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The pUrpose of the study was to exam1ne and compare the ¢
{r‘s1m1lar1t1es and/or dlfferences 1n the value systems of .‘

*;three spec1f1c groUps, Female Admlnlstrators, Male

'":J'Admlnlstrators and Fem&le Teachers on: Pr1nce Edward IS]ﬁnd

foifféﬁfﬁWhat are the d1fferences

) L

The study focussed on: the follOW1ng quest1ons
't t.kQWhat are the 51m1lar1t1es and/or d1fferences 1n the 7; :
o eewvalue prof1les of the groups 1n the study’ TT L |
'i&»élg}What are the s1m1lar1t1es ln the value hterarchles of ,i;::;
lf'lthe three groups in the study° o | '; | |
| J1n the relat1ve var1ab1l1ty"f;t_»%
T*ffof values of the groups 1n.the study° ﬂfitt'fjff;,fff?f“&dfi
The sample was drawn from the total pogulatlon of

‘~:;fadm1n1strators and female teachers on Pr1nce Edward Island;r

'5'Theb1nstrument used was an adaptgd vers1on of

;;fPadf1eld’s (1979) and SJogren s (1969) 1nstruments w1th

};?ut1llzatlon of England’s (1975) methodology The analys1s of:iiﬁ;
:data ut1l1zed a Fortran Computer programme des1gned by Mrs
VCT Prokop, of the Department‘of Eddcat1onal Adm1ntstratlon

“f”ﬁn1verslty of Alberta Statlst1cal procedures con51sted of

"sxdentlfylng the respondents Pr1mary Value Or1entat1on fraam.i‘"'

;pthls 1nformatlon a Value Prof1le was constructed for each |

)T11nd1v1dual then Group Value ProfIles comp1led and o

FeBehav1oral Relevance Scores derlved '_ | |

Value H1erarch1es were constructed ut1llz1ng the-Q ff‘

o Behav1oral Relevance Scores,_and Spearman Rank Order s

iy



"uiysystems may 1ndeed be con51dered\as a var1able for the~women

'A'Correlat1on Coeff101ents were used to determlne s1m1lar1t1es
:;1n the value h1erarch1es of the three groups ‘_ Lot
ot The homogene1ty and heterogenelty oF the responses to
-»1;the concepts was. 1nvest1gated utll1z1ng Average Dev1at1on
f,_j_Scores and AnalYSls of Varlance. Scheffe s tests were'f :
F.x'performed'to déterm1ne 1f s1gn1f1cant d1fferences wehe
VV'-:DPesent 1n the data h’?f:”',?ff*{'riitf:t_ei.f;ij‘ ffi]”%i'
e Tentat1ve conclu31ons were that there are both :
'hhf51m1lar1t1es and s1gn1f1cant d}fferences 1n the value
7Llsystems of . Male and Female Adm#nts{rators and Female

fTeachers on Prlnce Edward Island and that personal value

- £ af*7
A ";'43".5"'_ :
'<:1n th1s study who chose an adm1n1strat1ve career 1n __ti_zj_~

:;tfeducatton Whether value systems may be cons1dered as a

;-”:fcrlter1on for selectlng females for adm1n1strat1ve pos1t10ns

,;rl{1n educat1on 1s a problem left to further research h‘hf.lf"”
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I. THE STUDY .

. X y N

A. Introductlon
| Slnce 1870, when the report by the Royal Comm1ss1on ont

the Status of WOmen was publ1shed more attent1on has been

’ .dtrected to the restr1ctlon of occupat1onal opportun1ty for“» “

= women 1n the Canad1an 1abour force than ever before Whlle

B 1nvest1gat1ng areas 1nc1ud1ng sex ro]e or1entat10n,'
”‘dtscr1m1nat1on. career dec1s1on maK1ng and career ch01ce,,
researchers 1nclud1ng Ntxon (1973) N1xon and Gue (1975)
4

«. :leon and HrynyK (1973) Rob111ard (1979) and Shack (1975) ubb

tuihave al] noted the 1ack of women 1n educat1ona1

- »adm1n1strat1on Epstetn (1971) R1chardson Walum (1977) and,t

-’1: Stephenson (1973}*have al] expressed d1ssattstact1on and

' r'concern W1th what they cons1der to be- occupat1onal

fsegregatlon by sex.
The under representat1on of women 1n adm1n1strat1ve

epos1ttons 1n educat1on compared to thetr numbers 1n the o

'f_teach1ng force has been noted 1n stud1es by Asper (1974)

‘iMcIntosh (1973) and Stokes (1974) However. accord1ng to

),hN1xon and HJynyk (1973) and Stokes (1974) there appears to
be some retuctance on the part of women to apply for

'dfadm1n1strat1ve pos1t1ons Th1s study has attempted to

supplement extant research by: comparlng the personal value K'f .

‘;"systems of female admtnlstrators W1th male adF1n1strators,

. and female teachers on Pr1nce Edward Is]and



Thts prov1nce was chosen as it prov1ded a small |

. manageable number in terms of a. total populatlon study I
. \

also prov1ded an env1ronment w1th whtch the researcher was ”;'

“famlltar Therefore the f\Cus of thts study was dlrected
toward the personal value systems of women who aZe ln
adm1ntstrat1ve pos1t1ons in educat1on on Pr1nce Edward

\

1-Island and the follow1ng research questtons were der1vedﬁ“ ‘
. ‘ S | .
'B. Thé‘statement of‘the'Problem B

. The research obJecttve was to examtne and compare the
',51m1lar1t1es and/or dtfferences 1n the personal value |

systems of three,;?ec1f1c groups. namely female

.‘adm1ntstrators mgle adm1n1strators and female teachers In.

order to do th1s, the followtng sub problems were addressed;'_

fSubproblems |

. f{;:"What are the s1m1lar1t1es and/or dtfferences in the |

‘les of the groups 1n the study° tf:.iY{ o
o 51m1lar1t1es 1n the value system

| . d'es and the three groups 1n the study° |
3.” What are: the d1fferences 1n the relathe var1ab1l1ty" f_-”

of the values of the groups in the study° |

»lC The Significance of the Study

In ph1losophy, educat1on pol1t1cal sqlence economtcs,';,‘_l

~and anthropology, as well as psychology and socxology,

values have been thegcentre of theoretlcal attentton;'n“



‘tthe value systems of women and men

W3

.}Rokeach (1968) stated that "all these d1sc1p11nes share a

Icommon concern with the antecedents and consequences of
value organ1zatlon and value change“(p 158)

7 Padf1e1d (1979) ut1l1zed a rev1sed vers1on of
‘]England's (1875) Personal Values ngsttonnatre, to ascerta1n
, whether academ1c adm1nxstrators and phys1ca1 educators _:'
s,d1ffered 51gn1f1cant1y in the1r personal va]ue systems One nj
:“of his suggest1ons for further research was a compar1son of o
T Ut111z1ng\a comb1natton of concepts taken from
‘3Padf1eld’s (1979) 1nstrument and SJogren s’ (1969)

1nstrument thts study sought to ascertaln whether there are

7{7ts1gn1ftcant d1fferences in. the persona] value systbms of :5'3}“

’ ma]e and female adm1n1strators and female teachers on Pr1nce"

: fEdward Island S1nce a pauc1ty of research appearﬁ to ex1st o

'-’1n the area: of personal values and value systems, th1s

“1nvest1gat10n was des1gned to provwde further 1nput 1nto the.f"

Tf’fstudy of women 1n educat1ona1 admlnlstratton

D Def1n1tion of Terms

"ft; *Va]ues- a concept1on expl1c1t or 1mp11c1t d1st1nct1veg L

V';tof an. 1nd1v1dual or. character1st1c of a group, “of the t'h“

;ydes1rable wh1ch 1nf1uences the select1on from\ava1]ab1e IR

"7fmodes, means. and e#ﬁs of act1on" (K]uckhohn 1951)

TN

't2§iiPersonal Value System- A relat1ve1y permanent perceptual'ff R

;;hframework wh1ch shapes and 1nf1uences the genera] naturer-"u

"",fof an 1nd1v1dual s behav1or A personal_valueisystem_mayv,r -



| t;/' | | .' » 4 .

P

be measured 1n part by the Personal Values

- Quest1onna1re (PVQ)(England 1975)

Potenttal Values- A1l poss1ble values held by an

.ylnd1v1dual or Spec1f1c group const1tut1ng the total
'ddvalue space Potent1al values are compr1sed of two ’:
‘lclasses ‘ " ' _' N
’Lta.;:Non relevant or WeaK Values | "": |
_-Values hav1ng llttle or no lmpact on behav1or "
'b.:tConce1ved Values | ‘. . “ i L
j-Values l1kely to be translated from the 1ntent1onal
_'state 1nto behav1or Concelved values may be v1ewed
1v1n terms of: L \ Sed L ” ‘;
l)]fOperat1ve Values ‘f'dy"g”f: Jllfll - .
| _Those values most l1Kely to have the greatest
(N 1mpact on. behav1or "ﬁ }f‘V ”‘;‘[dfl-ﬁ?f?_j‘l o
;"Zl.lIntended or Adopted Value e | V_}y
;hh'Those values whlch the 1nd1v1dual professes to -
’*yehaveJ}but whlch do not 1nfluence ,if"jff*ff*i{;;T*j
'd{behav1or (England 1975) 'Md |
;fiPr1maryfValue Or1entatxon-'An or1entat1onvas measured by ‘”hd'}

' t‘friresponses to the PVQ as‘"hzgh 1mportance and most
>t;cons1stently successful (pragmatlc), r1ght (morallst1c)
.jﬁ;or pleasant (affect1ve) If none of successful r1ght or'q

| TN pleasant 1s statlstlcally most frequent then the

i

Y

d,;‘<s 1nd1v1dual 1s class1f1ed as hav1ng a mtxed" pr1mary
o », value or1entat1on (England 1975) s \

Qperat1ve Values- Those}concepts wh1ch are rated as -



L h1gh 1mportance on the PVQ and that flt the
T1nd1v1dual s pr1mary vaer or1entat1on (England 1975)3 i'

. Intended Values- Those concepts rated a5'"h1gh

-Tﬁlmportance on the PVQ but wh1ch do not correspond w1th o

10, )

ll.

s :1. 5 7

"'txjgf

- (England 1975). .

