization of teaching (9). What adds impact to the consensus (and near-

consensus) items is that none of the statements represent a conservative view (refer to 

Appendix B), even from Factor B, the cautious and waitful sort. Four of the statements 

represent a moderate to professionalizing perspective (54, 74, 72, 9 & 29). And although 

the top two consensus statements elaborate bias, they encompass a professionalizing 

perspective. The only discordant statement that expresses a conservative bias is from 

"limbo" (52), and will merit some commentary later. Nonetheless, taken as a totality. 

this set of statements--even at this general level of definitlon--can Interpreted as a (1) 

strong and affirmative note for reform, with (2) unions playing an active and up-front 

role In that change. Inspection of the other half of the consensus statements is next. 

Consensus Items: Negative Significance 

25. Teaching is not much different from other labor; teachers' duties are 
relatively uncomplicated and straightforward. 

Factor.A:. -5 Factor B: -5 Factor C: -4 

73. Announced, infrequent observations with essentially superficial feedback 
suit me fine. 

Factor.A:. -4 FactorB: -3 Factor C: -4 

13. Contract provisions can do little to change teacher evaluation because legal 
requirements for evaluation are best met through current methods. 

Factor.A:. -3 Factor B: -4 Factor C: -3 
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43. The issues that really count are already covered in the contract and not 
likely to be influenced by a grievance procedure. 

Factor A: -3 Factor B: -3 Factor C: -2 

47. Teacher unions should abandon current practices, although I'm not sure 
what direction they should take. 

Factor A: -2 Factor B: -3 Factor C: -2 

40. Given the history of teacher unions and management, it is unlikely that 
much more common ground can be found to facilitate professionalization of teaching. 

Factor A: -3 Factor B: -2 Factor C: -2 

37. Unions have little to do with professionalizing teaching: They're primarily 
and rightfully concerned with providing for and protecUng me as a teacher. 

Factor A: -2 Factor B: -2 Factor C: -2 

In addition to this set of consensus items, the following statements also resulted 
in significant levels of reaction. 

67. The future role of unions is to manage conflict because conditions in schools 
are unlikely to change much. 

Factor A: -4 Factor B: -2 Factor C: -3 

55. An ideal merit program would be one that monetarily rewarded all teachers 
at a school. 

Factor A: -4 FactorB: -3 Factor C: -2 

8. Only changes that make a teacher's classroom role and responsibilities more 
manageable should be attempted or promoted. 

Factor A: -4 Factor B: -2 Factor C: -1 

31. Unions are unlikely to change Significantly the individual teacher's current 
status in the classroom, nor should they. 

Factor A: -1 Factor B: -4 Factor C: -1 

35. Cash bonuses would be a proper kind of merit system: An amount of money 
given periodically to reward excellence. 

Factor A: 0 Factor B: -2 Factor C: -3 

7. Whoever said "the more things change, the more they remain the same" had 
it right. 

Factor A: 2 FactorB: 0 FactorC: -2 

Some familiar themes enjoy communality. Resoundingly rejected is the 

characterization of teaching as a kind of routine endeavor (25). The teacher evaluation 

system ought not be an irredeemable reality: there is little satisfaction expressed with it 

(73 & 13). A need is seen for unions to orient themselves into more cooperative postures 

(67) in the pursuit of professionization of teaching (40 & 37) that extends beyond the 
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immediate classroom concerns of the teacher (8 & 31), although some current practices 

are worth retaining (47). Except for some interest voiced by Factor A, there seems to be 

little interest in merit pay plans as a viable approach to differentiated staffing (55 & 

35). Although, relatively faint, there seems to be a rejection of the cynical view that 

change produces more of the same (7). Again, a conservative note creeps in with 

rejection of any assertion that grievance procedures are void of importance (43). 

Similar to the first part of this phase of analysts, the statements receiving expressions 

of disagreement primarily reflect one theme: The conservative perspective gets a 

generally dim view, with secondary rejection of several moderate items. Policy 

statements are rejected pertaining to evaluation (13), the focus of union change (31). and 

the scope of sought-after change (40). In summary, this set of items merited strong 

rejection and would refute any notion of teaching as simply labor, deny a bystander 

role for unions in forging reform, and dispel thinking that the status quo is wholly 

acceptable, if not intolerable. The factors also indicated little preference for merit pay 

plans or tolerance for a cynical views of change. Now to merge the consensus 

statements. 

Consensus Summarized 

On several levels, there are parallels and patterns in the consensus statements: 

The two halves mesh and complement each other. The positive items reflect a 

preference for the professionalizing perspective, while the negative statements reject a 

conservative stance. Teaching as professional work is upheld and its opposite view as 

merely labor denied. A clear opportunity and direction Is seen for a merger of unionism 

and professional1zation of teaching: there ought to be no bench-warmer or bystander 

role for unionism. New appoaches to teacher evaluation are advocated and reinforced 

by expressions of dissatisfaction with current perfunctory procedures. Merit pay 
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proposals made almost no headway so other differentiated staffing proposals will have 

to be developed. Overall, change is positively viewed. Some conseIVative nuances creep 

into the common ground: Grievance procedures are still valued and influence over what 

is taught is still a high priority. 

Not surprisingly, Factor A led the way on the consensus and other high 

Significance items, but Factors Band C were supportive members of the ranks. The 

expansive real estate, the factors' shared common ground, premised on the consensus 

statements would indicate that the twin movements of unionism and refonn can. and 

should. march in concert. How that campaign might be shaped and energized is the 

focus of the succeeding chapter where the meaning of the factors will be explored 

against the specifics on which their subjectivity was expressed. 

Summary 

The three factors that resulted from factor analysis of the Q sorts that make up 

the data base for this study revealed three relatively distinct typologies. In Chapter 4. 

the general shape of each factor was assessed and an appreciation of the demographics 

embedded in each factor was added. Follow-on assessment looked at inter-factor 

variations and clarified the distinctions between each factor by pairings and then in 

triad; these examinations confirmed earlier outlines of the prototypes. Finally. factor 

consensus was examined, both for agreement and disagreement items. Consenus items 

were particularly important for they provide a launchpad for the possible: A direction 

and objectives for union action aimed at professionallzatlon of teaching. In that vein. 

Chapter 5 now seeks to answer this study's research questions by grounding the 

findings In Chapter 4 with the literature base in Chapter 2, premised on the judgmental 

framework in Chapter 3. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

General Conclusions 

What is to be made of the findings in Chapter 4? Three distinct factors emerged. 

Factor A typifies teachers approaching the "steady-state" point of their careers. 

Progressive in its views and apparently Uttle concerned with protecting the status quo, 

this factor pOinted the way toward possible teaming of unionism and reform, and. 

therefore, has been described as the "pragmatic and poised practitioner." Factor B 

represents highly seasoned and veteran teachers. Some have campaigned hard in the 

front ranks for the gains achieved by teacher unionism. Therefore, they tend to favor 

the security of the status quo and are wary of change, although not wholly resistant to 

the portent of some changes. This factor has been described as the "cautious and waitful 

conservative. " Factor C symbolizes teachers arguably at the optimal point in their 

careers. Made confident by progress and success, it has characteristically begun the 

most productive and fulfilling years in its career: the fray has yet to take its toll. This 

factor registers some aloofness to the turmoil about it: that it may be in the "eye of the 

hurricane" does not matter much for the waters are calm, the Winds light and variable, 

and the sun shines. This factor likes where it happens to be at the moment. and it is 

appropriately dubbed "the sUuationally satisfied." 

As will be detailed later, there appears to be a kinship among the three 

typologies that emerged here and those suggested by Fullan (1982) and Doyle and Ponder 

( 1977), inter alia. From the three factors. one can conjecture that teacher practitioners 
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do tend to express themselves in conservative, moderate and progressive ways--and 

with an appreciation of practicalities. What elicited emergence of these factors? A 

presumption must be made that the 42 Q sorts that conglomerated into the three factors 

possessed "theoretical saturation." For better or worse, the best way to to get the views 

of teachers is from teachers themselves; here their subjectiveness was expressed in 

three principal strands, the three factors. The immediate catalyst was the Q sample of 

81 statements that apparently achieved "stimulus representativeness." and mirrored in 

a comprehensive way the concursus of unionism, and teacher 

professionalism/professionalization of teaching (Brown, 1980). 

Nine categories of statements, encompassing various aspects of unionism-

value of membership, generational development and its role in change and as change 

agent--and various aspects of the discourse related to teacher profeSSionalism and 

professionalization of teaching--empowerment. evaluation, differentiated staffing and 

change in general--were embedded in a 3 x 3 matrix representing three perspectives and 

three levels of elaborateness (Figure 3-1, p. 78 above). The logic embedded in the 

statements and factorial design seemed to be validated as indicated by the individual 

characters of the three factors, plus their shared perspectives as encapsulated in 

consensus items. The principal conclusion justifiably derived from the forgOing is the 

suitability of Q methodology to investigate the problem set forth in this study. In regard 

to educational theory and practice, the potential of the scientific study of subjectivity as 

the basis for lmowledge was reaffirmed, as Stephenson (1980) suggested. Attention is 

now directed to more specific conclusions, as measured against the research questions. 

Consideration of the Questions 

Three research questions were posed in Chapter 1: 
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1. What are the views of selected DoDDS teachers regarding the general content 
of the current negotiated agreements between DoDDS and the OEA? 

2. What are other kinds of provisions, if any, do selected DoDDS teachers want 
included in prospective negotiated agreements? 

3. What inferences can be made from the responses of selected DoDDS teachers 
to the above questions, and what might the responses signify In terms of future 
collective"negotiations and professionalization of teaching in the DoD school system? 

These questions were ever-present yard markers as this research "marched downfleld" 

under g's methodological principles and techniques. Again, it is the author's 

conviction that g provided substantial bases for response to the research questions. 

Question 1: The Current Agreement 

As indicated in Chapter 2, the current DoDDS-OEA negotiated agreement (see 

Appendix A) is typical, if somewhat less inclusive, of the "state of the art" in negotiated 

agreements for teachers (Goldschmidt et aI., 1984; Goldschmidt & Painter. 1987-88; 

McDonnell & Pascal. 1988). Recall that one enabling provision is partially addressed 

in the current DoDDS-OEA agreement. plus one full and two partial profeSSionalizing 

provisions. However. other provisions that may influence working conditions and 

educational policy also are included; for example. assignment poliCies and procedures, 

reductions-in-force, status quo understandings, maintenance-of-standards provisos. 

and others. Nonetheless, factor consensus would suggest that not much is missed by the 

general absence of enabling or "bread and butter" provisions. Quite clearly. factor 

responses would indicate that teachers in DoDDS have lost their fixation on "bread and 

butter" issues during the last two decades (KUkenny, 1969); the level of union focus on 

basic issues (1, 16 & 62) must be about right. 

The shift in focus may be explained by a variety of events. including 1976 

Congressional legislation that standardized many pay and personnel practices (Driver. 

1976; U. S. Congress, 1986) and the 1978 Civil Service Reform Act (Feren. 1982) which 
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provided a statutory basts for collective bargaining in the federal sector. The fonner 

event to a significant degree has largely removed "enabling" kinds of considerations 

from the negotiations platter. The latter development has almost certainly enhanced 

the ability of teacher associations to make themselves heard, especially before 

Congress and the federal courts, and in a kind of fractional bargaining (Lambert, 1988), 

to provide indirectly for "bread and butter" concerns. Finally, it can be conjectured 

that the extensive assortment of MOUs that exist between DoDDS and the OEA 

represent infonnal precedents for the resolution of similar follow-on episodes. In 

summary, a host of factors probably mitigate the absence of specific enabling 

provisions in the agreement and explain the low-level fixation on "bread and butter" 

issues (16). There, indeed, appear to be to be other "dimensions" along which DoDDS 

and the OEA may seek professionalizing conditions (L. McDonnell, personal 

communication, August 27, 1990). 

Nonetheless, one principal factor, the cautious, waitful and conservative Factor 

B. clearly placed a high value on "bread and butter" issues; specifically. that current 

criteria for salaries and other compensation probably can't be improved or ought not be 

subjected to experimentation (34, 76 & 58), and concern for job security (22). Factor C 

also expressed interest in the forgOing items, but in a less emphatic manner. 

Additionally, Factor B's tenacious views on the merits of grievance procedures (23, 4. 43 

& 45) rise above the level of concern expressed in consensus (43). For Factor B. the 

grievance is truly the sine qua non, whereas from an overall view across the factors. 

grievance procedures probably have more of a "safety net" aspect. That is. the grievance 

(commonly resolved via binding arbitration) ensures that administrators exercise the 

kind of flexibility in their decision making with which teachers agree (Conley & 

Bacharach, 1991). Class size (17), categOrized as an enabling provision (McDonnell & 
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Pascal, 1988) and in this study as a working condition proviso, nonetheless, got a lot of 

attention from Factor B as one of its co-priorities. Transfer procedures, also a working 

conditions item, likewise triggered a moderate level of agreement from Factor B. 

Overall, the three factors' reaction to basic and working conditions items (37) in the Q 

sort would indicate that parallel items in the DoDDS-OEA agreement merit only 

moderate levels of interest and concern. 

Consensus emerged in the three factors' views of current evaluation poliCies and 

procedures (54. 74, 73 & 13), indicating "a latent tendency for more comprehensive 

evaluation systems" (Berry & Ginsberg, 1988). In-place evaluation processes do not 

acknowledge or measure the dimensions of teaching practice: It is complex. decision

laden. uncertain and involves clients who have increasingly diverse needs. The current 

approach of announced, infrequent observations with shallow feedback seems 

inadequate (73) for factors that view themselves as thorough-gOing professionals (66 & 

25). What is significant about the factors' consensus on evaluation is that agreement 

cuts across three distinctly different factors. 

Viewed from a generational perspective (Kerchner & Mitchell. 1988) the factors 

would suggest that teachers in DoDDS are firmly within the second generation model of 

negotiations: Concerns over economic and procedural due process questions appear to 

be remote. Indeed, conflict management as a major union function was discarded (67) 

and there appears to be little support for adversarial behavior, although no one is 

willing to forsake grievance procedures. Whether the factors represent progress toward. 

or even attainment of. a third generation status is a question for later discussion. 