'.tthe 1nd1v1dual s pr1mary value or1entat1on

T

fAdopted Values- Those concepts not rated as "h1gh

P

’; 1mportance on the PVQ but wh1ch correspond w1th the
"c1nd1v1dual s prlmary value or1entatlon‘(England 975) =
.TtNon Relevant Values-'Those concepts not. rated as'"h1gh'
1mportande" on the PVQ and that do not correspond to an
'H51nd1v1dual S pr1mary value or1entat1on (England 1975)
QﬁqRelatlve Var1ablllty of a Value Ssstem\\The homogene1ty‘:;{¥i;~f
| 7'ed;or heterogene1ty of a value system (England 1975)
Value System H1erarchy A rank order1ng of 1deals oér;ﬁgnffl”’
:'fvalues in terms of 1mportance (Rokeach 1968) . B
?vValue ;rof1le The clas51f1cat1on of values as fliﬁ
'7€operat1ve,g1ntended, adopted or- weak A value prof1leTﬁl°fﬁfﬂtfdt
{7§55iallows 1nterpretat1on of responses to the concepts 1nﬁy‘
Jtvdthe PVQ in value terms wh1ch vave behav1oral o
”*fflmpl1cat1ons (Padf1eld 1979) 5 | H
;Kdm1n1strators-'Th1s t1tle41ntludes any pr1nc1pal
tvag]QFV1ce pr1n01pal programme co sultant or co- ord1nator,f}ijfﬁiT
'T"T?:qual1fy1ng for the pos1t1on :nder Sect1on 1 02 of theflib‘“"'va
311979 Pr1nce Edward Island T'achers Federatlon N
TvMemorandum of Agreement e ‘“:” ," E ,'
.Teacher- Any full t1m? 1nitructional employee of a SR



_ Reg1ona] Schoo] Un1t in the prov1nce of Pr1nce Edward

yIsland who meets the reqU1red cert1f1cat1on tO hold’ the j"

.“’pos1t1on under the 1979 Prlnce Edward Island Teachers :

'Federat1on Memorandum of Agreement

LN

E Assumpt1ons Limitations'and Delimitations . -

: Assumpt1onS"

B A

."

The maJor assumptwons were

ﬁ"that each subJect answered the quest1onna1re honestly
©and to the besg of h1s/her ab1l1ty |
ﬁ.-that the respondents understood the 1tems w1th1n the f

'»usual J1m1ts of a survey quest1onna1re

fyL1m1tat1ons L

"?‘quest1onna1re or those areas out51de the framework of‘;fft”

”'g“_an educat1ona1 organ1zat1on

The 11m1tat1ons of the study were 1nherent 1n the .

fmethods employed 1q gather1ng and ana]yz1ng the data andtydﬁ.f;
,:twere further l1m1ted by the fo]]ow1ng ‘. oy :
;Part1c1pat1on 1n the study was str1ctly vo]untary as i
f}twnstructed by the Superintendents _"' ' | s
;s]Due to vo]untary part1c1pat1on the resu]ts may not'be :;i
vharepresentat1ve of those people who chose not to R
t '..:’.i."partIC1pat& | S ,‘ !
;CQThe PVQ only measures a‘personal value system ‘”.parttatf}'“"'

‘ﬁ"n?v(England 1975), no attempt was made in th1s SEqu tpf'v

#

‘:'hﬁﬁaccount for any concepts not 1ncluded in the



P

e, Results cannot be general1zed to other prov1nces or

b.countrtes R Q,,t-,.' R __1. .

‘“Delimitations s RERE j',*_ . yg__“s;

. J}"

The study was de51gned to 1nvest1gate the Personal

':tVaIue Systems of" the three grOUps outl1ned and was conflned o

tO o _ , : : _

“j1; ;the total populat1on of pr1nc1pals, V1ce pr1nc1pals,'n_

xtdfconsultants and. programme co- ord1nators on Prince Edward
| »Island R " ‘ | _ S e

"y2ﬁptthe total populat1on of women teachers on Pr1nce Edward

ftIsland .

e

‘.%3, 'those concepts 1nc]uded in the quest1onna1re wh1ch were

ff'fb;f;f adapted from Padf1éld' 1979) and SJogren s (1969)

o

1nstruments vyf”"7

F Summary L d*jzu

Th1s chapter has prov1ded the rat1ona1e for an

~[fi1nvest1gat1on of the persona] value systems of male and

T*;lfemale adm1n1strators and female teachers on Pr1nce Edward f}f

ﬂf:fls]aﬁd The s1gn1f1cance of the study and reseaPCh PPOb‘ems -

*fafiand sub problems have been stated A brlef 1ntroduct1on to

:57:the theor1es thCh led to the conceptual1zatlon of the studyfpf“if#j

t,;lhas been made The def1n1t1on of terms used} and a. l1st1ng

'1Iof the assumpt1ons, l1m1tatlons and del1m1tatwons have been f: o

f“f?gtven



G. Organ1zatlon of the' The31s ;' o 3
| Chapter I' has. dtscussed the background of the study and

S prov1ded a statement of the probIem Chapter Il nges an

- -j'overv1ew of the lwterature on values, soc1altzatton process

‘;'and the organ1zat1on wh1ch outltnes the theorettcal

'?eframework for the study Chapter III is concerned with - the

| 'research destgn whtle Chapter IV relates to the analys1s ofty_'\

. data A summary of maJor f1nd1ngs, generaI conclu$1ons and
;ifImDIICat1ons of f1nd1ngs together w1th suggesttons for_*f

711further research are found 1n Chapter V.



A, Introduct1on

N

. II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE e

RN

The follow1ng l1terature rev1ew bUIlds a background for -

the“theoret1cal framework of the study W1th1n a cultural

R context ,1t seeks to 1dent1fy research pert1nent to the

"'soc1alrzataon process and apply 1t to an ovenall value L

framework To th1s end the concepts value and value

B systems the1r relat1onsh1p to the soc1al1zat1on process and

v,hthear 1mportance 1n organ1zat1onal behavler w1l} be 'iih |

".5!explored

-"“B Values "jpih;”:.a-»hd

’fThe Concept of- Value A Def1n1t1on

”"*}t7Bryans (1971) takes the culture group and the

=

o qf Phlfgsophers and 5001al 501enttsts have held varylng

‘”,fv1ews as. to the mean1ng of "value"r Attempts at preclse L
'ft,ﬁdef1n1t1on have, as noted by Kluckhohn (1951), varted due to

‘*7f5sh1ft1ng»connotat1on of the word:"value 1n everyday speech

Kluckhohn s def1n1t10n of va]ue,.accopd,ng to ;;t};”

B Ny o N .

‘5"1nd1v1dual s relatlon to culture and place 1n hls group as a

””fcfframe of reference (P 8) EmphaSIZlng the COQn]t]ve

laffectxve and conat1ve elements as v1tal to the concept

f;ifileuckhohn (1951) 1n deflnlng value stated

h_A value is a concept1on expllc1t ‘or 1mpl1c1t

distinctive of an individual or- character1stlc of a o

"--group, of the desirable: which influences the I
"’:selectton from avallable modes, means andvends_of._~>-



wriﬁ;allows

10

"'Rokeach1l1968) asserted that values have to do w1th modes S

of conduct and end states of exustence”l(p 159)s'

>

not seen as merely preferences He stated

"’fDnce a value is 1nternal1zed 1t becomes con5010usly

. or unconsc1ously,}a standard or cr1ter1on for -
‘guiding action, for develop1ng or maintaining -

-~ attitudes towards relevant objects and - 51tuat1ons}fz~'

- for justifying one’s own and other s actlons and
”41”att1tudes p. 160) ‘ , 4 : =

Ba1er (1969l 1n d1fferent1at1ng values possessed by

th1ngs and values held by people noted that the former is.

'"an evaluat1ve prOperty" ascerta1ned in appra1sal but the :%'

0

ValueS'are

latter are dlSpOs1t1ons to behave 1n certa1n ways wh1ch can‘)

be ascerta1ned by observat1on tendenc1es of people to‘-f

devote thelr resources (t1me enePQY. money) to the '
attalnment of certa1n ends"ﬁlp 40) Thornton l1967)

d1scuss1on of Kluckhohn s def1n1tton of value stated that
A

values may be cons1dered as 1nfluent1al normat1ve standardsf{f[,'"

:7~‘y of human act1on (p 14)

Although most cho1ces w1ll llkely conform to soc1al

norms,:Thornton (1967) asserted that Kluckhohn s def1n1t1on fﬂlf o

e

"ffﬁfor the operatton W1th1n an 1nd1v1dual of standardsi7t?”"