Premised on the views of the three factors that resulted from this Q study. the 

views held by teachers of the current DoDDS-OEA appear to register moderate concern 

over some baSic and working conditions provisions, and also for grievance procedures 
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as a prudent safeguard. Strong disapproval would be indicated for current evaluation 

processes. However, an obseIVer might sense (as the author does) that teachers in 

DoDDS-Germany do not have a high level of familiarity with the content and 

provisions of the current negotiated agreement. The current agreement seems to stand 

as more of a distant document, like a dusty book on a shelf that has value primarily 

when unusual events require its occasional retrieval. Again, this may be partly 

explainable by a reliance on other mechanisms that govern and influence teachers' 

practice in DoDDS, and also by the history of negotiated agreements between DoDDS 

and the OEA. There have been only three agreements in the nearly quarter-century of 

negotiations. Informal, but binding, arrangements, in such circumstances, will be 

found in the absence of formal agreements. It may also be that "local law" will result in 

the diffuse DoDDS system to accommodate variations in local conditions. 

Summary of question 1 conclusions. 

To recap, the three factors generally expressed a low to moderate concern with 

"bread and butter" issues or with the absence of more enabling provisions. It appears 

that alternatives compensate for this general vacuum. Some concern was expressed 

about working conditions provisos, especially class size, which was a major sUcking 

point for Factor B, the cautious and waitful conselVative. All factors, led vociferously 

by Factor B, valued the grievance procedure. Current evaluation poliCies were viewed as 

clearly in need of overhaul because they do not capture or measure the scope and 

complexity of teaching practice. The factors' attitude toward the current negotiated 

agreement would suggest that the DoDDS-OEA relationship has progressed beyond the 

second generation of negotiations; an intergenerational phase may be now operant 

with the portent of a third generation of still undefinable dimensions and qualities. 
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Question 2: Prospective Agreements 

Replying to this question was both a relatively straightforward and demanding 

task; for example, the consensus items were both clear and vague. Clarity emerged in 

the factors' support for a revamp of teacher evaluation (54, 73 & 13). What was less clear 

was what kind of evaluation processes might succeed and improve the current system. 

Policy support was consistent for both statements 54 and 13; the former suggested a 

professionalizing perspective, while the latter rejected a conservative view. 

Conversely, concern over how the factors' teaching is evaluated (12) received moderate 

disapproval. This might suggest that the "how" is not important of itself. as long as 

evaluation changes to capture better the character of the practice being evaluated. 

perhaps including more subjective measures (53), perhaps multiple measures (33). In 

any event the "unique needs of teachers and schools should be kept in mind" (74) as 

unions push for more realistic evaluation systems (54). An evaluation system as 

suggested by Zerger (1988) would be a progressive step toward more comprehensive 

(Scriven. 1988) and futuristic models (Tetenbaum & Mulleen, 1988). The factors in this 

study suggest that this is a fruitful arena for change if DoDDS and the OEA choose to 

pursue it, while bearing in mind that other emerging reform issues, such as career 

ladders and peer review. may complicate evaluation reform (Zerger, 1988). 

It cannot be gainsaid that specific proposals for change in evaluation systems 

(or other areas) might not fragment the factors' consensus regarding the need for 

reform, but cathartic potentialities alone ought not inhibit or stifle reform 

Inititiatives. As will be indicated later. it is the task of leaders and other 

changemasters to expand on the substantive opportunities that exist for worthwhile 

change and refonn. 

In consensus, the three factors expressed disfavor with merit pay plans and 
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other similar differentiated staffing proposals, although a merit pay plan that "really 

resulted in the best teachers being recognized and rewarded" (14) would be acceptable to 

"the pragmatic and poised practitioners" of Factor A. However, along with indicators 

of a general unreadiness for differentiated staffing proposals, all factors expressed 

reseIVations with the idea of non-monetary (15) options, contrary to suggestions that 

teachers are not motivated substantially by monetary incentives (see, e.g., Ornstein, 

1988). Additionally, Schlecty's (1989) assessment that the teaching profession is not 

suffiCiently mature to undertake refonns where salary is intenningled with status and 

opportunity gains currency, as indicated by the three factors in this study. Clearly, 

negotiations over differentiated staffing proposals would travel a rocky road, unless 

equitable and operationally unbiased alternatives were devised or found. 

Finally, general expressions of support appeared for "professionalizing 

provisions" (40 & 37). However, specific policy statements (38 & 18) were relegated to 

limbo. Indeed, the "pragmatic and poised practitioner" in Factor A registered moderate 

disapproval with "institutionalizing inseIVice opportunities" (38). Perhaps, this has 

more to do with the episodic and top-driven character of inservice programs within 

DoDDS (e.g., see DoDDS, 1989) and with an overall call for more professional discretion 

and control by teachers (Cooper, 1991). Moreover, one might sense (as the author does) 

that although the factors appeared to be above average in the time devoted to 

professional reading, the dialogue related to professionalization of teaching may not be 

part of their' reading fare. The expansive character of the professionalization literature 

is somewhat vague about the specifics of "professionalizing provisions" beyond those 

suggested by McDonnell & and Pascal (1988) or provisions that facilitate influence over 

educational policy (Goldschmidt & Painter, 1987-88: Goldschmidt et aI., 1984), A 

framework that might facilitate professionalization, such as the educational policy 
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trust agreement (Kerchner & Mitchell. 1988). seems remote within the context of the 

DoDDS system and federal rules on collective bargaining. Site-based alternatives and 

empowerment of teachers. such as Factor A would support and Factor C suggests it 

works under now. would probably offer a more plausible avenue to professionalization. 

Indeed. anecdotal evidence suggests that the Joint Cooperation Committee (JCC). 

provided for in the current DoDDS/OEA agreement (Article 4. Appendix A). might offer 

a platform for wider exploration of school site initiatives. even though a related 

statement (78) drew little reaction from the three factors. Now to consideration of 

empowerment items. 

Lack of concreteness. that is. an incoherence in their preferences. describes the 

shape of the factors' view of items that were in the category of teacher empowerment 

(Appendix B). Indeed. Factor C waved off any attempts to decrease its currently

perceived level of autonomy because it might diminish its established sense of 

collegialty (70); as has been seen. this Is probably due to the site-specific satisfaction 

that this factor apparently enjoys (21). Factor C already feels empowered. as can be 

inferred from its sense of harmony (61). flexibility (41) and belongingness (50). It 

should be noted. however. that Factor C is not involved in any full-blown participatory 

management scheme that emanates from school-site management initiatives (see. e.g .. 

Conley & Bacharach. 1991). as such formal programs are only in a pilot stage in 

DoDDS-Germany (J. Dal Santo. personal communication. October l1. 1991: W. Boyer. 

personal communciation. October 16. 1991). Factor B. as already discussed, probably 

can be banked on to take a dim view. or no view. on empowerment given its assessment 

of school improvement plans (19 & 78). Factor A expressed concerns about 

"professionization" (Judge. 1989) which might exclude worthy teachers or public 

support in an overly zealous push for professional1zation (71). Nonetheless, all factors 
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would welcome greater opportunities for leadership, a role in decision making and 

amplified teachers' voice. Empowerment, as indicated in Chapter 2, is fundamentally 

bound to professionalization of teaching. It would appear that for most teachers these 

concepts need specification and translation into a level of "teacher talk" that exposes 

the practical, if these factors' confounded views have any credence. An educational 

campaign on the part of unions might contribute to a common appreciation of 

professionalizaUon and empowennent. Mter all, that is what "unions should be 

supporting now" (72). 

Factor A provides the strongest hints for prospective provisions that might be 

grist in the mill of collective negotiations between DoDDS and OEA. It would be more 

likely to support some differentiated staffing proposals (14) and site-based 

management (60) that would result in decentralized decision making and a wholly 

reenergized. trustful and flexible school environment. At the same time. Factor A does 

not indicate a fixation with salary and compensation issues, grievance procedures, and 

the like. that often seIVe to sap energy (and patience) in typical management-union 

negotiations. Recalling the DNA of Factor A, a nucleus of proactive, change-oriented 

educators can generally be found within a school system with relatively-stable 

enrollments so that teaching staffs are in due course continuously "renewed" (see, e.g., 

Fullan, 1982). Factor A represents the "promise of youth:" teachers at the low spectrum 

of experience who are more likely to have an experimental streak. However. as the 

DoDDS system contracts worldwide, the teachers most likely to lose positions are the 

Factor A types. This development could degrade the nucleus for change and stymie the 

possible fusion of unionism and reform in the DoD school system. 

Summary of question 2 conclusions. 

In summary, prospective negotiations might, first of all, fruitfully focus on 
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changes in evaluation policies and procedures; secondly, require the building a mutual 

data-base on the meaning and implications of empowennent and professionalization 

of teaching as an antecedent to prospective consideration of "professionalizing 

provisions;" and, finally, antiCipate major obstacles in the path of attempts to devise 

differentiated staffing alternatives. There is cause for both optimism and caution 

regarding these conclusions for as Kerchner (personal communication, September 13. 

1991) observes that "teachers have a dualism about elements of profession." Teachers 

seek greater recognition of their status and competence and are increasingly willing to 

participate in refonn. On the other hand, being long-accustomed to individual 

domains, teachers are leery of peer review and evaluation, and uncomfortable with 

subjecting their practice to the scrutiny of others. Moreover, teachers are wary of 

unions that become too cooperative and which then might dull the unions' edge as an 

instrument of Criticism of school administration and administrators. 

Question 3: Merger of Unionism and Reform 

Consideration of this question is somewhat analagous to divining meanings 

from the mucky reSidue of an excellent Turkish coffee: The demitasse, saucer and 

muddy grounds are obvious, but making a credible and satisfying connection between 

those concrete objects and the psyche, motivations and other imponderables of the 

person who just drank the thick, hot brew requires insights and interpretations that 

border the realm of artistry. Similarly, analyzing the subjective meanings enmeshed 

in the factors of this Q study in relation to question 3 also involves artistry. But there 

are some concrete bases for departure, just as thefalci (Turk.) in the kahvehane uses all 

clues available to her to help "foretell" events in a way that will be both credible and 

pleasing to her client. 

Three themes can be read from the consensus shared by the three factors. as 
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displayed in Chapter 4: Change is positively viewed, unions have a role in that change, 

and teachers' voice ought to become more audible and compelUng. The change that is 

supported by the factors (68) is one that results from community at the school site (39), 

not the typical top-down imposition of change (59). The tendency to support change 

may appear somewhat surprising in view of the lashing that teachers have taken for 

their role in the mediocrity held to be endemic in K-12 public schools. Whatever their 

shortcomings, the three factors are professionals (66 & 25) and along with the 

knowledge base, skill and judgment associated with complex professional work. an 

accompanying measure of adaptability is a concomitant requisite. Clearly, the factors 

would conSider themselves adaptable, and it is expressed in their Willingness to accept 

change, and to view change as a positive, broad-based dynamic (7 & 8) (see, e.g., 

Richardson, 1991). Open-mindedness is certainly a prerequisite to initiation of reform: 

the factors seem to possess that prerequisite: they are willing to entertain alternatives 

now, albeit of perhaps limited dimension and number. 

A fertile field of openness and receptivity to change, then, lies ready for the OEA 

to sow and harvest. A number of statements substantiate the expectation that the 

association should act. Unions have the resources to promote reforms that 

professionalize teaching (9), and unions should strive to understand initiatives for 

change better to preclude loss of constructive opportunities (29). Common ground exists 

(40) to find broad-based changes (37) that go beyond narrow self-interest (31). Moreover, 

the quest for change need not be rife with adversartal posturing (67). At this point the 

temptation to ponder what changes unions might make in accommodating their 

members' apparent penchant for change is overwhelming, although few clues are 

available from which to predict. 

As with the related concepts of "professionalization" and "empowerment," there 
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is a question as to what kind of teacher unionism might emerge to supplant current 

practice (47). Speculation about the new direction unionism might constructively 

follow takes one far from shore onto the fringes of thin ice. Some would suggest merger 

between professionalization of teaching and unionism is impossible (Lieberman, 1985, 

1988) because of unions' highly political nature and lack of an ethical code to guide 

teachers. Others, who believe unions are outgrowing "industrial unionism," would look 

for "creative adaptations" of current practices by expanding the arena of negotiations 

(Rabban, 1987: see also Shedd, 1988): Only illegal issues and differentiation between 

bureaucratic and professional responsibilities would be banned from consideration. In 

the absence of attainment of more common ground in any effort to merge unionism and 

reform, it is worth recalling Rabban's (1988) view that although teachers might prefer a 

professional model of collective bargaining, the current model, predicated on 

industrial unionism, might be preferred and retained if events like Yeshiva hold 

precedent. (The flurry of teacher strikes in the United States at the start of the 1991-92 

school year indicates the industrial model is far from moribund.) It is easy to believe 

that Factor B could fall into a reactionary camp, given its conservative nature and 

attachment to the grievance procedure. 

Pluralistic models might have some appeal (Featherstone & Roberts, 1984) 

because they would appear to promote creation of the "civic culture" that Kerchner and 

Mitchell (1988) see as the ultimate formula for true school reform. Some level of 

community (the Interested public beyond the school site) involvement and 

responsibility for resulting negotiated agreements would appear to be irresistible. 

Because of the nature of the DoDDS system, Kerchner and Mitchell's (1988) call for a 

revamping of governing ideas and legal structures might offer a comprehensive 

alternative to facilitate change in the nature and scope of negotiations in the DoD 
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school system. Comparison of Table 2-1 (p. 40 above) with the general attitudes of the 

three factors in this study suggests they would support professional unionism in terms 

of "what should be protected?" from an institutional perspective. Also supportable 

would be "what constitutes good teaching?" in terms of engagement. The results are 

somewhat less clear regarding what the "union's focus" should be in the realm of 

defining teaching as work. For example. item 18. related to distinguishing between 

policy and practice. ended up in limbo: on the positive side. but still in limbo. Again. 

item 81. a verbatim definition of "professional unionism" (Kerchner & Mitchell. 1988) 

received a negative rating. led by the pragmatic and poised Factor A. Moreover. the 

policy consequences of professional unionism. particularly those that have 

differentiated staffing overtones. as discussed earlier. merited little enthusiasm from 

the three factors. Professional unionism as envisioned by Kerchner and Mitchell 

(1988) requires extensive peer involvement; for example. in evaluation. tutoring and 

socialization of teacher colleagues. In view of the factors' strong support for change in 

evaluation systems. the door may be open to greater peer roles for as Bodenhausen 

(1990) concludes. where an effort is made to inform teachers as to how peer evaluation. 

for example. can work. fears are allayed. opposition dissipates and interest is piqued. 

And if Strike (1990) is correct. acceptance of the role of peers in evaluation. standard 

setting and socialization is central and necessary to the profession of teaching. 

Clearly. if the fertile field of change is to yield a hybrid bumper crop of unionism· 

reform. intensive tilling must occur to ensure a clearer notion of "professional 

unionism" sprouts among the likes of the three factors--and which is to suggest among 

their peers in DoDDS. 

Summary of question 3 conclusions. 