.. which may influence him toward action which does not . S
o confofm with that: prescr1bed by 'the social norms . of S e

vlfgfgroups w1th wh1ch he is assoc1ated (9»J4)[~f'

| Accordlng to W1lltams l1959) a group goal 1s not

necessar1ly 1dentlcal or even congruent w1th the values,jj7jjﬁﬂ3

p, mot1ves or goals of 1nd1v1dual members cons1dered

d1str1but1vely">(p 382)

Although no more observable than 1s‘"culturef;ivalue 1sfj'[f:f3l

N



d.g a property or cr1ter1on by wh1ch goals are chosen In the ’

/

v operat1ve sense in terms of the selectlons or. cho1ces

'1nd1v1duals maKe Lup1n1 (1965) has stated that "values are
‘ .“not the concrete goals of act1on but rather the cr1ter1a by .
‘ { wh1ch QOals are chosen, hence they 1nfluence select1on ’: |
e 520, (e
| Most 1mportant to the concept no matter how values aref;

H‘efdef1ned, accordlng to Padfleld (1979)\"there appears to be ae E

N

Jvclear act1on component bu1lt 1nto ‘the concept" (p 14) It is

-f~th1s actwon component that researchers 1n the soc1al
'7t,sc1ences use in order to clar1fy 1ssues pertwnent to the 3
:t_;1nd1v1dual hls relatlonshgp to h1s group, and the |

ﬁ;;‘behav1oral relevance w1th1n a g1ven culture

"t¢Values and Culture

In order to better understand the complex1ty of values .

ir:nand value orlentatlons w1th1n the 1nd1v1dual and/or grOUp,yipﬁ,a_:5_

n

"'whthe or1g1n of values should be con51dered Kluckhohn (1951) :ffdj:;;f

} 5ifstated that values are clearlyv_for the most part, cultura\fj"*:*“-

Ve o

.jiilproducts (p 398)

Both Mead (1935) and Benedwct (1934) 1n the1r stud1es_}iygfffﬂﬁ

;;:;of pr1m1t1ve soc1et1es,vhave noted that human nature s

f,tlpr1mar1ly affected by cultUral mold1ng durlng early 1nfancy',fdily

7ﬂffNe1ther of these researchers clalmed that personallty is

ftf{fashxoned completely by culture however they noted that a fffhj'"

e,ﬁculture emphas1zes and selects certaxn tralts as desarable

ifffor undes1rable Sargent and W1lllamson (1966) asserted that ;ﬂ;;d*’>
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'soc1al usage can also def1ne norms for the behav1or and
,y"personal1ty of some segments of the populatton, such as for
':men and women | - |

~

Sargent and W1ll1amson (1966) noted that - although

sycholog1sts have cr1t1c1zed the work of both Mead and

lo‘der to obta1n a more complete p1cture of the personallty

kiln each culture In supportrof theor1es such as those |

expounded by Mead and Benedtct Padf1eld (1979) stated that 2
spec1f1c values are learned and acqu1red through mult1ple -
life expertences ina spe01f1c culture or cultures (p t@)

= Accordlng to Parsons, Sh1ls Allport and Dlds (1951) ‘

li patterns of value or1entatton have been s1ngled out a}“theJ';

"r most ;ruc1al cultural elements 1n the organ1zat10n of

‘*systems of act1on (p 159) and in further d1scuss1on

: ned1ct,’anthropolog1sts have agreed with' thetr the%£1es 1n*ﬁv"

Qd*Parsons, Sh1ls Allport KlucKhohn Murray. Sears Sheldon;i:””"

}l?hStouffer and Tolman (1951) stated |

3;7;W1th the 1nst1tut10naltzat1on of culture patterns .
... ‘especially:value-orientation patterns, the. threefold

. 7+ reciprocal 1ntegratlon of: persona ty. 5001al system
’~‘,iand culture come full c1rcle (p 2 e }J»,,. S

'f:gThese value patterns,:wh1ch are 1nst1tut1onal1zed in- the

'ibsoc1al strutture, 1nclude the operatton of role mechanwsms,frff

.stﬁand organlze the behav1or of adults 1n soc1ety W1th an ﬁ,f@Z;cfbu't3‘

t;5h1nd1v1dual,:expectattons wh1ch become role expectat1ons. aref7fff”i't

._iideveloped It %% through the process of soc1allzat1on,;7ff O

'"';Parsons, Sh1ls, Allport and Olds (1951) have asserted that i

'y_iadults act to ma1nta1n and mod1fy the 5001al system and f{;an7’d“"T

5tfvalue patterns 1n wh1ch and by wh1ch they l1ve
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c. SoCializavtio'n o

o The Impact of Values and Value Systems

| Accord1ng to R1chardson Walum (1977) and Deaux (1976)
as stated by Rob1llard (1979) soc1al1zatlon 1s the process
{l”by wh1ch 1nd1v1duals learn the values of the culture in
"kgwh1ch they l1ve, so that they cons1der these values to be a :

}-natural part of themselves (p 11); Parsons, Sh1ls Allport

%ZiKTucKhohn et al (1951) 1n support of thls statement

fﬂf values

acknowledged that “there 1s apprOX1mate agreement that the

| !development of 1dent1f1cat1on w1th adult obJects 1s an-

essent1al mechanlsm of the sOc1al1zat1on process (p 17l

Furthermore they stated that the most s1gn1f1cant

| character1st1c of 1dent1f1cat1on 1s that 1n relevant

4'7? contexts. the ch1ld comes to ad‘ept thegadult’s values
Value orlentat1ons Wthh are compr1sed of cultural ;” 'f;‘

| trad1tlons, are therefore transm1tted to the next generat1on

g and the ch1ld becomes or1ented to the w1shes Wthh embody
for h1m the values of the adult“‘(p 18) Bandura and -

Walters (1963) Sears (1965) and Skolnlck L}973) supported

th1s statement by assert1ng that chtldren learn to conform :_"QaQ,t

to parental and cultural expectat1ons Maccoby and

G “

dackl1n (1974) noted that 1t 1s through the proéess o?

}f}? soc1a11zat1on and as a consequence of 1dent1flcat1on W1th
parents that ch1ldren spontaneoUsly accept the1r parents
Epste1n (1971) has noted that early 5001allzat1on 1s



b 1mportant in the estab11shment of personal 1dent1ty When

as a ch1ld, concepts of value are. def1ned as app]yvng

_ d1fferent1a&ly to men and women there exists a fat]ure in

the value system to provide cultura] support 1ater in 11fe

,_for adult women w1sh1ng to become profess1onals

T N e
A R

SRy

AN

‘Vatues and Sex Role D1fferent1at1on |

Epste1n (1971) stated

“\)

Soc1a1 def1n1t1ons are 1ntr1ns1c to the 1nd1v1dua1 S

\\<j_.self concepts, and help to shape hierarchies of
U
Sus

choice, definitions of cho1hﬁ definitions of

rewards, and: pressures creat1ng guilts...That many
v occupat1ons*are considered "male" and others
. "female" has cons1derab]e effect .on the early
',,soc1a]1zat1on process of ‘the individual. and on-

- recruitment and performance later in 11fe (p. 46)

IToews (1973) in study1ng se]f hatred in women has noted

that research on- the antecedents and 1mpact of cultural

deva]uatlon of women 1s lack1ng (p,18)..

| Accord1ng to Maccopy and dack]1n (1974) and

) AR1chardson Wa]um (1977)'researchers today reJect the not1on

- that sexuality is blologlcally programmed A bas1c

‘fprop051t1on for those researchers ascr1b1ng to the soc1al

,'learn1ng mode 1 is. that sexvtyped behav1or is learned through~

'Cogn1t1ve developmental1sts, accordlng to d- -

rewards, pun1shments and 1m1tat1on of adu]t mode]s
R1chardson ~Wa lum* (1977), pos1t thatgﬂﬁﬁchlld’s sexual 1deas
and sex role concepts result from the ‘child's structur1ng
his own experlence“ (p. 37) Although an area of some

controversy in psychology, the 1mportance of these models

,cannot be underest1mated since tgfy provide 1ns1ght into the



o - - , .
\ , ' g

_fact that males and females are no longer be1ng v1ewedlas
- 1nherently blologlcally d1fferent in the area of sex roles
'espec1ally perta1n1ng to career ch01ce If b1olog1cal

’dlfferences are no longer v1ewed as . the maJor 1nfluence in’

sex role d1fferentat1on then other areas should be
, e S :
1nvestlgated -

thhardson-Walum (1977) asserted that’" ex" s1mply

7refers to the blologlcal aspect w1th1n the 1nd1v1dual s
physlologlcal structure and is an ascr1bed" status at
. b1rth A person w1th a given anatomy 1s sex- typed male or"

',female She ut1l1zes the term gender ‘1n reference to those

—_—

psychologmcal soc1al and cultural components of behav1or
‘and attrlbutes whlch one learns accordlng to whether the
"person 1s male or female R1chardson Walum stated '

a;:Gender 1dent1ty ‘what it means . to be male or female
~in terms of appropriate role. performance, .
personality structure, attitudes and behav1or is not
determined at blrth;r a child with a given
. anatomical structure..is: taught to think, feel and"
- - act in ways con51dered natural, morally appropr1ate
..or de31red for a. person of - that sex. (p 6)

': As a result of culturally constructed sex- stereotyp1ng,q,

"Epsteln 1971) and Maccoby and dacklln (1974) asserted that
acceptable occupatlonal and soc1al patterns of

- self- expectat1on and self 1mage are thus derlved through
d'psoc1allzat1on whlch also encompasses the values w1th1n our
N soc1ety In an effort to relate values and gender" h : |
: Rlchardson Walum (1977) stated that "1deas about gender do
not occur in a- va uum they are 1ntr1cately l1nked w1th the ‘

culture s core values " (p 10) It is on this. bas1s that

o
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1nd1v1duals w1th1n a g1ven culture learn what is appropr1atef‘

H

in ‘role- expectat1ons, appropr1ate 1n role- performance and
appropr1ately mascu]xne and' fem1n1ne , in: terms of
’behav1or, w1th1n,the limitations of their given anatomical

A

“structure.

Mascu11n1ty - Fem1n1n1ty |
| Researchers such as Kletn (1950) have argued agalnst

the val1d1ty of mascu11n1ty fem1n1ty tests on the grounds o

’-,that the concepts of mascul1ne and fem1n1ne behav10r are’

J-n'

’t1ed closely to sex sterebtypes in our soc1ety

W1111ams (1959) and Lew1s (1968) have‘both agreed to the -

L

emot1onal and value 1oad1ng of the words mascu11ne‘ and‘~

'fem1n1ne Even so, accord1ng to Lewis (1968) evidence

LAY

that M- F scales dtfferentlate men from women equal1y wel] in

- -a var1ety of cultures suggests that a rather bas1c

E v-d1st1nct1on 1s be1ng measured, although th1s does not

jnecessar11y 1nva11date the cultura] stereotype argument"

p 70) Lew1s noted that the words mascul1ne _and»‘

o "fem1n1ne carry certa1n "tone qual1t1es and that they dot

: t:not necessar11y mean of male or female sex She stated thatf"'
~ the d1chotomous nature of the term | o

S "masculinity- fem1n1n1ty " serves to perpetuate a'

. stereotype concerning the difference between men and '
women which has long since been proven R
psychologxcal]y unsound (p. 91)

Usage of these terms has pers1sted among cl1n1c1ans"}'
‘such as Broverman Broverman Clarkson. Rozenkrantz and

2 Voge].(1970) By d1chotom1z1ng what are cons1dered :
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' -acceptable behav1or tratts Wthh they aSCPlbe dlfferentlally
to men and women they seem to assert that in this culture,

'for a woman to be constdered mature ‘and healthy as an adult

she must. behave 1n ways which are cons1dered 1mmature and v

.ﬁ' soctally undes1rable otherw1se she rtsks hav1ng her

PR

fem1n1n1ty called into quest1on To 1llustrate th1s pownt
in a study by Bem (1974), some of. the charactertstlcs

| attrlbuted to males by college students are that males are
’seen as assertlve athlet1c 1nd1v1duallst1c and
.‘self—reliant Females are seen’as affect1onate |
'compass1onate loyal and understand1ng Whlle these are only:'
- a few tra1ts attrtbuted to each sex and although none are
’:strongly negat1ve or peJorattve, it serves as an example

'accordlng to thltams (1977) that‘"the preva1l1ng values of |

Amer1can soc1ety are such that as abstract1ons the mascul1ne-_m

| tra1ts are l1kely to ‘be seen as more valuable because they

"serve the goals of soc1ety"(p 341)

tipersonaltty aspects of the 1nd1v1dual Wllllams (1977)vhas._">

/

‘ftstated that

" “such usage is not only sex1st relnforc1ng the o
-relationship between socially valued. character1st1csb»
and males, it also encourages the notion that if

" girls are go1ng to fulfill their. potentlal they
must. become more: mascultne (p 179) SR

"The not1on of d1chotomlz1ng personal1ty tralts and | ,
¢ characterlst1cs by sex, accord1ng to W1lllams (1977) placesii”'
a woman in a; precar1ous double b1nd A woman exh1b1t1ng |

S
'hcharacter1st1os sex- typed as purely fem1n1ne" embod1es a'

By us1ng mascul1ne and femlntne" 1n order ‘to descrtbe,.'uf



collection'of}traits‘which are negatiVely'valuedvin 3
'trad1t1ona11y male ortented occupat1ons and profess1ons .In
| exh1b1t1ng mascu]1ne" tra1ts, she v1olates the culturally
1mposed behav1oral ‘norms of her seX Unt11 such time .as ‘the
tcurrent d1fferent1a1 des1gnat1on of behav1ors and B

personality. character1st1cs wh1ch requ1re that women do Aot

fexh1b1t mascul1ne typed characterlst1cs and men do not

exh1b1t femtntne typed character1st1cs 1s el1m1nated many o

- women who move 1nto htgher 1eve1 profess1onal and

hadm1n1strat1ve pos1t1ons may f1nd themse]ves in j_a‘

anx1ety provok1ng s1tuat1ons To 1llustrate thts p01nt

'Wolman -and: Frank (1972) stud1ed groups where a 1one woman_‘~’

: partlc1pated 1n a profess1onal task or1ented peer group andv

}found the fol]ow1ng anxwety provoK1ng effects of be1ng the B

:°only female in the group. | | '

| d~If she acted frtendly, she was . thought to. bej . .
flirting.: If she apolog1zed for alienating the, group :

she' was seen. as ‘a submissive woman taking her .
‘place...If she asked for help, she earned a "needy"

| ;fema]e label "1f she became angry... she was seen as -
compet1t1ve in a b1tchy, unfem1n1ne way. (p 8)
#(c1ted in W1ll1ams 1977) BRI SR

L
N

':.Thus 1t appears that cultura] norm 1nduced psycholog1ca1

.tlproblems may be created by the d1fferent1a1 destgnatlon of

.jbehav1or and persona11ty character]st1cs ascrwbed to men andff7r
ifiwomen '»_ S g | | : | ‘, ’1 ,... s
‘. In order to allev1ate th1s problem Bem (1974) and ‘
Spence Helmre1ch,_and Stapp (1974) 1n 1ntroduc1ng the “;y?t.'ﬁ
concept of" androgyny as a replacement for sex- l1nked ‘

evaluat1on of persona11ty, have argued that all 1nd1v1duals Y



19

.1ntegrate personal1ty tra1ts that have been called mascul1ne
4 and fem1n1ne Health . soc1ally des1rable tra1ts wh1ch i
instead of character1z1ng one sex would charactertze the

lﬂ'hhealthy human regardless of sex 1dent1ty. are essent1al to
rhelp el1m1nate the culturally constructed Confllct s1tuat10n

for women Wthh researchers such as leon (1973)

,'_'}Robr‘llard (1979) Shack (1975), Stokes (1974), and

Toews-(1973) v1ew as lead1ng to confu51on of sex roles w1th

]

,occupatlon roles

’fThe~Stereotybes -

Hav1ng def1ned a sex- role stereotype ‘as a consensual |
: array of bel1efs about the dlffertng characterlsttcs Qﬁimen
sand women, Rosenkrantz Vogel Bee Broverman and ' |

‘Broverman (1968) concluded from thetr study that "women alsoftr?

| hold negatlve values of the1& worth relat1ve to men fand -

:,_.that desp1te professed equal1ty of the sexes, mascullne

”.'character1st1cs are seen as more soc1ally deswrable by both

'1fﬂ‘men and women (p 293)

Lunneborg (1970) 1n comparvng stereotyp1c sex- role Tn

. deSCPlptlons w1th actual sex dwfferences, was able to

7i‘uconf1rm the hypethesls that percelved or’ predtcted sex hrdt]y,

A d1fferences are even greater than actual sex d1fferences,g;jﬁf:'

l'fexaggerat‘”g ex1st1ng d1fferences and creatlng others S

“xiiLambert (1971) demonstrated that d1fferent1ated sex rolefaf“h

h.”stereotypes ex1st even 1n ch1ldren e f_'y ""‘

| ED the Percept1ons of role Lew1s (1968) stated}"to the 'tlil
- o ~ ST e '



o extent that personal values are 1nvolved g1rls tend to
nstress personal comfort and SOClal “service mottvatton 'and
'they are less concerned about power and esteem than are “
boys (pp 35 36) ) . R
| Accord1ng to Roblllard (1979) 1n a culture where bas1c’
dbeltefs and values ex1st whtch d1fferent1ate the role of
fwomen and men 1n’soc1ety,, women are ltkely to be culturallyl

‘»ass1gned work functtons wh1ch reflect an exten51on of the1r-

sex role" (p 14)

'Values of Men and Women:

,h’ Allport and Vernon as. early as 1931 developed a scale 3
‘ to measure the strength of certa1n values in the

’,1nd1v1dual s personaltty Allport Vernon and;

.',1L1ndzey 1951) Ftsher (1948) and Traxler and -

'Vecchtone (1959) us1ng thts scale cons1stently found

rivary1ng degrees of sex dlfferences in. all values relatlng toltj"

E the theorettcal, economtc,\aesthetlc, soc1al POlltlca‘ and -

'.5f”-rel1glous values of males and females Desptte the fact that

2 ﬂ’]these dtfferences are 51gn1f1cant they are not numertcally S

'7irlarge and there 1s cons1derable overlap between the sexes on;vd‘

,;ffeach scale Studles by Cartwr1ght (1972) Taylor and

';.Barron (1963) and Walberg (1969) have revealed 51gn1ftoant R

.1tffsex d1fferences in dlsttngu1sh1ng values and 1nterests of

xhwomen 1n ftelds that have been tradlttonally male dom1nated *ff7ﬁ

fi?such as the scwences (Spec1flcally phySlCS) and medlctne

‘ﬁfﬁBernard (1984) found slgn1ftcant dtfferences 1n values



h relat1ng to male and female professors in un1vers1ty
sett1ngs L | - . '} ' o
Accord1ng to thltams (1977)‘"the values and 1nterests
‘.fof females collectlvely are d1fferent 1n 1mportant
_'measurable ‘ways from ‘those of males in th1s soc1ety" (p 190)
jand as W1ll1ams (1977) asserted these d1fferences seem to gg
",po1nt to'”the d1fferent sets of exper1ences of the two sexes}

~as they are soc1alﬁzed to be members of soc1ety“ (p 194)

'VvVShe noted that cultural pressures have trad1t1onally

- prepared g1rls for a llfetIme of domest1c1ty as opposed to a.
-_l1fet1me of employment in the worK world | |