Among the three factors in this Q study. there is apparently a wellspring of 
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support for educational change, for involvement by teacher unions in that change, and 

for change that results in a greater level of empowerment for teachers. In loud and clear 

terms, the factors favored statements that indicate such support. A significant 

opportunity seems to exist for the OEA to merge its energies for reform with other 

initiatives that would place teachers at or near the center of educational change. Far 

less clear, however, Is what kind of professional unionism might emerge to facilitate 

harmonization of unionism and reform. Extensive preparation must precede serious 

consideration and implementation of policies (Kerchner & Mitchell, 1988) considered 

part and parcel of "professional unionism." More extensive dialogue, common 

understandings and appreciation of concepts such as "professionalization of teaching." 

"teacher empowerment," and "professional unionism," among others, would appear to 

be prerequisites to any effective merger of unionism and reform. 

A Parting Conclusion 

If it is assumed that the attitudes expressed by the three factors in this study 

typify the views of significant numbers of teachers in DoDDS-Germany, and perhaps. of 

those in DoDDS worldwide, vistas for change exist. The necessity and opportunity for 

change requires action--and presents the question: Who will lead? Who will broker the 

unionism-reform partnership? How can a mutual agenda be reached? Reminiscent of 

"Catch 22." an initial level of teacher empowerment seems a vital prerequisite if 

teachers' voice is truly to get adequate expression in formulation and institution of 

educational reform; afterall, one has to get into the arena to play in the game. Bolin 

(1989) seems to suggest that the task of leadership should fall on the "wise 

administrator" who will1nslst on teacher empowerment before teachers demand it. On 

the other hand, Little (1988) would volunteer teachers as able leaders. Whoever leads. it 



161 

is clear that unless and untn teachers are empowered, external forces will continue to 

dominate and dictate the professional fate of teachers (Glazer, 1991; Howey, 1990). 

On several levels, the need for leadership to achieve a sturdy and effective 

unionism-reform alliance is vitally linked to increasing the "capacity for cooperation" 

(Bacharach, Shedd & Conley, 1989) between and among the key players involved in 

educational policy making. Blending teachers' needs for flexibility and resource 

support and system managers' focus on program coordination and student flow will 

expose differences of interest and opinion as the sides deal with each other on 

educational issues. But different perspectives, interests and priorities need not be 

incompatible or even antagonistic, either with one another--or with the public's 

overriding interest in providing high quality education for students. Still, leaders will 

have to emerge. or be found, to concUiate differences and to help configure new 

structures, ground rules and processes, if. indeed. collective bargaining is "to assume 

increasing prominence in the overall management of school systems" (Bacharach, 

Shedd & Conley. 1989). On this latter pOint. it is worth recalling the role conflict 

teacher associations are commonly seen to confront (McDonnell & Pascal. 1988). As 

unions, their first duty is to look to the interests of their members. As professional 

SOCieties, unions must be concerned for professionals standards and client welfare. For 

some (Strike, 1990), whether unions can manage this role conflict is an open question. 

Unless this question can be satisfactorily resolved, the matter of who energizes. 

inspires and otherwise leads the campaign to enhance substantially the "capacity for 

cooperation" also must remain intransigent. Finally, one must not forget another 

essenUalingredient in any discussion of school reform, that of followership (Chubb. 

1990). 
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Recommendations 

As has been recounted, if the factors that emerged in this Q study are typical of 

teachers in DoD's overseas schools, three main portals present themselves for the 

future of collective negotiations between the Department of Defense Dependents 

Schools and the Overseas Education Association: -(1) pursuit of the unionism-refonn 

nexus, (2) establishment of participatory school-site management, and (3) overhaul of 

the current evaluation system. These three windows of opportunity, then. lead to 

directly to the recommendations of this study. The recommendations are posed in a 

weak order of priority for it seems each succeeding recommendation builds on the 

previous; on the other hand, their interdependency must also be acknowledged. Each of 

the recommendations presupposes that an extensive dialogue for refonn will be 

established so that common understandings and values can be promoted. Any effort to 

build these requisite commonalities must have a low-key, yet relentless quality to build 

and expand support for refonn. Additionally, "Catch 22" resurfaces because without an 

initial level of "the three Rs," which will be detailed later, it will be very difficult to 

build a foundation from which to launch and sustain substantial refonn initiatives. 

Pursue the UniDnism-Rejonn Nexus 

It must be suggested that with the strong support the three factors expressed for 

an upfront role by teachers' associations in educational refonn. enlightened leaders 

have an evident opportunity to build and enrich a "critical mass" of support for many 

professionallzation refonns (see, e.g., Ornstein, 1988) within the DoDDS system. This 

exists, despite the tendency by the factors to reject, or to place in limbo. statements that 

suggest relatively concrete reform objectives, for example, differentiated staffing 

proposals or the congruities between policy and practice. Nevertheless. the 

recommendation to push the unionism-refonn nexus is based on an almost universally 
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positive view of change and receptivity to it: at least in change so far as there is 

envisioned a major role for teachers' associations articulating educational reform. 

A kind of "critical mass" can be said to exist in the "pragmatic and poised 

practitioners" represented by Factor A. Resistance can be expected from the "cautious 

and waitful conseIVatives" who dominate Factor B, but appeals to its practical instincts 

and needs may help minimize or overwhelm its reluctance. Factor C would probably 

support harmonization of unionism and reform. especially if reform normalizes their 

"situational satisfaction." Factor C would have to rely less on serendipitious 

developments for empowerment. collegiality and cooperation in its school sites. if. for 

example. school-site participatory management became an overt objective. deliberately 

sought and worked toward by all the players at a school site. Finally. the question of 

the dual and conflicting roles of teacher aSSOCiations need not be irresolvable. if. 

indeed. the apparent conflict has major significance today. The question may be 

largely moot. for ample evidence. including this study. exists to suggest that enabling 

conditions (McDonnell & Pascal. 1988) and other negotiated provisions (Goldschmidt et 

aI.. 1984; Goldschmidt & Painter. 1987-88) have already fashioned a bridge of 

accessibility that affords teachers greater opportunity to attain professionalizing 

provisions--and to Impact educational policy. The task that now remains is to hold. 

widen and strengthen the bridgehead. 

Seek Participatory Selwol-Site Management 

Evidence abounds that initial attempts at school-site management have not 

uniformly resulted in the intended outcomes of greater teachers' voice. empowerment. 

collegiality (see. e.g .• Cooper. 1991: Conley & Bacharach. Glasman & Hajnik. 1991). 

Teachers work environments still do not provide real opportunities for collegial 

growth and support. Schedules largely preclude simple meetings between teachers: 
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moreover, few structures have developed that give teachers a meaningful, collective 

voice in school operations (Cooper, 1991; see also Boyer. 1988). Fortunately. clearer 

understandings have emerged of what is entailed by participative school-site 

management. encompassing what Cooper (1991) describes as "the three Rs of teacher 

collaboration"--ratification. resources and restructuring. Ratification requires the 

assent of central, school level and classroom professionals, and can be initiated at any 

or all levels. Resources of all kinds. monetary. human and technical. must be allocated 

if teachers are to learn, improve, share and take a lead in making schools better. Most 

importantly. structural changes must allow teachers to participate more fully in self

improvement ventures. in establishing peer professional support and in shared 

governance. 

Greater individuality and choice at the school-site can free teachers and 

administrators to respond to the changing demand of parents and community. 

Teachers must be at the center of reform and once they acquire greater professional 

discretion and control. their leadership will force change throughout the system. 

Bottom-up reform will influence how schools are organized and function. will alter 

bureaucratic influences. and will intimately involve teachers in school reform and 

improvement (Cooper. 1991) and contribute to the creation a "professional culture" in 

schools (Darling-Hammond, 1988b; see also Norman, 1988), also conSidered essential 

to reform. The factors in this study have a thorough-going self-concept of themselves as 

professionals capable of managing uncertainty and complexity and of making 

attendant decisions. To deny the three factors, and by inference their colleagues in 

DODDS-Germany, the opportunity to partiCipate more extensively and intensively in 

educational reform is to doom any meaningful and lasting change in the system's 

schools. As the breakout progresses and gathers momentum from the bridgehead of 
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receptivity to change, with teacher associations at the vanguard, the objective should be 

clear: school-site participatory management. Such an objective may not be easily 

achieved, as noted earlier. Moreover, as Elmore (1988) notes bureaucratic systems may 

not be willing to tolerate the degree of variability and disorder necessary to create a new 

form of organization; particularly one that might possess characteristics that Elmore 

proposes, including the choice of internal organization residing with the school or 

policy "free zones" in which existing regulations would be waived on conditions of 

performance. Nonetheless, the three factors in this study indicate some willingness 

among DoDDS teachers to participate more fully and meaningfully in school site 

management. 

Revamp the Evaluation System 

This opportunity, the perceived need for major changes in teaeher evaluation. 

received the clearest and most extensive level of support from the three factors in this 

study. but it may be the most difficult-to-achieve reform. If teacher evaluation systems 

are ever altered to parallel those in other professions, questions about the professional 

status of teachers and the professionalization of teaching will be largely moot (see. e.g .. 

Strike. 1990) First steps in the process of change would seem to necessitate a 

developmental framework for teacher evaluation (Bacharach, Conley & Shedd. 1987): 

one that focuses on the concept of teaching as a decision making process--and a concept 

shared by the three factors in this study. A developmental framework would emphasize 

teachers' capacities for improvement and growth across a career as measured by their 

decision making skills in terms of three basic roles--instructing. managing and 

counseling--and three basic functlons--planning, implementing and evaluating. 

Typically, three specific skill stages could be expected, application, adaptation and 

leadership, as teachers grew and developed as professionals. Related to the need for a 
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development framework is to find a more apt conception of teachers' work. Two 

polarities seem to predominate (Conley. 1988). Management. by trying to control the 

uncertainty of teaching work. would relegate teachers to mere "paper pushers." Unions. 

by insisting on complete autonomy for teachers in their classrooms. would grant 

teachers virtual "free agent" status. Conley (1988) suggests a new conception: that of the 

teacher as "constrained decision maker." 

Such a reconception would require that management recognize teachers as 

professional decision makers and that teachers recognize that they are accountable to 

the organizations in which they work. However. with true school-site participative 

management schemes. the organization that teachers might be accountable to would 

vary greatly. eliCiting glimpses of Tetenbaum and Mulkeen's (1988) notion of 

evaluation in the next century. Congruent with Tetenbaum and Mulkeen. is Scriven's 

(1988) call for a "duties-based" approach to evaluation. As central and important as the 

classroom environment is to schools. classroom dynamics alone do not entirely 

capture or reflect teachers' work. in Scriven's view. His duties-based evaluation system 

would require substantially more resources but would be a reflection of the importance 

attached to evaluation and of the commitment to quality control and staff 

development. 

Even unions seem to recognize the gross inadequacies of current evaluation 

systems (Zerger. 1988) and that understanding the complexities of evaluation, as never 

before. is an imperative for teachers. unions and school districts. Clearly. the teachers 

comprising the three factors in this study have strong views on the need to overhaul the 

current evaluation system. And as with the other two opportunities that are most laden 

with potential for change. evaluation reform will require substantial dialogue. 

negotiation and experimentation before new and acceptable evaluation systems 
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emerge. Here, again, leaders (and followers) must be found within DoDDS and the OEA 

to energize reform of current evaluation processes. Optimism should pervade attempts 

(at least initially) to devise more valid and comprehensive teacher evaluation measures 

within DoDDS, and a wide range of alternatives would appear to be open, including 

those reviewed in this study. Undeniably, the door is ajar and the opportunity seems 

essentially open-ended. 

Current developments in DoDDS-Germany might offer first steps toward an 

overhaul of evaluation systems if peer evaluation components of The Study of 

Teaching, a major staff development initiative in the region, are used to build comfort 

zones and confidence in peer review. Developments in DoDDS-Germany do not 

approximate the "labor-management" compacts that are at the heart of educational 

policy agreements (C. Kerchner, personal communication, September 13, 1991) and 

which include peer review, participative school site management and participative 

staff development. However, DoDDS experimentation with school site management 

and the comprehensive staff development program, The Study of Teaching, could 

affirm Bodenhausen's (1990) view that resistance to greater peer roles subsides as 

teachers come to lmow what is entailed. These may be modest beginnings for an 

increase in the capacity for cooperation, but they are, nevertheless, a beginning. 

Summary 

Not readily apparent in this study, but discernable ''between the lines," is the 

generally positive and upbeat nature of teaching force in the DODDS-Germany region, 

and presumably worldwide. The author, based on the results of this Q study and three 

years of personal observation, concludes that the bleak and disillUSioned views of 

teachers' lives suggested by some (see, e.g., Cuban, 1988) do not apply to or deSCribe the 

DoDDS teaching force. This research was undertaken with a suspicion that entrenched 
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conseIVatism and a general resistance to change would mark the findings. Such has 

not been the case. as evidenced by the findings and conclusions of this study. Even with 

the uncertainties of military force "build-downs" and the attendant contraction in 

school enrollments and school closings within DoDDS. the teachers in the three factors 

in this study expressed a positive receptiveness to change. along with a role for their 

association in reform initiatives. Beyond these two general indications. the details of 

supportable change--excepting a desire for an overall of teacher evaluation and a 

negative vIew of differentiated staffing--are unclear. Despite the lack of detail and 

specifiCS about reform. significant opportunities appear to be open within DoDDS-

Germany for many of the major reforms currently part of the discourse in educational 

research. More focused research may define and clarify these opportunities and shape 

the specific outlines of plausible and doable reform. 

In any event. leadership from a variety of sources must emerge to inform. 

energize and implement agreed-upon reforms. It seems clear that the Implications for 

change agents spearheading reform and unionism are the same for all change agents 

(Maris. 1979. cited in Fullan. 1982): 

They must listen as well as explain. continually accommodating their 
design to other purposes. other kinds of experience. modifying and 
renegotiating long after they would like to believe that their conception 
was finished. If they impatiently cut this process short. their reforms 
are likely to be abortive. (p.104) 

Teacher profeSSionalism and professionalization of teachIng w1ll be at the 

heart of any successful major educational reform within DoDDS. One might correctly 

conclude that teacher professIonalism and professionaltzation of teachIng are not 

sufficIent bases for sIgnificant and worthwhile educational reform. but they are 

certaInly necessary prerequisites. This reality should lend importance and urgency to 

the second wave of reform within the Department of Defense Dependent Schools. 
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APPENDIX B: STATEMENTS AND CATEGORIES 

Statements related to the value of union membership 

(1) Conflict. even bitterness. and a general inability of administrators and 
teachers to work together characterizes the situation at my school. 

(ad) 

(2) Rigidity in the school. centralized management and limited teachers' voice 
accurately describes conditions at my school. 

(bd) 

(3) Flexibility. cooperation. mutual respect between administrators and 
teachers. and collegiality marks conditions at my school. 

(cd) 

(4) Basic issues are what the association should focus on. 
(ae) 

(5) The association could do better than it does in meeting its members' needs. 
(be) 

(6) The association ought to get more involved in serious educational issues. 
(ce) 

(7) The association will really have to keep an eye on RIF procedures. 
(aO 

(8) Transfer procedures have been improved. but despite recent changes the 
association sUll needs to work on them. 

(bO 

(9) The association should negotiate in a steadfast but nonconfrontional way 
for a greater teachers' voice in how schools are run. 

(cO 

Statements related to the value of grievance procedures 

(10) The issues that really count are already covered in the contract and not 
likely to be influenced by a grievance provision. 

(ad) 

( 11) Grievance provisions provide a significant way to affect working 
conditions in schools. 

(bd) 
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(12) I suppose there are reasons for grievance procedures but I think it best for 
people to face issues directly, openly and honestly. 

(cd) 

(13) I would talk to another teacher first if I thought I had a grievance. 
(ae) 

(14) If I thought I had a grlevance, I would first contact the faculty 
representative. 

(be) 

(15) If I thought I had a grievance, I would first discuss the situation directly 
with the prinCipal or supelVisor. 

(ce) 

(16) A grievance procedure is not significant compared to other contract 
provisions. 

(aO 

(17) Without a grievance procedure, all other contract provisions are essentially 
meaningless. 

(bO 

(18) Grievance procedures unnecessarily complicate relationships between 
teachers and administrators. 

(cO 

Statements related to the generational view of teacher unionism 

(19) Teaching is not much different from other labor; teachers' duties are 
relatively uncomplicated and straightforward. 

(ad) 

(20) A teacher's duties are fundamentally individUalistic, much like those of a 
craftsperson or artist. 

(bd) 

(21) Teaching is surely professional work, requiring extensive lmowledge, 
skillful judgments, and difficult decisions. 

(cd) 

(22) Teacher unions should represent teachers' aspirations and define their 
interests. 

(ae) 

(23) Teacher unfons should represent teachers' interests and define their values. 
(be) 

(24) Teacher unfons should represent teachers' judgments and define their 
commitments. 

(ce) 
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(25) The future role of unions is to manage conflict.because conditions in 
schools are unlikely to change much. 

(an 

(26) Teacher unions should abandon current practices, although I'm not sure 
what direction they should take. 

(bf) 

(27) Teacher unions must harmonize their actions with school reform 
objectives that seek to change the face of our public schools. 

(cf) 

Statements related to the prospects few change 

(28) Whoever said "the more things change, the more they remain the same" had 
it right. 

(ad) 

(29) Changing schools is difficult, but clearly some changes are both desirable 
and necessary. 

(bd) 

(30) Large scale, even dramatic, changes are needed in our schools; there's no 
question about that. 

(cd) 

(31) Schools function about as well as one can expect and little change is likely. 
(ae) 

(32) Only changes that make a teacher's classroom role and responsibilities 
more manageable should be attempted or promoted. 

(be) 

(33) The conservative nature of schools puzzles me; we don't take advantage of 
new knowledge and technology to make necessary changes. 

(ce) 

(34) The union's role in change should focus on the basics; we shouldn't jump on 
every new wave of reform proposed for schools. 

(aO 

(35) Union's need to understand the push for change in schools better, otherwise 
we may miss the opportunity for worthwhile changes. 

(bf) 

(36) With the resources they control, unions should be aiding and abetting 
reforms that advance professionalfzation of teaching. 

(cf) 

Statements related to teacher empowerment 

(37) I would be reluctant to accept changes that would greatly change the 
autonomy I now have, and enjoy, in running my classroom. 

(ad) 
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(38) Sometimes I feel there has to be a better way: the isolation I work in is 
personally and professionally frustrating. 

(bd) 

(39) I do everything I can to reach out to build collegiality at our school and to 
use communication to improve a sense of efficacy among teachers. 

(cd) 

(40) With compulsory schooling and entrenched school practices, we're fooling 
ourselves if we think adding "more chefs or fancy recipes" Is going to change 
schools very much. 

(ae) 

(41) Enhanced professionalism Is a valid objective but we have to guard against 
a kind of elitism that would exclude worthy teachers or ignore public interests 
and support. 

(be) 

(42) Only professionalization of teaching is likely to change profoundly the way 
both staff and students in schools grow and learn. 

(ce) 

(43) Unions are unlikely to, nor should they. change significantly the 
individual teacher's current status in the classroom. 

(af) 

(44) Rather than buUding barriers, unions should seek to build bridges within 
schools: othelWise. classroom teachers will continue to face an unchanging and 
lonely vigU. 

(bf) 

(45) Greater opportunities for leadership, decisionmaking and a voice for 
teachers are effective and workable alternatives that unions should be 
supporting now. 

(cf) 

Statements related to teacher evaluation 

(46) Influence over what I teach matiers most to me. 
(ad) 

(47) What matiers most is influence over the how of what I teach. 
(bd) 

(48) Influence over how my teaching is evaluated is my main concern. 
(cd) 

(49) Announced. infrequent obselVations with essentially superficial feedback 
suit me fine. 

(ae) 
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(50) Evaluation measures are basically okay, but I'm not sure they capture what 
I do: perhaps more subjective input from teachers and administrators would be 
an improvement. 

(be) 

(51) Current methods of evaluation are invalid and should be replaced with 
multiple measures, including self-assessment. that better portray teaching. 

(ce) 

(52) Contract provisions can do little to change teacher evaluation because legal 
requirements for evaluation are best met through current methods. 

(an 
(53) It may be impossible to include all the measures needed for a better 
evaluation system, but the unique needs of teachers and schools should be kept 
in mind. 

(bi) 

(54) Teacher associations should work for evaluation systems that acknowledge 
the uncertainty and complexity in teaching and the pluralism of student bodies. 

(ci) 

Statements related to dUferentlated stamng 

(55) Teachers' salaries based on experience and educational level are probably 
as fair and workable as any system that can be devised. 

(ad) 

(56) Merit pay plans, and other incentives, would be okay if they really resulted 
in the best teachers being recognized and rewarded. 

(bd) 

(57) Differentiated staffing should provide teachers a chance to grow and 
develop professionally while gaining status and some monetaxy reward. 

(cd) 

(58) An ideal merit program would be one that monetarily rewarded all teachers 
at a school. 

(ae) 

(59) Cash bonuses would be a proper kind of merit system: an amount of money 
given periodically to reward excellence. 

(be) 

(60) ProfeSSionals should be satisfied principally with non-monetaty awards 
and other public recognition for excellence in teaching. 

(ce) 

(61) A better alternative to merit plans is to raise the salary levels for all 
teachers: this is what unions should promote. 

(aO 
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(62) Differentiated staffing Is okay as long as unions insist on guarantees that 
ensure superior teachers are in fact selected under objective criteria and 
procedures. 

(bf) 

(63) Unions should support career ladders and increased opportunities for 
teacher growth even if concomm1tant salary increases are unfeaSible. 

(cf) 

Statements related to professlODAlIzing provisions 

(64) The issues that concern me most in a negotiated agreement are ''bread and 
butter" provisions. 

(ad) 

(65) As far as I'm concerned. working condition provisos in negotiated 
agreements are the key elements of any contract. 

(bd) 

(66) PrOvisions in negotiated agreements that enable teachers to influence 
educational policy are my main concern. 

(cd) 

(67) Unions have little to do with professionalizing teaching; they're primarily. 
and rightfully concerned about providing for and protecting me as a teacher. 

(ae) 

(68) Specific limits on class size would be a major improvement in working 
conditions here; current imbalances are unfair to students and teachers. 

(be) 

(69) I believe a lot more can be accomplished to professionalize the school 
through consultations under the Joint Cooperation COmmittee (JCC)establ1shed 
in the current negotiated agreement. 

(ce) 

(70) Salary levels, extra duty compensation and fringe benefits ought to get 
major emphasis under any new negotiations between the association and 
DoDDS. 

(af) 

(71) Inservice, staff development programs and other professional growth 
opportunities ought to be institutionalized and not conducted merely on an 
opportunity basiS. 

(bf) 

(72) Somehow teachers' associations and management have to realize that it is 
counterproductive to distinguish between policy and practice and that good 
teaching and managerial work aren't so different. 

(cf) 
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Statements related to clumge BDd the concommltant role of UDIons 

(73) Regarding change, I prefer to make my own choices based on my needs. 
(ad) 

(74) If I have some say in the what and how of changes and they're clearcut, and 
useful, then I might use the. 

(bd) 

(75) Change is inevitable and necessary, but requires interaction, sharing and 
discussions with others in devising and deciding on change. 

(cd) 

(76) School improvement plans are really meant to paper over problems and 
don't result in any meaningful change. 

(ae) 

(77) Higher standards, greater accountability and improved student 
achievement are the results of a solid school improvement plan. 

(be) 

(78) SIPs are a good start but we must take the next step which is toward site
based decision-making and the trust, school-wide participation, flexibility and 
renewal that go with it. 

(ce) 

(79) Given the hlstoxy of teacher unions and management, it Is unlikely that 
much more common ground can be found to facilitate professionalizatlon of 
teaching. 

(aO 

(80) There are areas of negotiation in which cooperation and compromise can be 
achieved and that will improve schools for all involved, espeCially teachers. 

(bO 

(81) Only teacher profeSSionalism carries with it a public or responsibility 
toward the institution of education; that is what teacher unions should pursue. 

(cO 
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APPENDIX C: Q SORT STATEMENT NUMBERS 

1. BasIc issues are what the association should focus on. 

2. Transfer procedures have been improved but the association stm needs to work on 
them despIte recent changes. 

3. I suppose there are reasons for grievance procedures but I think it best for people to 
face issues dIrectly. openly and honestly. 

4. A grievance procedure is not significant compared to other contract provIsions. 

S. A teacher's duties are fundamentally individualistic. much like those of a 
craftsperson or artist. 

6. Teacher unions should represent teachers' judgments and define their 
commitments. 

7. Whoever said "the more thingS change. the more they remain the same" had it 
rIght. 

8. Only changes that make a teacher's classroom role and responsibilities more 
manageable should be attempted or promoted. 

9. With the resources they control. unions should be aiding and abetting 
reforms that advance professional1zation of teaching. 

10. With compulsory schooling and entrenched school practices. we're fooling 
ourselves if we think adding "more chefs or fancy recipes" is going to change 
schools very much. 

11. Rather than building barriers. unions should seek to build bridges within 
schools; otherwise. classroom teachers wm continue to face an unchanging and 
lonely vIgil. 

12. Influence over how my teaching is evaluated is my main concern. 

13. Contract provisions can do little to change teacher evaluation because legal 
requirements for evaluation are best met through current methods. 

14. Merit pay plans. and other incentives. would be okay if they really resulted in the 
best teachers being recognized and rewarded. 

IS. Professionals should be satisfied prinCipally with non-monetary awards and 
other public recognition for excellence in teaching. 
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16. The issues that concern me most in a negotiated agreement are ''bread and butter" 
provisions. 

17. Specific limits on class size would be a major improvement in working conditions 
here; current imbalances are unfair to students and teachers. 

18. Somehow teachers' associations and management have to realize that it is 
counterproductive to distinguish between policy and practice and that good 
teaching and managerial work aren't so different. 

19. School improvement plans are really meant to paper over problems and don't 
result in any meaningful change. 

20. There are areas of negotiation in which cooperation and compromise can be 
achieved and that will improve schools for all involved. especially teachers. 

21. Flexibility, cooperation. mutual respect between administrators and teachers 
and collegiality marks conditions at my school. 

22. The association will really have to keep an eye on RIF procedures. 

23. Grievance provisions provide a Significant way to affect working conditions in 
schools. 

24. If I thought I had a grievance, I would first discuss the situation directly with the 
principal or supervisor. 

25. Teaching is not much different from other labor; teachers' duties are relatively 
uncomplicated and straightforward. 

26. Teacher unions should represent teachers' interests and define their values. 

27. Teacher unions must harmOnize their actions with school refonn objectives that 
seek to change the face of our public schools. 

28. Schools function about as well as one can expect and little change is likely. 

29. Union's need to understand the push for change in schools better, otherwise we 
may miss the opportunity for worthwhile changes. 

30. I do everything I can to reach out to buUd collegiality at our school and to use 
communication to improve a sense of efficacy among teachers. 

31. Unions are unlikely to, nor should they, change significantly the individual 
teacher's current status in the classroom. 

32. What matters most is influence over how the what I teach. 

33. Current methods of evaluation are invalid and should be replaced with multiple 
measures, including self-assessment. that better portray teaching. 

34. Teachers' salmes based on experience and educatlonallevel are probably as fair 
and workable as any system that can be devised. 
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35. Cash bonuses would be a proper kind of merit system: an amount of money given 
periodically to reward excellence. 

36. Unions should support career ladders and Increased opportunities for teacher 
growth even If concommitant salary increases are unfeasible. 

37. Unions have little to do with professionalizing teaching; they're primarily, and 
rightfully concerned about providing for and protecting me as a teacher. 

38. In-service, staff development programs and other professional growth 
opportunities ought to be institutionalized and not conducted merely on an 
opportunity basis. 

39. Change Is inevitable and necessary, but requires Interaction, sharing and 
discussions with others in devising and deciding on change. 

40. Given the history of teacher unions and management, It Is unlikely that much 
more common ground can be found to facilitate professlonal1zatlon of teaching. 

41. Rigidity in the school, central1zed management and l1m1ted teachers' voice 
accurately describes conditions at my school 

42. The association ought to get more Involved In serious educational issues. 

43. The issues that really count are already covered In the contract and not likely to 
be influenced by a grievance provision. 

44. If I thought I had a grievance,1 would first contact the faculty representative 

45. Grievance procedures unnecessarily complicate relationships between teachers 
and administrators. 

46. Teacher unions should represent teachers' aspirations and define their Interests 

47. Teacher unions should abandon current practices, although I'm not sure what 
direction they should take. 

48. Large scale, even dramatic, changes are needed In our schools; there's no 
question about that. 

49. The union's role In change should focus on the basics; we shouldn't jump on every 
new wave of refonn proposed for schools. 

50. Sometimes I feel there has to be a better way; the isolation I work in Is personally 
and professionally frustrating. 

51. Only professlonalizatlon of teaching Is likely to change profoundly the way both 
staff and students in schools grow and learn. 