V: The Royal Comm1sswon on the Status of WOmen in

Canada ( 970) has acKnowledged that w1th1n the labour force

”;:;"women have held p051t1ons trad1t1onally cons1dered to be

‘;“vf,female and that th1s restr1ct1on has l1m1ted the -h“

““awoccupat1onal alternat1ves open to women N1xon (1973) stated

"hfthat although the number of women 1n the labour force has

1ncreased thls s1tuatwon "has not resulted 1n an ‘*

“'f,d1deologlcal acceptance of the1r role rn the world of

"1ttW°PK"’(D 7). WOmen fa01ng dec1s1ons about careers ,fflf

Erlttrad1t1onally v1ewed as "male ;. and hav1ng been soc1altzed e

g ;l]by certaln role expectat1ons,,role performance and f[“fr’

f nfappropr1ate fem1n1ne behav1or have had to’ overcome

B :dbarr1ers constructed by culture and tradltton 1n order to 'fjf,ﬂfﬁ

‘Vfulflll thelP potent1al 1n the world of work
| However,_some women 1n sp1te of the above do hold

n-,p051t1ons in flelds trad1t1onally con51dered to be l;:°'”’”""”

B TR . ; Lo ,,.\»1
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o male4oriented L1ttle research has been conducted to - |
E ascerta1n whether thelr values d1ffer s1gn1f1cantly w1th
'those women who choose more trad1t1onal female or1ented i

’careers

S T L PR

e

”fJ‘D The Organ1zatlon

sValues and the1r Behav1oral S1qn1f1cance

In the. concepjual1zatlon of the role of values 1n'

'1fbehav1or Scherée~{1970) stated that

What a person does (hls behav1or) depends on . what he !
wants (his values) and what he considers to be .true

or likely {(his beliefs) about h1mself and the world
~(his" psycholog1cal ecology) (p. 1) SR

'dBa1er (1969) stated that "the values people have are i L
plmportant determ1nants of the1r behav1or (p 33) |

| *Rokeach (1968) developed the concepts of central1ty and

t‘-rbper1pheral1ty 1n order to assess a person s bel1efs and

f%values He asserted that the more central a value or bel1ef

',hj»the more stable 1t 1s..and the w1der 1ts domaln Thus when a"

fljperson h1erarch1cally orders or rank orders hlS values 1n“5~7

"v}'terms of 1mportance, the 1nd1v1dual denotes the 1mportance

?Verof the values w1th1n the personal value system The more

’»fifcentral a value the greater the poss1b1l1ty of the value ;fﬁﬂ

: ffhav1ng behav1oral 1mpllcatlons for act1on The more

.Ejf’perlpheral the less chance of the value overtly 1nfluenc1ng;@jph‘:

',h]behav1or

In an extens1on of Rokeach’s (1968) concept 7
vhh_England (1975) theor1zed that all values may be seen as

potent1al values and that they may be class1f1ed 1n two r7 j};7‘
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’vwaYS»‘ﬁNon-relevant“.Or weak values have l1ttle or no .
~ impact in.a behavor1al senSe However.- conce1ved' valuesj
‘wh1ch he cla551f1es as g Operat1ve _ 1ntended“, or | o
adopted" values have a relat1vely htgh probablllty of betngf
) translated 1nto actual behav1or It is from these values |
that researchers dertve the actlon component essentlal to .
c -the study of values It 1s w1th1n th1s framework that 't
'}becomes poss1ble to study the 1nd1v1dual or the group w1th1n'

I
a gtyen organtzat1on

Value Systems and Value H1erarch1es Organtiatjonang.\

'-—-——_Re‘evance RIS | o

| The 1mportance of study1ng the value systems of male
‘and female adm1n1strators within an organtzattonal context
;-cannot be dlsmlssed l1ghtly s1mply because the l1terature

'.;1llustrates that males and females d1ffer 51gn1f1cantly 1n _j”t'

"<fthe1r value or1entat1on patterns as shown 1n studtes by

tl,ﬂi.Allport Vernon and L1ndzey 1951) F1sher (1948) and

';’JiTraxler and Vecch1one l1959) England (1975) asserted that ftfﬁ

: ;'the personalgvalue system has a dtrect 1nfluence on the L

'{1nd1v1dual ‘s behav1or 1n h1s or her organtzat1onal role

| 7}ttConversely.‘accord1ng to dacob and Flan (1962) _Hegj;}»;4 ’

”‘1nd1v1dual s role w1th1n the organlzat1on may also 1nfluence]f’"'

z7ffgh1s or” her value system Both of these prop051ttons are most}ffﬁ-

v'rk1mportant to the study of values W1th1n the organtzat1on

Although contrary to one another both statements suggest

that research is needed 1n order to understand more fully



"":values to a greater or lesser degree" (p 104)
'I”(Padf1eld (1979) stated that'"ind1v1duals w1th d1

:"1,personal and organ1zatlonal respons1b1llt1es appa;
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| (the\tmportance of personal value systems of 1nd1v1duals or'
'“groups in. the organ1zat+on and the context in wh1ch the
l1nd1v1dual or group, functlons | : |
R | Ava1lable research on values (England 1975 _
Lup1n1 1965 Padfleld 1979 Thornton 1967, von Fange 1961)
‘po1nts to the fact that values and value systems play an |
1mportant rolf\ln the area of leadershlp behav1or dec1ston
';.maklng and value’confllct w1th1n the organ1zat1on Knowledge

l(and awareness of these areas -of potent1al confl1ct are most

' 1mportant to the smooth functlonlng of the organlzatlon

:Group Values |
' T051 and Carroll (1976) have noted that group values
'}are s1m1lar to 1nd1v1dual values and that groups W1th1m

| organ1zatlons tend to have a un1form1ty of bel1efs and

ntly:(h'

3¥d1ffer 1n value patterns to a s1gn1f1cant degree (p 29)

tjaf an 1nvest1gat1on of the scores of homo-”and heterogenelty of

"aﬁ_the scores of the value concepts of phy51cal educators and ?5

"?f‘academlc adm1n1strators Padf1eld was forced to suspend

'"*fJudgement on h1s hypothe51s that there 1s a s1gn1f1cant

'5:fld1fference on scores of homo-'and heterogene1ty w1th1n‘fy5(”

"f;tgroups in h1s study Although F tests resulted 1n some

;*lfconcepts show1ng 51gn1f1cant d1fferences overall, clear rffffftf

Z'Taitpattern emerged If values W1th1n the organ1zat1on are
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becoming!mgretheterogeneous,'as‘Flowers Hughes MeyerS‘and
Meyers,(1975)fandeennjs,(t976) state, Padfteld’s research
coU1d~not conftrm-this~ Howeyer,'the impor tance- of these
n;nworks 1s to assert that the more homogeneous the va]ue f{'
systems of the groups w1th1n the organ1zat1on “the Iess t
t11ke1y the confltct potent1a1 would be amongst the group
ts_vmembers xﬂ’ g _ n, | o | | v : N _
Abbott S (1960) study 111ustrated that conf11ct may |
ar1se because of d1ffer1ng va]ue systems of the. _4,-1
'”hﬁorgan1zat1on s group members Campbe]] Br1dges and

Nystrand (1977) in a d1scuss1on of the results of

J"Abbott s (1960) study reported that "the f1nd1ngs of th1s

3\

1nvest1gat1on suggest that harmon1ous 1nterpersona1
_ relat1onsh1ps can be ma1nta1ned desp1te dtfferences in bas1chr

f_ﬂvalueﬂpos} “ons, prov1ded the d1fferences are assessed

9.202) However fa pau01ty of research ex1sts'
,Lfftn 1 f both between group and w1th1n group
o diffel
Z’ji{ofimafﬂ 'female adm1n1strators and the 1mpact that the1r

- within e organtzatton

'”jfwamen in Educat1onal Adm1n1strat1on ]fbﬁf;fi;{aé_ﬂfﬁ “th "

,spec1f1catly, w1th respect to the value systems;fgv'_

alue systems mlght have 1n terms of thetr behav1or1fi’

Crosby (1973) z1n a dtscuss1on of her own study and asffwr“”t

-ff_a recommendat1on for further research, stated that the studyﬁﬁiijw

N - ~

5'dof values 1s an area where researchers m1ght use these dataa“"”

tsffand the structure of estab]1shed theory as a startvng po1nt fgf?*’
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to explaln and unde;stand the place of women 1n educattonal
adm1n1stratlon "p f1eld (1979 has also called For further‘tﬁ:

Z{study 1n the area of - personal values and value systems of

. men and women in educat1on There appears to be a lack of
j1nformat1on perta1n1ng to values and the woman s role in the7
,organlzatlon However,'a number of stud1es 1n other areas t
sexlst wh1ch prov1de 1ns1ght 1nto self percept1on and the
;‘role of. women 1n adm1n1stratlon o |

For example, Barter (1959) examlned reasons for the.

‘decl1ne in the number of women 1n admlntstratlve pos1t1ons

o from 1925- 1950 and found that " the apathet1c att1tude of

'1women teachers toward adm1nlstrat1ve pos1t1ons emerged as. a
“'~key factor in the1r present status" (p 73) Crosby (1973&
noted that women do not v1ew themselves as betng e
'td1scr1m1nated aga1nst", wh1le contrary to these f1nd1ngs;vt
:*tDale (1973) in a s1m1lar study noted that "the pattern that :;;.;
_remerges is that women who str1ve to achleve (are I - |
’systematlcally d1scouraged from reach1ng the1r hlghest human“
vhipotentlal" lp 127) Whether or not women are d1scrtmlnated
}‘s'{agalnst 1n the f1eld of educat1onal adm1n1strat1on, stud1es}h__”_
:fotf by Crosby (1973) N1xon (1973) N1xon and Gue (1975) §1xon t-\;tf
““Vfand Hrynyk (1973) Rob1llard (1979) and Shack 1975) all ;7;;ffj;'

sffﬁ;fnote the scarc1ty of women 1n adm1ntstrat1ve pos1ttons and

*aff_have sought ways to clar1fy th1s 1ssue
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E Summary , "
The rev1ew of the llterature has bu1lt a background for
urthe theoret1cal framework upon Wthh the study 1s based The
"“concepts of value -values and culture and the 1mpact of
A't soc1allzatlon on values and value. systems were presented A
:<pauc1ty of research relattng to men and women and the -
| ;'values they hold w1th1n an organlzat1onal context _has. been:.
:noted Attent1on has been pa1d to the. 1mportance of studytng'i
'fvalue systems 1n order to further the understandlng of. group;f
| ‘beh?y1or W1th1n the organlzat1on Lastly, the scarc1ty of
.:{ women in adm1n1strat1ve p051t1ons has been documented and -
‘k;the theor1t1cal l1nk between thls phenomenon and &

sex d1fferences 1n value or1entat1ons has been outl1ned
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II1. METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE

The purpose of this. chapter is to des?rlbe (1) the

quest1onna1re (2) the population, (3) the collection of

~.data. (4) the returns and (5) the stat1stlcal procedures

o

that were used for th1s study

A - The Questionnaire S
According to Padf1eld (1979) the -Personal Values
" Questionnaire (PVQ) 1ncludes R '

~concepts which relate to organ1zat1onal goals A
personal goals, ‘groups of people,- ideas associated
- with people and general topics. Each subject 1s
.asked 'to evaluate each of the concepts on two
dimensions:. importance . (high, (@v rage or low) and.
meaning (successful, right or %ﬁgasant) (p. 54)

- A mOdlfled verswon of England’s questlonna1re has been used

o by Padf1eld (1979) w1th academlc adm1n1strators and phystcal

educators SJogren (1969) ut1l1zed his mod1f1ed vers1on W1th~,

: educatlonal adm1ntstrators

England (1975) in adapttng the methodology of Dsgood
Suci and Tannenbaum (1957), descrtbed the development of the
_-Personal Values Quest1onna1re as follows

‘In order to specwfy a set of concepts relevant to
the personal value systems of managers a pool/Gf 200
-~ concepts-was selected from the literature deal1ﬁg

with organizations -and with individual and group

behavior. In addition, ideological and Pphilosophical

concepts were included to represent ma jor belief ,

systems. A panel of judges reduced this pool. (p. 3)'

England (1975) ut1l1zed five categor1es with wh1ch to

present the concepts, and for the purpose of thws study they

s 3 .
%) . [N

¢

v/
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were modified to: Ideas Assoc1ated With People, Personal "
Goals of the Ind1v1dual ‘Groups of. People Goals of ‘
Educattonal Organ1zat1ons and Ideas About - General Top1cs By
.us1ng four scales to represent two modes of valuat1on he
f1rst evaluated concepts on a. h1gh average low 1mportance
: scale England (1975) noted that ‘why a person thinks certa1n
concepts are 1mportant g1ves a: reasonable bas1s for
ldeterm1n1ng the behav1oral 51gn1f1cance of ¢ d1fferent classes
of values (p. 3) | o
- In the secondary modesrlght,lsuccessful and pleasant?
he evaluated the subjects’ mode of valuat1on as e1ther .
_ moral1st1c pragmat1c or affect1ve of the pragmatlc mode,
. he stated | | . | |
.It suggests that an 1nd1v1dual has an’ evaluat1ve
frameworK that is primarily guided by -
success-failure considerations: will a certa1n
course of action work or not;: how successful or
. unsuccessful is 1t apt to be. (p.3) -
The‘eth1cal moral mode of valuat1on suggests
H-An evaluatlve framework cons1sts of eth1cal ;
_considerations influencing behavior” toward actions
~.and decisions which are judged to be r1ght' and_‘.
‘away from those Judged to be. wrong . Ap.3) |
Of the affecttve or'“feeltng" mode of valuat1on he'
‘suggests ‘ | L |
An evaluattve framework wh1ch is gu1ded by hedon1sm
- where one behaves in ways that 1ncrease pleasure and
decrease pa1n (p.3) _ _ . R
“As the PVQ in ‘this study was to be used w1th both |
teachers and adm1n1strators, it was necessary tq mod1fy the .'
"1nstrument to su1t a populat1on of school and school related

.personnel Perm1ss1on was obtained from Dr. England Dr
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Padfleld'and Dr SJogren to maKe the necessary mod1f1cat1ons
in adapt1ng their survey lnstruments to better su1t a
*populatlon of adm1n1strators and teachers on Prtnce Edward
Island (see Appendix A For correspondence)

A list of 82 concepts was comptled from both .
Padf1eld" (1979) and SJogren s (1969) studies. Prtor to
complllng the list, it was deCIded to delete any concept
that was only pertlnent to a un1vers1ty settlng and to
- mod1fy any concept that was overtly Amer1can12ed The o
’;follow1ng concepts from Padf]eld' s (1979) study were
.deleted: Research Government Support F1nanc1al Support
: F1nanc1al Stab1l1ty, Academlc Freedom Nat1onal Recognition
and Sen1or Adm1n1strators Any concept referrlng to State or
“United States from SJogren S (1969) study was mod1f1ed An
.example is that State Department of Educat1on was mod1f1ed
to Department of EdUCat1on

A total of ten persons, f1ve male graduate students in

'»_.the Department of Educat1onal Adm1n1stratton and f1ve

females from the Edmonton Publtc School System w1th both :
‘teachlng and adm1n1strat1ve exper1ence were asKed to
.evaluate the concepts w1th regard to su1tab1l1ty for

) 1nclu51on 1n the quest1onna1re Each "Judge was -
‘f_1nd1v1dually contacted and appo1ntments made to explaln the 1”
'jvpurpose of the study As the concepts had already been used‘x
' and evaluated for use 1n two prev1ous studIes 1t was felt

i that a three category me thod for 1nclu51on would sufftce

“The categortes for evaluatlon were set as deflnltely
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include probably‘include and do not include The . judges
were requested to 1dent1fy any concept which, in'their
~op1n1ons. should be included in the proposed study and to
| suggest substttutes for those concepts they deemed N
‘ unsu1table for 1nclus1on |
‘ Pr1or to tabulat1ng the evaluated concepts 'dec151on
n'rules for 1ncluston were def1ned as follows o |
1. if the total of.the ratlngs def1n1tely include" and

” probably 1nclude" equalled 380 to 100 percent or.“
'"2._l1f def1n1tely 1nclude" equalled 80 percent then the
"concept was included. | S | | | |
| 0f 82 concepts, 22 were - el1m1nated leav1ng a total of
60. An’ add1t1onal 4 concepts were suggested as replacement
l,To further exam1ne the concepts five of the ortgtnal ten

Judges were asked to evaluate the rema1n1ng 64 concepts for

-[~afclar1ty and understandtng of. def1n1t1on Two women and three

: men agreed to this request Time was a factor 1n chooswng

; only two women The de0151on rule was set at 80 percent for
'-,1nclus1on whlch resulted in the el1m1natton of 3 concepts,
By leav1n//a total of 61 | | | h h | | ‘
' The: concepts aggresstveness, conformlty, ablllty,_;
.power _tncome prestlge '1nfluence and confltct werevx

excluded by the Judges in’ the f1rst round However 1t was

\

§ *dec1ded to 1nclude these concepts 1n the f1nal 1nstrument

- Padfteld’s (1979) precedent for 1nclud1ng concepts not -
"9chosen by the Judges, and the wr1t1ngs of Hoy and

.“lM’SKe] (1978) notlng the lmportance of these concepts in the :,

T
\
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‘; functtonwng of the organtzatton, prov1ded the ba51s for th1s~~
dec1ston (see Append1x B for Concept Evaluation)

The combtnatton of concepts from Padfield’s (1979)
a1nstrument and SJogren s (1968) 1nstrument or1gtna11y
comprtsed a total of 82 items. The ftnal total of concepts

'iused,'equalled 69 . (see Table 1)

The - 1nstrument used, (see Appendwx C) was pr1nted on

yellow paper Padf1e1d’s (1979) research 1nd1cated that

’:stud1es by Robinson and Agism (1951) and Ntxon (1954)
revea]ed that quest1onna1res pr1nted on yellow Paper yteldedg_t

L a h1gher percentage return

| ‘Re]1ab111ty
" The Lusk and. O]tver (1972) study repltcated a. 1966
'study by Eng]and of a nat1ona] sample of Untted States

. managers, and found that "the dtfference between the 1966

samp]e and the 1972 to be very small .033 for 66 concepts
and four concepts had a d1fference of 10 or greater
_Eng]and 1975) c1a1ms that "the PVQ methodology prov1des .
va]1d and meantngfu] 1nformat1on about values (p 122) )
Padf1e1d (1979) conducted a test retest des1gn as - “an

_esttmatton of the mod1f1ed 1nstrument s rel1ab1]1ty" and

vs('found that "the prlmary values of 20 of the 24 subJects, or >

'_83 3. percent rematned constant on the test retest"'(p.GO)s

‘:f’Us1ng the Pearson Product Moment Correlatlon ‘thef

gfcoeff1c1ent of stab111ty P 70 was obtatned Larger than |

‘r_'-,so 70 was sattsfactory when combtned w1th the 83 3

& .
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percent conststency of the prtmary value ortentattons
| (Padfteld 1979) - |