52. Influence over what I teach matters most to me. 



53. Evaluation measures are basically okay. but I'm not sure they capture what I do. 
Perhaps more subjective input from teachers and administrators would be an 
improvement. 

54. Teacher associations should work for evaluation systems that acknowledge the 
uncertainty and complexity in teaching and the pluralism of student bodies. 

55. An ideal merit program would be one that monetarily rewarded all teachers at a 
school. 

56. Differentiated staffing is okay as long as unions insist on guarantees that ensure 
superior teachers are in fact selected under objective criteria and procedures. 

57. Provisions in negotiated agreements that enable teachers to influence 
educational policy are my main concern. 

58. Salary levels. extra duty compensation and fringe benefits ought to get 
major emphasis under any new negotiations between the aSSOCiation and 
DoDDS. 
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59. If I have some say in the what and how of changes and they're clearcut. and useful, 
then I IIlight use them 

60. SIPs are a good start but we must take the next step: site-based decision-making 
and the trust. school-wide participation. flexibility and renewal that go with it. 

61. Conflict. even bitterness. and a general inabfllty of administrators and teachers 
to work together characterizes the situation at my school. 

62. The association could do better than it does in meeting its members' needs. 

63. The association should negotiate in a steadfast but nonconfrontional way for a 
greater teachers' voice in how schools are run. 

64. I would ta1k to another teacher first if I thought I had a grievance 

65. Without a grievance procedure. all other contract provisions are essentially 
meaningless. 

66. Teaching is surely professional work. requiring extensive knowledge. skillful 
judgments and difficult decisions. 

67. The future role of unions is to manage conflict.because conditions in schools are 
unlikely to change much. 

68. Changing schools is difficult. but clearly some changes are both desirable and 
necessary. 

69. The conselVative nature of schools puzzles me; we don't take advantage of new 
knowledge and technology to make necessary changes. 

70. I would be reluctant to accept changes that would greatly change the autonomy I 
now have. and enjoy. in running my classroom. 



71. Enhanced professionalism is a valid objective but we have to guard against a 
kind of elitism that would exclude worthy teachers or Ignore public interests and 
support. 
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72. Greater opportunities for leadership, decisionmaldng and a VOice for teachers are 
effective and workable alternatives that unions should be supporting now. 

73. Announced, infrequent obselVations with essentially superficial feedback suits 
me fine. 

74. It may be impossible to include all the measures needed for a better evaluation 
system, but the unique needs of teachers and schools should be kept in mind. 

75. Differentiated staffing should provide teachers a chance to grow and develop 
professionally while gaining status, and some monetary reward. 

76. A better alternative to merit plans is to raise the salary levels for all teachers: 
this is what unions should promote. 

77. As far as I'm concerned, working condition provisos in negotiated agreements are 
the key elements of any contract. 

78. I believe a lot more can be accomplished to professionalize the school through 
consultations under the Joint Cooperation Committee established under the 
current negotiated agreement. 

79. Regarding change, I prefer to make my own chOiCes based on my needs. 

80. Higher standards, greater accountabUity and improved student achievement are 
the results of a solid school improvement plan. 

81. Only teacher professionalism carries with it a public or responsibility toward the 
institution of education; that is what teacher unions should pursue. 
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April 15, 1991 

This letter seeks your cooperation in helping me complete research that focuses on 
the dual issues of teacher professionalism and the role of teachers' associations in the 
professlonallzaUon of teaching. This research is related to doctoral work I am 
conducting at the University of Arizona, but as a fellow teacher and professional peer in 
DoDDS-Gennany, I trust we share an interest in these dual Issues. A letter from the 
regional director approving this research Is attached. 

The methodology in this research is unique and somewhat complex; it Is called "Q 
methodology." It asks a person to sort items--a set of statements in this case--into a 
forced pattern of agreement to disagreement. I think you will find the procedures 
interestlng--and the statements thought-provoking. 

Enclosed, then, Is a card set of statements called a "Q sample" that relates to the 
issues that are the focus of this research--teacher professionalism and unions. 
Instructions are provided for the "Q sort," or your distribution of the card statements 
into agree-to-dlsagree groups. Please read the enclosed Q Sort Instructions carefully. 
The Q sort will take 30 to 40 minutes. 

After final sorting of the cards, please record your Q sort on the Q Sort Data Record 
Also, please complete the Supplementary Questionnaire on the reverse side of the Q Sort 
Instructions. The supplementary infonnation will provide the basis for additional 
research InSights. Return the completed Q Sort Data Record and Supplementary 
Questionnaire in the enclosed self-addressed envelope; the set of cards need not be 
returned and may be discarded after you finish. All the data and infonnation you 
provide will be treated confidentially. 

I realize that time is a limited commodity, espeCially as the end of the school year 
looms closer, but I would appreciate your response within a week to 10 days. If you have 
questions or otheIW1se need clarification, you may leave a message at school: ETS 485-
7590 or cMlian 06783-6-7590/06783-5725. You may also reach me evenings at 06783-
2988. 

Thank you for your cooperatlon and early response. 

Sincerely. 

Rich Delgado 
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Q SORT INSTRUCTIONS 

You have a set of 81 statements on randomly numbered cards. These statements 
have been taken from the literature related to teacher professionalism and 
professionalization of teaching. plus that related to teacher associations or unions. 
Your Q sort and thnt of other teachers in DoDDS-Gennany will be computer analyzed 
for insights into your views regarding what teacher unions have accomplished and 
what they might try to accomplish. Sort the cards from a personal and professional 
Viewpoint that reflects your attitude about the statements. 

Step 1: Begin by reading the cards and placing them into three roughly equal piles; 
(1) those that you agree with. (2) those that disagree with. and (3) those that you feel 
neutral or undecided about. 

Step 2: Then take the "agree" pile and select the 2 statements with which you most 
strongly agree. Record the card numbers of those statements in the two boxes on the 
right side of the Q Sort Data Record under "Most Agree." Next. take the "disagree" pile 
and select the 2 statements with which you most strongly disagree. Record the card 
numbers of those statement in the two boxes on the left under "Most Disagree." (Leave 
the cards in their separate piles as you proceed to sort into the neutral area in case you 
need to verify the data record.) 

Step 3: Again take the "agree" pile and from the remaining statements select the 4 
statement with which you most strongly agree. Record those numbers in the four boxes 
on the right or "Most Agree" side. Proceed similarly in selecting the next 4 statements 
with which you most disagree in the remaining "disagree" pile. recording those card 
numbers in the four boxes on the "Least Agree" side. 

Step 4: Proceed similarly in selecting and recording the next 6 of the remaJnJng 
statements with which you agree; in selecting and recording the next 6 of the remaining 
statement with which you disagree: and continuing toward the middle selecting and 
recording the next 9 agree and disagree statements: and the next 12 agree and disagree 
statements: until you end up recording the 15 remaining neutral or no opinion 
statements in the middle fifteen blocks. 

Be sure to put a number in every box: be as leetb1e as you can. Use each number only 
~ 
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Q SORT DATA RECORD 

Least Agree Neutral Area Most Agree 

I 

I 
(2) (2) 

(4) (4) 

(6) (6) 

(9) 
I 
I (9) 

(12) (12) 

(15) 

Be sure to put a DUmber in eymr 1m Usc each number only once. 



Supplementary QuestJonnaire 

Regarding your g sort. please conunent In the space below about (1) either or both of the two 
statl:ments you most agreed with. (2) either or both of the two statements you most disagreed 
with. or (3) any comblnaUon of (1) and (2). 

1. F1l11n or complete the circle that IdenWles your (a) gender and (b) race or ethnic group: 
(a) O-Female O-Male (b) O-Black o-Hispanlc O-Aslan O-Whlte O-Other. __ _ 

2. F1l11n the circle that ldenWles your teaching experience In DoDDS: 
o-lst year 0-1 to 3 yeans ().4 to 7 yeans 
0-8 to 11 years 0-12 to 15)'ea1'S 0-16 years or more 

3. F1l11n the circle that IdenUftes your total teaching experience: 
o-latyear o-lto 3)'tam ().4 to 7)'!81'8 
0-8 to 11 years 0-12 to 15 ~ 0-16 years or IIlIJR 

4. Fill In or complete the circle that IdenUDes your educaUonal preparaUon: 
o-BA o-BA+ IShows o-BA+30hows o-MA o-MA+ 15 hours O-MA+ 3Ohows 
O-MA + 45 hours O-MA + 60 hours O-Other. 

S. F1l11n the clrcle(s) that IdenUftles)(y) the grade level(s) In which you teach: 
o-K 0-1 0-2 0-3 ().4 o-S ().6 0-7 o.s 0-9 0-10 0-11 0-12 

6. F1l11n or complete the circle that IdenWles the major specialty or content (subject matter) area 
In which you teach: O-ESL O-Comp/U O-Resource SpeclalJst o-Speech/Language 
O-Other Specialist: O-Content Area: 

7. Please indicate the number of other teachers In your school whom you consider essenUaJ to 
you In performing your teaching duties: __ • Explain briefly: 

8. Please indicate the number of other teachers In your school with whom you consult regarding 
your teaching dUUea: __. Explain briefly: 

9. In general. how would you describe the amount of Ume you Independently devote to staying 
current with literature or research on educaUonallssues. including content areas: 
O-None to vr:ry little O-OccasJonaDy or as needed o-Regularty 

10. (a) Are you a union member. o-Yea o-No (b) lfyes. indicate JeveI oI'unlon Involvement. 
current or paSt: O-member only o-Iocal omcer or FRS o-Reglonal orncer or 
representative O-Higher level Conunent brleOy on your Involvement: ____ _ 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DEPENDENTS SCHOOLS 

OFFICE OF THE REGIOSAL DIRECTOR 
GERMANY REGlO~ 

AEPF-3014 

Mr. Richard Delgado 
Baumholder High School 
APO Hew York 09034-0005 

Dear Hr. Delgado: 

APO NEW YORK 09634·0005 

18 OCT 1990 

Your research proposal haa beeD approved. A copy of this approval mu.t be 
attached to the iDstrumBDt used iD the survey.. ADy mailiDg expeD8e. are 
peraoDal. GovernmeDt-franked eDvelope. or .tationery caDDot be u.ed. ID 
accordan~e with DS RegulatioD 2071.2, DoDDS Research Approval Proc •••• dated 
Hay 24, 1983. UpOD completioD of the research project, you .hould .eDd 15 
copies of the executive Bummary aDd 5 copies of the complete report to th. 
Director. DoDDS. in AlexaDdri •• Virainia. 

I hope that the research results viII prove beDeficial to all cODcerned. 

cc: Dr. Dal SaDto 
EducatioD DivisioD 

SiDcerely. 

7I'!~44£ 
J. B. BLACKSTEAD 

Director 
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VARIABLE 1 

APPENDIX E: CORRELATION MATRIX 

(52 X 52) 
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1.0000 0.5810 0.3079 0.5000 0.2407 0.2083 0.3634 0.3241 0.4051 0.4792 0.3935 0.4329 0.3356 
0.4028 0.5301 0.1181 0.3866 0.3843 0.3796 0.4352 0.1667 0.3588 0.3148 0.5069 0.1412 0.2292 
0.4167 0.4514 0.6134 -0.2222 0.5093 0.4954 0.3542 0.4653 0.3032 0.5556 0.3194 0.3981 0.4005 
0.4190 0.4028 0.2222 0.3218 0.4306 0.2593 0.4630 0.4259 0.5069 0.4028 0.3218 0.3194 0.4282 

VARIABLE 2 
0.5810 1.0000 0.1875 0.4306 0.3843 0.3125 0.3218 0.2292 0.4213 0.3727 0.5139 0.5926 0.2292 
0.4259 0.4537 0.37270.3819 0.4120 0.2130 0.3796 0.3449 0.6111 0.2731 0.6806 0.3241 0.4977 
0.4190 0.5648 0.6134 -0.3241 0.4028 0.51620.4653 0.4537 0.2361 0.4398 0.3032 0.4213 0.4977 
0.3843 0.4722 0.3611 0.4352 0.4977 0.2176 0.4514 0.4722 0.3565 0.3750 0.5602 0.2917 0.3611 

VARIABLE 3 
0.3079 0.1875 1.0000 -0.0301 -0.0463 -0.0486 -0.0370 -0.0139 0.2245 0.1921 0.0463 0.294 
0.1065 0.1481 0.2106 -0.0093 0.0231 0.0394 0.0116 -0.0880 -0.0370 0.0440 0.1227 0.1667 
0.1366 0.1019 0.1458 0.2593 0.1134 0.1620 0.1991 0.3171-0.0139 0.1319 0.2083 0.1644 
0.2523 0.1690 0.1921 0.1088 0.3171 0.0648 0.0949 0.0394 -0.0764 0.1134 0.1481 0.1968 
0.0579 0.1181 0.1782 -0.0625 

VARIABLE 4 
0.5000 0.4306-0.0301 1.0000 0.4097 0.1921 0.4352 0.4329 0.1597 0.4306 0.3310 0.2546 
0.4468 0.3796 0.5116 0.28470.4259 0.3426 0.4051 0.5347 0.2431 0.3796 0.3380 0.5509 -0.0093 
0.1736 0.4583 0.2060 0.4213 -0.2222 0.5069 0.15740.4329 0.3032 0.0833 0.5417 0.2384 0.1852 
0.3611 0.2963 0.1667 0.1597 0.1921 0.3519 0.4630 0.3843 0.4421 0.5046 
0.4653 0.2431 0.0718 0.3681 

VARIABLE 5 
0.2407 0.3843-0.0463 0.4097 1.0000 0.2245 0.1736 0.2824 0.3218 0.3403 0.4236 0.2801 
0.3102 0.3981 0.3218 0.43290.3102 0.1389 0.1829 0.3380 0.2407 0.3796 0.2454 0.4630 0.1227 
0.3125 0.3171 0.3472 0.4028-0.1782 0.3843 0.28240.4792 0.2847 0.2593 0.2245 0.1736 0.2130 
0.1944 0.2940 0.1921 0.2083 0.2477 0.1227 0.3032 0.2315 0.3796 0.1806 
0.2616 0.3657 0.0718 0.2060 

VARIABLE 6 
0.2083 0.3125 -0.0486 0.1921 0.2245 1.0000 0.1250 0.2662 0.4653 0.1273 0.1690 0.2384 
0.1574 0.3079 0.0880 0.13190.3426 0.0995 0.1551 0.3542 0.3148 0.4282 0.4653 0.1435 0.0231 
0.3727 0.3148 0.3218 0.3796 -0.0278 0.2222 0.19210.0486 0.2986 0.0046 0.1644 0.1852 0.2199 
0.4213 0.2431 0.3310 0.0833 0.2222 0.4560 0.3102 0.2199 0.1898 0.26850.3148 0.0718 0.3889 
0.2755 