Ttme d1d not allow for a test retest because it was

"necessary to awatt perm1351on to use SJogren s (1969)

v,, concepts As concepts in thts 1nstrument were 1ncluded in

”etther Padfteld' (1979) or SJogren ‘S- (1969) 1nstruments or
iboth it was dec1ded to accept the Lusk and Oltver (1972)
-~Padfte1d (1979) and SJogren (1969) studtes as 1nd1cators of
_the PVQ’s reltabt]tty o

lalidity | KRR

"aKertihgér (1973t has stated that the most_common |
tdeftnttton of valtdtty is epttomtzed by the questton ?“Ares-‘
'we measurtng what we set out to measure°" (p 457) Th1s o

"Vdeftnttton refers to whether a research 1nstrument 1s, in |

o fact measurtng the conceptual 1ntent of the study

:tNtxon (1973) states that‘"tn thts deftnttton the empha51s is
'ton the 1ntentton of the researcher (p 55) |
' The process of eva]uattng and modtfytng the 1nstrument p

‘*5to su1t the populatton in the study was descrtbed 1n thé

’_:'prev1ous sectton As extreme care was taken to prov1de

“1ndependent 1nput by uttltztng Judges as experts tn the

J 'evaluatton of concepts used and as the prtmary purpose for v-

‘1f,fu51ng thts QUesttonnatre centred on an 1nvesttgatton of the ‘f

5lt[ffpersona] value systems of the three groups outltned

'ft{prev1ously, 1t was felt that the crtterta for provtdtng

. ttsev1dence of content valtdtty were met As Borg and Gall
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‘(1971) stated, content val1d1ty is the degree to which the :
| sample of test 1tems represents the content that the test is
des1gned to measure (p 136) In deflnlng face val1d1ty as
the evaluator s appra1sal of what the content of the test

measures ,1t was - felt that these cr1ter1a were also met

" (Borg and Gall, 1971 P 135) As only the wordmg of the

J",concepts not the 1ntent" or mean1ng was changed to su1t

"

“'t~a school populat1on, and as all concepts used were also used‘

by Padfleld (1979) and SJogren (1969). or both it was
'_Judged that overall the cr1ter1a for content val1d1ty were :

}‘i’met,'y

‘.B The Populatlon C S |

“ In1t1ally the study was to 1nclude the total populat1on
:hof in- school admlnlstrators and a random sample of women -
'Yteachers in full-tlme employment on Pr1nce Edward Island
’g,The random sample of women teachers was changed to the total
tgpopulat1on when 1t was d1scovered that there are only 25

eftwomen who are 1n school adm1n1strators on Pr1nce Edward

l;Island It was hoped that the demographlc 1nformat1on mlght

d“f:,:ldentlfy women teachers who had been adm1n1strators and were”g

no longer in: these pos1tlons for var1ous reasons Programme'V-

()

Y~f1ffconsultants and coord1nators were also added to the

'tffpopulat1on as the def1n1t1on of adm1nlstrator g1ven 1n

‘fSect1on 1: 02 of the 1979 Pr1nce Edward Island Teachers

”'.*1f‘Federatlon Memorandum of Agreement states fy*.‘{

. . ; (~\.‘ . .
PR . .



38

Adm1n15trat1ve P051t1o s" shall mean the p051t1on

of ‘Program Consultant, Program Coordinator,

PPln01pal V1ce Princ pal and Department Head (p 1)
Therefore the study 1ncluded a sample of voluntary
'part1c1pants drawn From the total populatlon of full-time,H
:lxn school female and male adm1n1strators and female .

teachers. as well as female and male COnsultants and

..coord1nators employed ln Regtonal Board Offlces on Pr1nce
¥ .

- Edward Island Department heads were not 1ncluded as

1dent1flcatlon of these 1nd1v1duals would have been _h
”extremely d1ff1cult, necessxtattng a survey of the total h“

i ‘populatlon of men teachers as well It was felt that the
:iadded t1me and expense needed to 1dent1fy these 1nd1v1duals

o was . not ava1lable

_.C Collectlon of the Data o
| In latelfall 1979 Mr dames Blanchard General

M;Secretaty of the Pr1nce Edward Island Teachers Fede(at1on

a“(hereafter to be 01ted as the PLE. I T F ) was contacted by R

'tgtelephone to d1scuss procedural matters pertalnlng to"

"rece1v1ng perm1ss1on to conduct .a survey quest1onna1re on L

VhPr1nce Edward Island The researcher was adv1sed to contacta.ff

'tthe flve Reg1onal Superlntendents At thts t1me Mr T,;":gth“

;p;Blanchard agreed that the P. E 1. T F would supply the llstsf?ff

'"°tjof teachlng. adm1n1strat1ve and Board Offtce pePSODne] O”Cev,lh

'j‘perm1ss1on was obta1ned from the Super1ntendents _ o
A letter expla1n1ng the purpose of the prﬁposed study

- "fwas sent to each Super1ntendent 1n October"‘All responses
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!

| were recelved by m1d December and all granted the perm1551on
:"sought (see Append1x D) As one of the Superxntendents
insisted: that part1capat1on in the study be. voluntary, the
‘researcher stressed the voluntary nature of the study when
contactlng the prlnC1pals w1th regards to the1r schools

part1c1pat1on 1n the study

Distribution of the'QueStionnaire

The research was carr1ed out on Pr} ce Edward Island
‘hlgdurlng the latter part of danuary and the month of February,v
Tv'1980 . : ,. | _ ’.a-é|,,‘,v

| _ The researcher contacted the Super1ntendents by
"telephone to re conf1rm perm1ss1on to. enter the schools o
~!Three of: flve of the Supertntendents requested 1nterV1ews to-
'nfurther expla1n the purpose of the study Two o ”
hsSuper1ntendents requested that the researcher meet w1th
a‘the1r pr1nc1pals at a Board Off1ce Pr1nc1pals meetlng

’Appo1ntment dates were set at th1s t1me

The P. E.T. T.F. _was contacted and a l1st of teachers

"fadm1n1strators,.consultants and coord1nators was' obta1ned A

TftipacKet was prepared for each school, conta1n1ng 1nd1v1dually

o it_addressed envelopes to each woman teacher and the

'Tr,iVadm1n1strators 1n the school Included 1n each personally

7taddressed envelope was a letter expla1n1ng the purpose of vfa':

"-jthe study The letter conta1ned 1nformatlon about complet1ng

'fffthe quest1onna1re Wthh Padf1eld (1979) suggested 1n order

llffto help clarlty the three categories It also stressed the
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B
_ anonym1ty.of responses and c1ted explanatlons about the
coding on’ the quest1onna1re As pr1nt1ng and d1str1but1on |
- was extremely expens1ve, reference was made to that fact An'
"adhes1ve return label was. 1ncluded so. that the dtstr1but1on
[envelope could be used for returmtng the quest1onna1re The
T.letter requested that the teacher return the quest1onna1re
lito the pr1nc1pal w1th1n Jthree days | o | |
| Consultants and coord1nators employed in. Reg1onal Board_j
T.fotces, rece1ved self addressed, stamped envelopes so the |
»:quest1onna1re could be returned by ma1l The letter they
.“rece1ved had the wordsl"to your Prlnc1pal"'deleted (see"
.Append1x E) - | | | |

The researcher personally v1s1ted a total of 57 schools !

on Pr1nce Edward Island At 52 schools she spoke w1th the =

'1~.Lpr1nc1pal A§~two schools she spoke with. the v1ce prlnc1pal

‘:and in three schools she spoke w1th the secretary In

'lschools where the pr1nc1pal or~v1ce pr1n01pal was not

6’fava1lable. follow up calls were made by telephone to ensure |

e that personal contact Was made Instruct1ons for

; fl;d1str1butlon of quest1onna1res were wr1tten on pacKets at

“'t’schools where an adm1n1strator was not present for an

f-wtnterv1ew

The rema1n1ng ten pr1nc1pals were contacted at two

~;TpBoard Offlce Pr1nc15§ls meettngs Explanatlons rema1ned il:“”‘w

o 'standard at th1s t1me Arrangements for collect1on 0f L

'befquest1onna1res Were made at the tlme of dellverY
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:,5 D The Returns

~'As pmevtously Tndlcated,_arrangements for co]Tectlon of

_ o?p]et-; “{onnaires were‘made'at the,time of deliyery.”
Schools: § ;jf the f1ve Reg10na1 Un1ts returned the

e 1tthe1r Board Offlces to be pthed up by the'
later date Every school in one Un1t f

ﬁhe quest1onna1res to Alberta The researcher
hrevis_>  @ach school_intthe‘one‘remaintng{Unit andt‘. ‘
s icoTTected.the paCKets on'a:pre}arranged‘dateu-Aljb
‘re 1nformed that Tate returns should be - forwarded -
I T F thCh would send them to ATberta after a.