VARIABLE 7 
0.3634 0.3218-0.0370 0.4352 0.1736 0.1250 1.0000 0.3634 0.1019 0.4167 0.3796 0.2292 
0.3495 0.1620 0.2894 0.0764 0.2870 0.3981 0.2361 0.4676 0.1505 0.2500 0.2940 0.3866 0.1343 
0.2778 0.1458 0.3102 0.3634 -0.0880 0.3634 0.1296 0.4560 0.3171 0.0394 0.4421 0.2847 0.3056 
0.3148 0.2708 0.0069 0.3032 0.2569 0.3426 0.3565 0.3889 0.3773 0.3634 0.3333 0.1412 0.0972 
0.2431 
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VARIABLE 8 
0.3241 0.2292 -0.0139 0.4329 0.2824 0.2662 0.3634 1.0000 0.0694 0.3866 0.2083 0.0949 
0.3426 0.1829 0.3727 0.0093 0.1736 0.1481 0.2431 0.3843 0.1968 0.3565 0.4560 0.2616 0.0486 
0.2037 0.2986 0.3727 0.3218 -0.1597 0.3495 0.14810.3171 0.3194 -0.0856 0.4190 0.3611 0.1273 
0.2824 0.2083 0.0093 0.0556 0.1944 0.3819 0.3843 0.3194 0.2870 0.4398 0.4769 0.1296 0.1366 
0.2847 

VARIABLE 9 
0.4051 0.4213 0.2245 0.1597 0.3218 0.4653 0.1019 0.0694 1.0000 0.2083 0.3750 0.4375 0.1944 
0.4792 0.1574 0.23150.2546 0.2222-0.0301 0.1782 0.3958 0.3148 0.4097 0.3681 0.1620 0.4213 
0.2731 0.4167 0.3472-0.0718 0.2778 0.42360.1713 0.4514 0.4815 0.2153 0.3773 0.3958 0.4954 
0.3611 0.5625 0.2361 0.3588 0.3472 0.0463 0,1713 0.1968 0.2454 0.2662 0.4676 0.3819 0.0764 

VARIABLE 10 
0.4792 0.3727 0.1921 0.4306 0.3403 0.1273 0.4167 0.3866 0.2083 1.0000 0.2662 0.2060 0.4468 
0.1343 0.5486 0.2477 0.2917 0.4491 0.2454 0.5394 0.3981 0.4398 0.2199 0.4375 0.2708 0.2708 
0.3773 0.4259 0.4282 -0.1227 0.4583 0.3102 0.4028 0.3495 0.2454 0.4653 0.2917 0.2662 0.3009 
0.2963 0.1227 0.3866 0.3356 0.3449 0.3333 0.2894 0.4931 0.40740.2755 0.2523 0.1944 0.1991 

VARIABLE II 
0.3935 0.5139 0.0463 0.3310 0.4236 0.1690 0.3796 0.2083 0.3750 0.2662 1.0000 0.5301 0.2338 
0.3773 0.4074 0.39350.3333 0.5579 0.2037 0.4491 0.3287 0.3889 0.2847 0.5556 0.3032 0.3889 
0.3102 0.4676 0.5139 -0.2106 0.4514 0.5046 0.4699 0.5185 0.4329 0.3426 0.2778 0.4815 0.3796 
0.4907 0.2755 0.3750 0.2755 0.2245 0.1782 0.3704 0.4028 0.19210.3611 0.6759 0.1597 0.1759 

VARIABLE 12 
0.4329 0.5926 0.2940 0.2546 0.2801 0.2384 0.2292 0.0949 0.4375 0.2060 0.5301 1.0000 0.1019 
0.4167 0.3889 0.34490.3009 0.3403 0.1528 0.2315 0.3819 0.5370 0.3657 0.4792 0.3426 0.4931 
0.3796 0.7176 0.5486 -0.1412 0.4051 0.5394 0.2569 0.4769 0.4074 0.1829 0.3241 0.4537 0.4005 
0.4722 0.5116 0.4769 0.5208 0.3796 0.0370 0.3079 0.3449 0.2500 0.3079 0.5718 0.4051 0.2361 

VARIABLE 13 
0.3356 0.2292 0.1065 0.4468 0.3102 0.1574 0.3495 0.3426 0.1944 0.4468 0.2338 0.1019 1.0000 
0.3866 0.5069 0.09950.2616 0.3472 0.1389 0.3773 0.0556 0.2963 0.2083 0.3912 0.0347 0.0301 
0.3843 0.2639 0.4375 -0.1088 0.4074 0.2153 0.3495 0.1574 0.2060 0.5255 0.3079 0.3009 0.1875 
0.1319 0.1157 0.1134 0.0995 0.2639 0.3565 0.4236 0.3287 0.4259 0.2106 0.0648 0.2639 0.1852 

VARIABLE 14 
0.4028 0.4259 0.1481 0.3796 0.3981 0.3079 0.1620 0.1829 0.4792 0.1343 0.3773 0.4167 0.3866 
1.0000 0.3079 0.34720.2847 0.2361 0.1019 0.3102 0.1019 0.2014 0.3565 0.4144 0.1644 0.0694 
0.4398 0.3102 0.4491 -0.0880 0.3449 0.42360.0995 0.3750 0.2639 0.3727 0.3519 0.3148 0.3333 
0.3102 0.3611 0.1458 0.2546 0.2083 0.1481 0.2870 0.2199 0.35420.2245 0.2731 0.2778 0.1412 

VARIABLE 15 
0.5301 0.4537 0.2106 0.5116 0.3218 0.0880 0.2894 0.3727 0.1574 0.5486 0.4074 0.3889 0.5069 
0.3079 1.0000 0.18290.3634 0.4213 0.4144 0.4537 0.2014 0.4213 0.2361 0.5278 0.2639 0.2755 
0.6019 0.4167 0.5208-0.1829 0.6319 0.37500.3333 0.3495 0.2708 0.4722 0.3588 0.1944 0.1690 
0.3750 0.1736 0.3079 0.2847 0.3588 0.2315 0.4537 0.4398 0.3611 0.3380 0.3958 0.2963 0.3495 

VARIABLE 16 
0.1181 0.3727 -0.0093 0.2847 0.4329 0.1319 0.0764 0.0093 0.2315 0.2477 0.3935 0.3449 
0.0995 0.3472 0.1829 1.0000 0.2824 0.2361 0.1528 0.2894 0.3009 0.2778 0.1944 0.4190 0.2199 
0.1134 0.2801 0.3264 0.2384 0.0440 0.2708 0.2546 0.2384 0.3542 0.2523 0.2361 0.1019 0.3634 
0.2870 0.3333 0.2106 0.2870 0.2384 -0.0370 0.1806 0.2153 0.3356 0.2384 0.1505 0.3472 0.0347 
-0.0509 
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VARIABLE 17 
0.3866 0.3819 0.0231 0.4259 0.3102 0.3426 0.2870 0.1736 0.2546 0.2917 0.3333 0.3009 0.2616 
0.2847 0.3634 0.28241.0000 0.2870 0.2384 0.4190 0.1505 0.2986 0.3009 0.3634 0.1065 0.2199 
0.3032 0.2917 0.5463-0.0486 0.4074 0.27550.3866 0.3218 0.1088 0.2662 0.2292 0.1759 0.2917 
0.3495 0.3657 0.3773 0.3194 0.3356 0.2384 0.3981 0.3171 0.2500 0.3310 0.2801 0.3333 0.2662 

VARIABLE 18 
0.3843 0.4120 0.0394 0.3426 0.1389 0.0995 0.3981 0.1481 0.2222 0.4491 0.5579 0.3403 0.3472 
0.2361 0.4213 0.23610.2870 1.0000 0.3403 0.4398 0.1968 0.3449 0.2222 0.4630 0.3171 0.2639 
0.2523 0.3935 0.3472 -0.1528 0.4097 0.2569 0.2731 0.3380 0.2870 0.3287 0.2269 0.3819 0.3495 
0.3495 0.2037 0.2454 0.3125 0.3380 0.3148 0.2338 0.4468 0.23150.1574 0.4120 0.2431 0.2106 

VARIABLE 19 
0.3796 0.2130 0.0116 0.4051 0.1829 0.1551 0.2361 0.2431-0.0301 0.2454 0.2037 0.1528 
0.1389 0.1019 0.4144 0.15280.2384 0.3403 1.0000 0.3218 0.0625 0.1204 0.0046 0.2986 0.1898 
0.0509 0.2431 0.1620 0.2361-0.1296 0.4282 0.00230.2269 0.3287 -0.0347 0.2963 0.1759 
0.0625 0.0532 0.2431 -0.0347 0.0162 0.0093 0.2153 0.4051 0.3657 0.3704 0.23150.0856 0.0648 
0.1319 0.3403 

VARIABLE 20 
0.4352 0.3796 -0.0880 0.5347 0.3380 0.3542 0.4676 0.3843 0.1782 0.5394 0.4491 0.2315 
0.3773 0.3102 0.4537 0.2894 0.4190 0.4398 0.3218 1.0000 0.2616 0.4144 0.3079 0.4444 0.1528 
0.2106 0.3171 0.2569 0.5023 -0.0995 0.5278 0.22220.3796 0.3935 0.1644 0.5000 0.2384 0.2083 
0.3287 0.4074 0.0648 0.2546 0.2269 0.3241 0.4167 0.4907 0.4514 0.3958 0.4306 0.2083 0.2523 
0.4213 

VARIABLE 21 
0.1667 0.3449 -0.0370 0.2431 0.2407 0.3148 0.1505 0.1968 0.3958 0.3981 0.3287 0.3819 
0.0556 0.1019 0.2014 0.3009 0.1505 0.1968 0.0625 0.2616 1.0000 0.4028 0.2894 0.2616 0.1481 
0.4699 0.1898 0.4097 0.2106 -0.2176 0.2963 0.18520.4074 0.3102 0.2963 0.2824 0.2199 0.4097 
0.2060 0.3264 0.1042 0.3194 0.3356 0.2222 0.0463 0.1481 0.3333 0.1366 
0.2199 0.4630 0.3634 0.1898 

VARIABLE 22 
0.3588 0.6111 0.0440 0.3796 0.3796 0.4282 0.2500 0.3565 0.3148 0.4398 0.3889 0.5370 

0.2963 0.2014 0.4213 0.27780.2986 0.3449 0.1204 0.4144 0.4028 1.0000 0.4745 0.4398 0.2431 
0.5602 0.4630 0.6111 0.4560 -0.0926 0.4259 0.3657 0.3866 0.3495 0.3588 0.2384 0.2685 0.2870 
0.4630 0.3264 0.2963 0.2708 0.4907 0.3889 0.3148 0.2315 0.3912 0.34490.4329 0.4259 0.2454 
0.3426 

VARIABLE 23 
0.3148 0.2731 0.1227 0.3380 0.2454 0.4653 0.2940 0.4560 0.4097 0.2199 0.2847 0.3657 0.2083 
0.3565 0.2361 0.1944 0.3009 0.2222 0.0046 0.3079 0.2894 0.4745 1.0000 0.2593 0.0741 0.4398 
0.3356 0.4259 0.3426 0.1505 0.3796 0.3403 0.1157 0.3125 0.2130 0.2708 0.2731 0.3727 0.6829 
0.2153 0.3704 0.2130 0.4051 0.4514 0.2222 0.2338 0.1667 0.48150.5324 0.2083 0.2546 0.1759 

VARIABLE 24 
0.5069 0.6806 0.1667 0.5509 0.4630 0.1435 0.3866 0.2616 0.3681 0.4375 0.5556 0.4792 0.3912 
0.4144 0.5278 0.4190 0.3634 0.4630 0.2986 0.4444 0.2616 0.4398 0.2593 1.0000 0.2269 0.3681 
0.4491 0.4861 0.5069 -0.2685 0.4514 0.3588 0.5301 0.4861 0.3565 0.4421 0.3194 0.4097 0.3565 
0.4491 0.3449 0.2917 0.3380 0.3519 0.2315 0.3958 0.4907 0.32870.1852 0.4792 0.1690 0.3056 

VARIABLE 25 
0.1412 0.3241 0.1366 -0.0093 0.1227 0.0231 0.1343 0.0486 0.1620 0.2708 0.3032 0.3426 
0.0347 0.1644 0.2639 0.2199 0.1065 0.3171 0.1898 0.1528 0.1481 0.2431 0.0741 0.2269 1.0000 
0.1829 0.1944 0.3912 0.2593 -0.0139 0.1759 0.19680.0833 0.3125 0.1921 0.1366 0.1250 0.2963 
0.2245 0.2546 0.2106 0.2431 0.2963 0.1458 0.1389 0.2639 0.2083 0.0486 0.1296 0.2894 0.1458 
0.0787 
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VARIABLE 26 
0.2292 0.4977 0.1019 0.1736 0.3125 0.3727 0.2778 0.2037 0.4213 0.2708 0.3889 0.4931 0.0301 
0.0694 0.2755 0.1134 0.2199 0.2639 0.0509 0.2106 0.4699 0.5600 0.4398 0.3681 0.1829 1.0000 

. 0.3009 0.5764 0.4005 -0.1250 0.4167 0.36810.3287 0.3727 0.2778 0.0671 0.1019 0.3333 0.3657 
0.4051 0.2963 0.2338 0.5023 0.4190 0.0810 0.1829 0.3380 0.3148 0.2454 0.4815 0.2315 0.4306 

VARIABLE 27 
0.4167 0.4190 0.1458 0.4583 0.3171 0.3148 0.1458 0.2986 0.2731 0.3773 0.3102 0.3796 0.3843 
0.4398 0.6019 0.28010.3032 0.2523 0.2431 0.3171 0.1898 0.4630 0.3356 0.4491 0.1944 0.3009 
1.0000 0.4213 0.5000 -0.1435 0.4167 0.30320.0671 0.4444 0.2106 0.3356 0.3356 0.2685 0.2546 
0.3032 0.2986 0.2801 0.3102 0.3032 0.2685 0.2106 0.3287 0.36810.3264 0.2569 0.2593 0.2894 

VARIABLE 28 
0.4514 0.5648 0.2593 0.2060 0.3472 0.3218 0.3102 0.3727 0.4167 0.4259 0.4676 0.7176 0.2639 
0.3102 0.4167 0.3264 0.2917 0.3935 0.1620 0.2569 0.4097 0.6111 0.4259 0.4861 0.3912 0.5764 
0.4213 1.0000 0.5764 -0.1597 0.4514 0.51390.3356 0.5255 0.2986 0.2130 0.2755 0.4907 0.3727 
0.5579 0.4398 0.3519 0.5023 0.4722 0.2477 0.2338 0.3935 0.3681 0.2986 0.4815 0.4190 0.3264 

VARIABLE 29 
0.6134 0.6134 0.1134 0.4213 0.4028 0.3796 0.3634 0.3218 0.3472 0.4282 0.5139 0.5486 0.4375 
0.4491 0.5208 0.2384 0.5463 0.3472 0.2361 0.5023 0.2106 0.4560 0.3426 0.5069 0.2593 0.4005 
0.5000 0.5764 1.0000-0.2384 0.4977 0.54170.4213 0.5046 0.1551 0.4931 0.3079 0.3588 0.4005 
0.4005 0.4375 0.3681 0.4167 0.4468 0.2894 0.5116 0.5440 0.47220.4491 0.3819 0.3634 0.4421 

VARIABLE 30 
-0.2222 -0.3241 0.1620 -0.2222 -0.1782 -0.0278 -0.0880 -0.1597 -0.0718 -0.1227 -0.2106 -0.1412 
-0.1088 -0.0880 -0.1829 0.0440 -0.0486 -0.1528 -0.1296 -0.0995 -0.2176 -0.0926 0.1505 -0.2685 
0.0139 -0.1250 -0.1435 -0.1597 -0.2384 1.0000 -0.1644 -0.2338 -0.3287 -0.1481 0.0440 -0.1528 
-0.2176 -0.0486 0.1227 -0.0880 -0.0162 -0.0093 0.0880 -0.1458 -0.1875 -0.0116 -0.2199 -0.0579 
0.0370 -0.1736 -0.0741 -0.1551 

VARIABLE 31 
0.5093 0.4028 0.1991 0.5069 0.3843 0.2222 0.3634 0.3495 0.2778 0.4583 0.4514 0.4051 0.4074 
0.3449 0.6319 0.27080.4074 0.4097 0.4282 0.5278 0.2963 0.4259 0.3796 0.4514 0.1759 0.4167 
0.4167 0.4514 0.4977 -0.1644 1.0000 0.4306 0.4074 0.5185 0.3426 0.4144 0.2222 0.2176 0.2894 
0.4699 0.1991 0.2523 0.3333 0.4097 0.3889 0.5093 0.5787 0.4583 0.2917 0.2778 0.2847 0.2940 

VARIABLE 32 
0.4954 0.5162 0.3171 0.1574 0.2824 0.1921 0.1296 0.1481 0.4236 0.3102 0.5046 0.5394 0.2153 
0.4236 0.3750 0.2546 0.2755 0.2569 0.0023 0.2222 0.1852 0.3657 0.3403 0.3588 0.1968 0.3681 
0.3032 0.5139 0.5417 -0.2338 0.4306 1.0000 0.1968 0.5023 0.3356 0.2477 0.3356 0.3704 0.4306 
0.2778 0.5694 0.3079 0.2801 0.4653 0.0532 0.2384 0.2986 0.4329 0.2338 0.4745 0.3866 0.1551 

VARIABLE 33 
0.3542 0.4653 -0.0139 0.4329 0.4792 0.0486 0.4560 0.3171 0.1713 0.4028 0.4699 0.2569 
0.3495 0.0995 0.3333 0.2384 0.3866 0.2731 0.2269 0.3796 0.4074 0.3866 0.1157 0.5301 0.0833 
0.3287 0.0671 0.3356 0.4213 -0.3287 0.4074 0.1968 1.0000 0.2431 0.2338 0.3727 0.2083 0.2153 
0.1759 0.4028 0.0486 0.3426 0.2106 0.1991 0.1829 0.3981 0.5003 0.13190.2685 0.3958 0.1181 
0.2616 

VARIABLE 34 
0.4653 0.4537 0.1319 0.3032 0.2847 0.2986 0.3171 0.3194 0.4514 0.3495 0.5185 0.4769 0.1574 
0.3750 0.3495 0.35420.3218 0.3380 0.3287 0.3935 0.3102 0.3495 0.3125 0.4861 0.3125 0.3727 
0.4444 0.5255 0.5046 -0.1481 0.5185 0.50230.2431 1.0000 0.4213 0.3704 0.4630 0.4144 0.3588 
0.5069 0.3403 0.4421 0.3171 0.3356 0.2593 0.3148 0.4769 0.3704 0.2245 0.3912 0.2083 0.2708 
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VARIABLE 35 
0.3032 0.2361 0.2083 0.0833 0.2593 0.0046 0.0394 -0.0856 0.4815 0.2454 0.4329 0.4074 
0.2060 0.2639 0.2708 0.2523 0.1088 0.2870 -0.0347 0.1644 0.2963 0.3588 0.2130 0.3565 0.1921 
0.2778 0.2106 0.2986 0.1551 0.0440 0.3426 0.3356 0.2338 0.4213 1.0000 0.2014 0.2245 0.3495 
0.2708 0.1968 0.2176 0.2778 0.2593 -0.0185 -0.1157 0.1875 0.2245 0.07870.0301 0.5463 
0.1574 0.0833 

VARIABLE 36 
0.5556 0.4398 0.1644 0.5417 0.2245 0.1644 0.4421 0.4190 0.2153 0.4653 0.3426 0.1829 0.5255 
0.3727 0.4722 0.23610.2662 0.3287 0.2963 0.5000 0.2824 0.2384 0.2708 0.4421 0.1366 0.0671 
0.3356 0.2130 0.4931 -0.1528 0.4144 0.2477 0.3727 0.3704 0.2014 1.0000 0.4375 0.3796 0.3565 
0.2222 0.1759 0.1366 0.0741 0.2801 0.3310 0.6065 0.5324 0.5185 0.4051 0.2060 0.2060 0.2639 

VARIABLE 37 
0.3194 0.3032 0.2523 0.2384 0.1736 0.1852 0.2847 0.3611 0.3773 0.2917 0.2778 0.3241 0.3079 
0.3519 0.3588 0.10190.2292 0.2269 0.1759 0.2384 0.2199 0.2685 0.2731 0.3194 0.1250 0.1019 
0.3356 0.2755 0.3079 -0.2176 0.2222 0.3356 0.2083 0.4630 0.2245 0.4375 1.0000 0.2130 0.3009 
0.1551 0.3171 0.3565 0.1412 0.2616 0.1505 0.2245 0.2685 0.2940 0.2546 0.3356 0.3218 0.1204 

VARIABLE 38 
0.3981 0.4213 0.1690 0.1852 0.2130 0.2199 0.3056 0.1273 0.3958 0.2662 0.4815 0.4537 0.3009 
0.3148 0.1944 0.3634 0.1759 0.3819 0.0625 0.2083 0.4097 0.2870 0.3727 0.4097 0.2963 0.3333 
0.2685 0.4907 0.3588 -0.0486 0.2176 0.3704 0.2153 0.4144 0.3495 0.3796 0.2130 1.0000 0.4074 
0.3958 0.3264 0.2708 0.3750 0.2731 0.0023 0.2176 0.4144 0.31710.2662 0.3889 0.3171 0.1528 

VARIABLE 39 
0.4005 0.4977 0.1921 0.3611 0.1944 0.4213 0.3148 0.2824 0.4954 0.3009 0.3796 0.4005 0.1875 
0.3333 0.1690 0.28700.2917 0.3495 0.0532 0.3287 0.2060 0.4630 0.6829 0.3565 0.2245 0.3657 
0.2546 0.3727 0.4005 0.1227 0.2894 0.4306 0.1759 0.3588 0.2708 0.3565 0.3009 0.4074 1.0000 
0.2292 0.5301 0.2477 0.4352 0.4074 0.2384 0.3403 0.2870 0.43290.5324 0.3009 0.2454 0.1065 

VARIABLE 40 
0.4190 0.3843 0.1088 0.2963 0.2940 0.2431 0.2708 0.2083 0.3611 0.2963 0.4907 0.4722 0.1319 
0.3102 0.3750 0.33330.3495 0.3495 0.2431 0.4074 0.3264 0.3264 0.2153 0.4491 0.2546 0.4051 
0.3032 0.5579 0.4005 -0.0880 0.4699 0.27780.4028 0.5069 0.1968 0.2222 0.1551 0.3958 0.2292 
1.0000 0.2130 0.3495 0.3565 0.2824 0.2454 0.1806 0.3519 0.2106 0.1829 0.3310 0.1829 0.2824 

VARIABLE 41 
0.4028 0.4722 0.3171 0.1667 0.1921 0.3310 0.0069 0.0093 0.5625 0.1227 0.2755 0.5116 0.1157 
0.3611 0.1736 0.2106 0.3657 0.2037 -0.0347 0.0648 0.1042 0.2963 0.3704 0.3449 0.2106 0.2963 
0.2986 0.4398 0.4375-0.0162 0.1991 0.56940.0486 0.3403 0.2176 0.1759 0.3171 0.3264 0.5301 
0.2130 1.0000 0.3056 0.3866 0.5278 0.0833 0.1875 0.2593 0.3287 0.2894 0.3565 0.3519 0.0602 

VARIABLE 42 
0.2222 0.3611 0.0648 0.1597 0.2083 0.0833 0.3032 0.0556 0.2361 0.3866 0.3750 0.4769 0.1134 
0.1458 0.3079 0.28700.3773 0.2454 0.0162 0.2546 0.3194 0.2708 0.2130 0.2917 0.2431 0.2338 
0.2801 0.3519 0.3681 -0.0093 0.2523 0.30790.3426 0.4421 0.2778 0.1366 0.3565 0.2708 0.2477 
0.3495 0.3056 1.0000 0.3032 0.3032 0.0602 0.2523 0.3241 0.18060.2569 0.2917 0.2431 0.0764 

VARIABLE 43 
0.3218 0.4352 0.0949 0.1921 0.2477 0.2222 0.2569 0.1944 0.3588 0.3356 0.2755 0.5208 0.0995 
0.2546 0.2847 0.2384 0.3194 0.3125 0.0093 0.2269 0.3356 0.4907 0.4051 0.3380 0.2963 0.5023 
0.3102 0.5023 0.4167 0.0880 0.3333 0.28010.2106 0.3171 0.2593 0.0741 0.1412 0.3750 0.4352 
0.3565 0.3866 0.3032 1.0000 0.3634 -0.0055 0.2106 0.3125 0.34490.3194 0.4213 0.3148 0.1898 
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VARIABLE 44 
0.4306 0.4977 0.0394 0.3519 0.1227 0.4560 0.3426 0.3819 0.3472 0.3449 0.2245 0.3796 0.2639 
0.2083 0.3588 -0.0370 0.3356 0.3380 0.2153 0.3241 0.2222 0.3889 0.4514 0.3519 0.1458 0.4190 
0.3032 0.4722 0.4468 -0.1458 0.4097 0.4653 0.1991 0.3356 -0.0185 0.2801 0.2616 0.2731 
0.4074 0.2824 0.5278 0.3032 0.3634 1.0000 0.2778 0.2708 0.3565 0.40740.3472 0.2616 0.4190 
0.3356 

VARIABLE 45 
0.2593 0.2176-0.0764 0.4630 0.3032 0.3102 0.3565 0.3843 0.0463 0.3333 0.1782 0.0370 
0.3565 0.1481 0.2315 0.18060.2384 0.3148 0.4051 0.4167 0.0463 0.3148 0.2222 0.2315 0.1389 
0.0810 0.2685 0.2477 0.2894 -0.1875 0.3889 0.05320.1829 0.2593 -0.1157 0.3310 0.1505 
0.0023 0.2384 0.2454 0.0833 0.0602 -0.0255 0.2778 1.0000 0.2569 0.3148 0.4005 0.2963 
-O.IOBS 0.0440 0.2500 

VARIABLE 46 
0.4630 0.4514 0.1134 0.3843 0.2315 0.2199 0.3889 0.3194 0.1713 0.2894 0.3704 0.3079 0.4236 
0.2870 0.4537 0.2153 0.3981 0.2338 0.3657 0.4907 0.1481 0.2315 0.2338 0.3958 0.2639 0.1829 
0.21060.2338 0.5116-0.0116 0.5093 0.23840.3981 0.3148 0.1875 0.6065 0.2245 0.2176 0.3403 
0.1806 0.1875 0.2523 0.2106 0.2708 0.2569 1.0000 0.4815 0.43520.4306 0.2153 0.3356 0.2894 

VARIABLE 47 
0.4259 0.4722 0.1481 0.4421 0.3796 0.1898 0.3773 0.2870 0.1968 0.4931 0.4028 0.3449 0.3287 
0.2199 0.4398 0.3356 0.3171 0.4468 0.3704 0.4514 0.3333 0.3912 0.1667 0.4907 0.2083 0.3380 
0.3287 0.3935 0.5440 -0.2199 0.5787 0.2986 0.5093 0.4769 0.2245 0.5324 0.2685 0.4144 0.2870 
0.3519 0.2593 0.3241 0.3125 0.3565 0.3148 0.4815 1.0000 0.3264 0.3403 0.3032 0.2338 0.2431 

VARIABLE 48 
0.5069 0.3565 0.1968 0.5046 0.1806 0.2685 0.3634 0.4398 0.2454 0.4074 0.1921 0.2500 0.4259 
0.3542 0.3611 0.2384 0.2500 0.2315 0.2315 0.3958 0.1366 0.3449 0.4815 0.3287 0.0486 0.3148 
0.3681 0.3681 0.4722 -0.0579 0.4583 0.4329 0.1319 0.3704 0.0787 0.5185 0.2940 0.3171 0.4329 
0.2106 0.3287 0.1806 0.3449 0.4074 0.4005 0.4352 0.3264 1.0000 0.3866 0.0903 0.1944 0.3519 

VARIABLE 49 
0.4028 0.3750 0.0579 0.4653 0.2616 0.3148 0.3333 0.4769 0.2662 0.2755 0.3611 0.3079 0.2106 
0.2245 0.3380 0.15050.3310 0.1574 0.0856 0.4306 0.2199 0.4329 0.5324 0.1852 0.1296 0.2454 
0.3264 0.2986 0.4491 0.0370 0.2917 0.2338 0.2685 0.2245 0.0301 0.4051 0.2546 0.2662 0.5324 
0.1829 0.2894 0.2569 0.3194 0.3472 0.2963 0.4306 0.3403 0.38661.0000 0.2870 0.2060 0.1991 

VARIABLE 50 
0.3218 0.5602 0.1181 0.2431 0.3657 0.0718 0.1412 0.1296 0.4676 0.2523 0.6759 0.5718 

0.0648 0.2731 0.3958 0.34720.2801 0.4120 0.0648 0.2083 0.4630 0.4259 0.2083 0.4792 0.2894 
0.4815 0.2569 0.4815 0.3819 -0.1736 0.2778 0.47450.3958 0.3912 0.5463 0.2060 0.3356 0.3889 
0.3009 0.3310 0.3565 0.2917 0.4213 0.2616 -0. 1 OBS 0.2153 0.3032 0.09030.2870 1.0000 0.1921 
0.1620 

VARIABLE 51 
0.3194 0.2917 0.1782 0.0718 0.0718 0.3889 0.0972 0.1366 0.3819 0.1944 0.1597 0.4051 0.2639 
0.2778 0.2963 0.03470.3333 0.2431 0.1319 0.2523 0.3634 0.2454 0.2546 0.1690 0.1458 0.2315 
0.2593 0.4190 0.3634 -0.0741 0.2847 0.3866 0.1181 0.2083 0.1574 0.2060 0.3218 0.3171 0.2454 
0.1829 0.3519 0.2431 0.3148 0.4190 0.0440 0.3356 0.2338 0.1944 0.2060 0.1921 1.0000 0.3565 

VARIABLE 52 
0.4282 0.3611-0.0625 0.3681 0.2060 0.2755 0.2431 0.2847 0.0764 0.1991 0.1759 0.2361 
0.1852 0.1412 0.3495-0.05090.2662 0.2106 0.3403 0.4213 0.1898 0.3426 0.1759 0.3056 0.0787 
0.4306 0.2894 0.3264 0.4421 -0.1551 0.2940 0.15510.2616 0.2708 0.0833 0.2639 0.1204 0.1528 
0.1065 0.2824 0.0602 0.0764 0.1898 0.3356 0.2500 0.2894 0.2431 0.35190.1991 0.1620 0.3565 
1.0000 
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APPENDIXF: ITEM Z SCORES FOR EACH FACTOR 

Statements Factors & Z Scores 
A ~ ~ 

1. Basic issues are what the association should focus on. 0.2 0.2 0.5 

2. Transfer procedures have been improved, but despite recent 0.6 0.9 -0.0 
changes the association still needs to work on them. 

3. I suppose there are reasons for grievance procedures but I 1.2 -0.7 0.1 
think it best for people to face issues directly, openly and 
honestly. 

4. A gI1evance procedure is not sfgn1flcant compared to other -0.6 -2.1 -1.0 
contract provisions. 

5. A teacher's duties are fundamentally individualistic, much -0.2 0.5 0.4 
like those of a craftsperson or artist. 

6. Teacher unions should represent teachers' judgments and define -0.4 -0.1 0.3 
their commitments. 

7. Whoever said "the more things change, the more they remain -0.8 -0.0 -0.7 
the same" had it I1ght. 

8. Only changes that make a teacher's classroom role and -1.2 -1.2 -0.6 
responsibilities more manageable should be attempted 
or promoted. 

9. With the resources they control, unions should be aiding and 1.0 1.1 0.6 
abetting reforms that advance professionalization of teaching. 

10. With compulsoxy schooling and entrenched school practices, 0.1 0.2 -0.7 
we're fooling ourselves if we think adding "more chefs or 
fancy recipes" is going to change schools vexy much. 

11. Rather than building barriers, unions should seek to build 1.8 0.7 0.8 
bI1dges within schools: otherwise, classroom teachers will 
continue to face an unchanging and lonely vigil. 

12. Influence over how my teaching is evaluated is my -1.2 -0.1 -1.0 
main concern. 

13. Contract provisions can do little to change teacher evaluation -1.1 -1.7 -1.0 
because legal requirements for evaluation are best met through 
current methods. 
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Statements Factors & Z Scores 
~ :e ~ 

14. Merit pay plans, and other incentives would be okay If they 
really resulted in the best teachers being recognized and rewarded. 

1.2 -0.3 -0.2 

15. Professionals should be satisfied prinCipally with non-
monetary awards and other public recognition for -1.0 -2.1 -1.0 
excellence in teaching. 

16. The issues that concern me most in a negotiated agreement are -0.7 0.3 -0.5 
bread and butter" provisions. 

17. Specific limits on class size would be a major improvement in 1.2 1.8 0.7 
working conditions here: current imbalances are unfair to 
students and teachers. 

18. Somehow teachers' associations and management have to 0.4 0.7 -0.1 
realize that it is counterproductive to distinguish between policy 
and practice and that good teaching and managerial work aren't 
so different. 

19. School improvement plans are really meant to paper over -0.4 0.9 0.1 
problems and don't result in any meaningful change. 

20. There are areas of negotiation in which cooperation and 1.2 1.0 1.3 
compromise can be achieved and that will improve schools 
for all involved, especially teachers. 

21. Flexibility, cooperation, mutual respect between administrator -0.5 -1.4 1.7 
and teachers, and collegiality marks conditions at my school. 

22. The association will really have to keep an eye on RIF 0.2 1.4 1.0 
procedures. 

23. Grievance provisions provide a significant way to affect -0.2 1.4 0.4 
working conditions in schools. 

24. I thought I had a grievance, I would first discuss the 0.3 -0.5 0.4 
situation directly with the principal or supervisor. 

25. Teaching is not much different from other labor: teachers' -2.5 -2.5 -2.2 
duties are relatively uncomplicated and straightforward. 

26. Teacher unions should represent teachers' interests and define -0.1 1.0 0.8 
their values. 

27. Teacher unions must harmonize their actions with school 0.8 -0.2 0.6 
reform objectives that seek to change the face of our 
public schools. 

28. Schools function about as well as one can expect and little -2.7 -1.6 -1.8 
change Is likely. 



Statements 

29. Unions need to understand the push for change In schools 
better. othelWise we may miss the opportunity for 
worthwhile changes. 

30. I do everything I can to reach out to build collegiality at our 
school and to use communication to improve a sense of 
efficacy among teachers. 

31. Unions are unlikely to change slgnJficantly the Individual 
teacher's current status in the classroom. nor should they. 

32. What matters most is Influence over the how of what I teach. 

33. Current methods of evaluation are invalid and should be 
replaced with multiple measures. including self-assessment. 
that better portray teaching. 

34. Teachers' salaries based on experience and educational level 
are probably as fair and workable as any system that can 
be devised. 

35. Cash bonuses would be a proper kind of merit system: an 
amount of money given periodically to reward excellence. 

36. Unions should support career ladders and Increased 
opportunities for teacher growth. even if concomitant salaxy 
Increases are unfeasible. 

37. Unions have little to do with profesSionalizing teaching: 
they're primarily and rightfully concerned with providing 
for and protecting me as a teacher. 

38. InseIVice. staff development programs. and other professional 
growth opportunities ought to be Institutionalized and not 
conducted merely on an opportunity basis. 

39. Change is inevitable and necessaxy. but requires Interaction. 
sharing and discussions with others In devising and deciding 
on change. 

40. Given the histoxy of teacher unions and management. it is 
unlikely that much more common ground can be found to 
facilitate professionalizaUon of teaching. 

41. Rigidity In the school. centralized management. and limited 
teachers' voice accurately deSCribes conditions at my school. 

42. The association ought to get more involved In serious 
educational issues. 
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Factors & Z Scores 
b B ~ 

0.8 0.2 0.05 

0.7 0.1 1.2 

-0.7 -1.6 -0.6 

0.1 0.2 1.7 

1.0 1.1 -0.1 

-0.2 1.3 0.8 

-0.0 -0.8 -1.0 

0.2 0.2 0.0 

-0.7 -1.2 -0.7 

-0.8 0.4 -0.1 

2.1 1.5 2.0 

-0.9 -1.0 -0.8 

-0.8 0.3 -2.5 

0.4 0.0 -0.2 
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Statements Factors & Z Scores 
h B ~ 

43. The issues that really count are already covered in the -1.0 -1.5 -0.8 
contract and not likely to be influenced by a grievance provision. 

44. If I thought I had a grievance, I would first contact the -0.7 0.9 0.2 
faculty representative. 

45. Grievance procedures unnecessarily complicate relationships -0.2 -2.3 -0.8 
between teachers and administrators. 

46. Teacher unions should represent teachers' aspirations and -0.2 -0.1 0.5 
define their interests. 

47. Teacher unions should abandon current practices, although -0.8 -1.4 -1.0 
I'm not sure what direction they should take. 

48. Large scale, even dramatic, changes are needed in our schools: -0.3 0.3 -0.9 
there's no question about that. 

49. The union's role in change should focus on the basics: we 
shouldn't jump on every new wave of reform proposed 

0.4 0.0 0.7 

for schools. 

50. Sometimes I feel there has to be a better way: the isolation I -0.1 -0.1 -1.8 
work in is personally and professionally frustrating. 

51. Only professional1zatlon of teaching Is likely to change 0.3 0.0 0.2 
profoundly the way both staff and students in schools 
row and learn. 

52. Influence over what I teach matters most to me. 0.4 0.4 0.6 

53. Evaluation measures are basically okay, but I'm not sure they 0.5 -0.0 0.3 
capture what I do: perhaps more subjective input from teachers 
and administrators would be an improvement. 

54. Teacher associations should work for evaluation systems that 
ac1mowledge the uncertainty and complexity in teaching and 
the pluralism of student bodies. 

0.9 1.0 0.5 

55. An ideal merit program would be one that monetarily 
rewarded all teachers at a school. 

-1.6 -1.2 -0.9 

56. Differentiated staffing Is okay as long as unions insist on 0.3 -0.5 -0.1 
guarantees that ensure superior teachers are in fact selected 
under objective criteria and procedures. 

57. Provisions in negotiated agreements that enable teachers to 0.1 0.0 0.3 
influence educational policy are my main concern. 
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Statements Factors & Z Scores 
b B ~ 

58. Salaty levels. extra duty compensation and fringe benefits -0.6 1.0 0.9 
ought to get major emphasis under any new negotiations 
between the association and DoDDS. 

59. If I have some say in the what and how of changes and 1.3 0.8 1.;3 __ 
they're clearcut and useful. then I might use them. 

60. SIPs are a good start. but we must take the next step which is 
site-based decision making and the trust. school-wide 

1.2 0.1 0.3 

participation. flexibUity and renewal that go with it. 

61. Conflict. even bitterness. and a general inability of -0.7 -0.2 -2.9 
administrators and teachers to work together characterizes 
the Situation at my school. 

62. The association could do better than it does in meeting its 0.3 0.4 -0.6 
members' needs. 

63. The association should negotiate in a steadfast but noncon- 0.4 -0.2 0.9 
frontational way for a greater teachers' voice in how schools 
are run. 

64. I would talk to another teacher first if I thought I had a 0.1 -0.5 -0.6 
grievance. 

65.-Without a grievance procedure. all other contract provisions -0.6 1.1 -0.2 
are essentially meaningless. 

66. Teaching is surely professional work. requiring extenSive 2.5 2.7 2.3 
knowledge. skillful judgments. and difficult decisions. 

67. The future role of unions is to manage conflict because -1.6 -0.9 -1.2 
conditions in schools are unlikely to change much. 

68. Changing schools is difficult. but clearly some changes are 2.2 1.3 1.8 
both deSirable and necessary. 

69. The conservative nature of schools puzzles me; we don't take 0.6 0.0 -0.6 
advantage of new knowledge and technology to make necessaty 
changes. 

70. I would be reluctant to accept changes that would greatly -0.6 0.1 1.6 
change the autonomy I now have. and enjoy. in running 
my classroom. 

71. Enhanced professionalism Is a valid objective but we have to 
guard against a kind of el1tism that would exclude worthy 

0.7 -0.1 0.1 

teachers or ignore public interests and support. 
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Statements Factors & Z Scores 
~ ~ ~ 

72. Greater opportunities for leadership, decision making and a 1.4 0.9 0.8 
voice for teachers are effective and workable alternatives 
that unions should be supporting now. 

73. Announced, infrequent obselVations with essentially 2.3 -1.3 -1.3 
superficial feedback suit me fine. 

74. It may be Impossible to include all the measures needed for a 
better evaluation system. but the unique needs of teachers 

1.5 0.9 1.4 

and schools should be kept in mind. 

75. Differentiated staffing should provide teachers a chance to 0.4 0.1 -0.3 
grow and develop professionally while gaining status and 
some monetary- reward. 

76. A better alternative to merit plans is to raise the salary- -0.8 1.0 0.4 
levels for all teachers; this is what unions should promote. 

77. As far as I'm concerned, working condition provisos in -0.3 0.3 -0.3 
negotiated agreements are the key elements of any contract. 

78. I believe a lot more can be accomplished to professionalize -0.2 -0.2 -0.5 
the school through consultations under the Joint Cooperation 
Committee (JCC) established in the current negotiated agreement. 

79. Regarding change, I prefer to make my own choices based on -0.8 -0.4 0.8 
my needs. 

80. Higher standards, greater accountability, and Improved student 1.1 -0.4 1.0 
achievement are the results of a solid school improvement plan. 

81. Only teacher profeSSionalism carries with it a public -1.0 -0.3 -0.1 
responsibility toward the institution of education: that 
is what teacher unions should pursue. 
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APPENDIX G: SUMMARY OF STATEMENT FACTORIAL 
FIT AND CATEGORIES 

Statements Within S z S Factorial Design 

a 

ad: 7, 16,25 
34,43,52 
61, 70, 79 

ae: I, 10, 19 
28, 37,46 
55,64,73 

af: 4, 13,22 
31,40,49 
58, 67, 76 

b 

bd: 5, 14,23 
32,41,50 

59,68,77 

be: 8, 17,26 
35,44,53 
62,71,80 

bf: 2, 11,20 
29,38,47 
56,65,74 

c 

cd: 3, 12, 21 
30,39,48 
57,66,75 

ce: 6, 15, 24 
33,43,51 
60, 69, 78 

cf: 9, 18,27 
36,45,54 
63, 72, 81 
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APPENDIX GnContlnued 

Statement Dlatributlon Within 9 Categorie8 

1. Union 
Membership 

1, 2, 21 
22,41,42, 
61,62,63 

4. General Change 

7, 8, 9 
28,29,48 
49,68,69 

7. Differentiated 
StafBng 

14,15,34 
35,36,55 
56,75,76 

2. Grievances 

3,4,23 
24,43,44 
45,64,65 

5. Empowennent 

8. 

10,11,30 
31,50,51 
70,71,72 

Professionalizing 

16, 17, 18 
37,38,57 
58,77,78 

3. Generations 

5, 6, 25 
26,27,46 
47,66,67 

6. Evaluation 

12,13,32 
33,52,53 
54,73,74 

9. Unions& 
Change 

19,20,39 
40,59,60 
79,80,81 
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