The pr1nc1paTs were aTso Tnformed that blank

es were avallable through the P .E. I T F',should

“' sany teacher mTSpTace the quest1onna1re and subsequent]y WTSh :

to comp]ete

OnTy ool on Pr1nce Edward Is]and chose not to

: part1c1pate 1n the study These teachers and adm1n1strators -
’t”were e11m1nated from the samp]e Of 907 quest1onna1res o
ffdlstrTbuted to 67 schools and f1ve Reg1onal Board Off1ces._ ]'

“;668 were returned for a. totaT of RER 6 percent Of the 668'

."_7‘returns 590 quest1onna1res proved usable on the 1n1t1aT

,;;s1ght check and were sent for computer Key punchwng (see”?_'i

lfTable 2 for Un1t breakdown of returns)

England (1975) and Padf1eld (1979) cons1dered

S _Tquestlonna1res to be usab]e 1f 95 percent of the 1tems were7 Ex

"*;[icomplete Th1s de0151on rule was adopted for the purpose of,,

--;_gthTS study Any quest10nna1re hav1ng more than fOUP Of 59
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TOTAL DISTRIBUTION OF QUESTIONNAIRES AND PERCENTAGE RETURN
- . BY REGIONAL UNIT A

Number of ; ' T
Schools fr Number -~ Number R -
Part1c1pat1ng D1str1buted Returned Returned

. XQnit]i' | ‘,'__-9[35‘ _ffN"'ng3, E:'Ni122E.]' g5,

CoUnit2 o 15/15 0 206 187 78,

o units 22728 3300 221 g,
C o Unit 4 qe/1g Coe2 13 74,
;nits a2 e

Board Office
Consultants/

Lo N 0N W (

ATotal)

A

Co-ordinators . 9. 15'fiN[‘£78;9-_*»“:
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. returns (see Table 3 for group breaKdown)

4

items not completed was dtscarded as a non usable return
Mrs.“Ct Prokop of the Department of Educat1onal “
Adm1n1stratlon 1ncluded th1s rule 1n the Fortran computer '

.

program des1gned to analyze the data for the study A

B further th1rteen questlonna1res, or cases, were reJected

‘ .leav1ng a total of 577 or 63 6 percent overall usable

A

’,Noansable"Returnsve-

Of 78 or1g1nal non- usable returns, 20 quest1onna1res'

5 were selected for overall comprehens1on of concept and

d1splayed w1ll1ngness to parttc1pate 1n the study These o
quest1onna1res were returned to the respondent as most of
them had only one page 1ncomplete 1nd1cat1ng that for some
reason, the respondent had omltted to complete the N
questlonnare e1ther through carelessness or because pages
had stuck together Rather than d1scard the quest10nna1res

e

they were returned w1th a letter attached request1ng

completaon and expla1n1ng the rat1onale for the1r belng sent.tij

back The respondent was requested to e1ther complete the
Y
quest1onna1re or return 1t statlng why 1t was anomplete

(See Append1x F) A self addressed stamped env@ﬂope was

Hp:/'prov1ded Although not a trad1t1onal approach 1n rggparch
e 1t was felt that rather than ask the respondent to complete'tig'

an ent1re quest1onna1re agatn,_the t1me to be saved would

f;' encourage compl1ance w1th the request

Df the rema1n1ng 58 ‘non- usable returns, s1x had been'};_«;.



. |  TABLE 3

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION AND PERCENTAGE RETURN BY GROUP

a No. ~ No. . ‘No. % Return % Overall
- Expected Total ~Nori- ‘Non-  Returned
Group Return  Usable Usable Usable and Usable -
Female % - 22 0 0 88.0
Administrators : ‘ ‘ L .
Male 105 - 79 3 35 | 752
Administrators o : S
Female - < B |
Consultants/ . 6 4 1 20,0 - 66.8
. Co-ordinators : -
, o Male o L ‘ o :
. Consultants/ 13 . 1m0 -0 84.6
‘ Co-ordinators ' R ‘ IR
‘Teachers 758 46 1 | 74 | 13.8;‘ 61.4
Unidentified | 13 x S
Questionnaires | o T
Totals -+ 907 577 91 3.6 63.6

. * This figuréowas calculated gfigg.Keypunching,¢ | L
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'sent.to.persons on extended sick 1eave;'three to‘persons on
leave of absence one to a male teacher and one to a
teacher’s a1de mistakenly 1dent1f1ed as a teacher of 47 ;
remaining quest1onna1res 28 were complete]y b]ank seem1ngly
1nd1cat1ng a lack of willingness to participate in the
» study. Of the rema1n1ng 19 quest1onna1res, 12 respondents
indicated d1ff1culty in understand1ng the terms r1ght
-pteasant and successful w1th1n the context of being rated
1,2 and 3. Only 7 quest1onna1res that were 1ncomp1ete of
these 19, had no reason given for not being complete. No -
further fo]]ow up was made because of the time and expense
v1nvo]ved.
) K

' ‘E Statistical Procedure

| Mrs. C. Prokop of the. Department of Educatlonal
Adm1n1strat1on des1gned a Fortran computer programme to -
‘comp11e the data essent1a1 to th1s study The initial step
A‘1nvolved 1dent1fy1ng the respondent’s pr1mary va]ue
vor1entat1on wh1ch was deftned as mora11stlc affect1ve
pragmat1c or mixed. Eng]and (1975) stated that "moralist1d"
| persons are character1zed by concepts v1ewed as h1gh in
"1mportance and r1ght?, wh1le "pragmat1c persons are

characterlzed by concepts v1ewed as h1gh in 1mportance and
'successful" "Affective". persons are character1zed by
'concepts viewed as h1gh in 1mportance and pleasant" and
those persons who are character1zed by no clear]y '

'1dent1f1able pr1mary or1entat1on" are c]ass1f1ed as ‘having a
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. N . ‘\\\‘ ) )
"mixed" ‘value orientation (Padf1eld 1979 p. 78)

~ England’s (1975) procedure for analy51$ was utll1zed
and the concepts listed as h1gh importance"” were grouped
‘1nto successful, rlght or: pleasant and cond1t1onal

probabilities computed in the follow1ng steps

The f1rst step was to 1dent1fy the 1nd1v1dua] g argest‘
condltlonal probab1l1ty“'
© p(S/HI)
- p(R/HI)
p(P/HI).

where terms 1ns1de the parentheses are:

S = Sucoessful
R = Right -
P = Pleasant

HI= H1gh Importance '

&

2. The second step 1nvolved compar1ng the largest
cond1tlonal probab1l1ty to 1ts complement England (1975)
stated | | | '

IF, for example, the largest cond1t1onal probabll?t
—selected in the first step was P{S/HI), iteg S

~complement is the. probability of respond1ng /
successful, given a rating of average: importance,
and low- 1mportance or, that is, P(5/A1), where HI
refers to average 1mportance plus low o .
1mportance (pp 159 160) _

I P(S/HI) was greater than 1ts complement P(S/HI) then an :

1nd1v1dual s pr1mary orlentatlon was cons1dered to be ﬁ
,'pragmatlc If ‘the complement probab1l1ty was greater, air'
mixed value or1entatxon was ass1gned Also, if an “

‘f1nd1v1dual’s pr1mary orlentat1on accounted for less than 15

percent of the total concepts on the PVQ the 1nd1v1dual was ”

_ “class1f1ed as having a mixed value :

or1entat10n (Padfleld,1§79) To calculate an indivtdualfs »
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primary orientation, the dec1s1on rules in Flgure 1 were

o followed Value prof1les were’ produced by report1ng the

percent§ge of 1nd1v1duals w1th1n the group llsted as’
pragmat1c moral1st1c. affect1ve or. mlxed |
Further’ analy31s cons1sted of exam1n1ng the concepts
for each 1nd1v1dual in terms of value type e1ther .
operat1ve, 1ntended“ adopted or "weak". To do th1s, thef
'51nd1v1dual 'S pr1mary value or1entat1on was used as a base.
Operat1ve values were concepts wh1ch fit an 1nd1v1dual S
prxmary or1entatlon and :zre rated as "high 1mportance‘g

(8]

f"Intended values were t se. concepts rated‘as "hlgh

1mportance“ but d1d not f1t the 1nd1v1dual s ' pr1mary value
'or1entat1on Concepts wh1ch fit the 1nd1v1dual s prvmary
'“value or1entat10n" but d1d not rate as "hlgh 1mportance

. were termed adopted values and the rema1n1ng concepts

; rated average or low 1mportance and wh1ch d1d not f1t
'the person s pr1mary value or1entat10n were termed as‘ weaK"
*values | | k |

Exclud1ng those people w1th mlxed value or1entat1ons, a

";value proflle was constructed for each 1nd1v1dual o

England (1975) 1n referr1ng to mlxed value orlentatlons

'»Thls exclu51on is necessary because the probab1l1ty

~ scores used in the classification procedure cannot

_ be computed for managers w1th a m1xed value :

: jor1entatlon (p 22) P | o .

Hav1ng obta1ned an 1nd1v1dual value prof1le, a group

’“value proflle Was constructed by aggregat1ng all of the

%relevant 1nd1v1dual prof1les (Padfield,1979l A “Behav1oral_

"



- FIGURE 1

‘DECISION RULES USED FOR CALCULATING
AN INDIVIDUAL'S PRIMARY . _
‘ VALUE'ORIENTATION'CLASSIFICATION

46

Primary Value Orientation ~ Decision Rule

Pragmatic = . P(S/HI) is the
' : TR . largest

- PUS/HL) > P(S/RT).

Moralistic =~ .- ' P(R/HI) is. the
' e ~1ar?est
= P(R/HI) > P(R/‘T)

. Affect . .. » P(P/HI) is the .
: : R “largest .
- P{P/HI) > P(P/HI)

. Note: In all cases, 1f the complement probab111ty is
~ greater than 1ts prqnc1pal 1t would imply a m1xed value
'orlentat1on N

.f* From Padfleld (1979 p. 80)

 ? \\' :



Relevance. Scorel (England.1975) was then calculated for each
Rconcept- The Behav1oral Relevance Score (BRS) was calculated
by mult1ply1ng the operat1ve value score by three, 1ntended o
value score by two and the adopted value score(py one. The B

. sum of these scores was d1v1ded by three to obta1n the BRS.

A Group Value Proflle Matrlx comb1n1ng the ' overall value_

~ profile " and’ the "Behav1oral Relevance Score -was then -

‘eonstrUCted to exam1ne the s1m1lar1t1es and d1fferences

‘present in the group value prof1les Thls procedure was

ut1l1zed for all groups 1n terms of placement in value type

and operat1ve value score. gd_’v

| 1In order to examlne value hlerarch1es. Padf1eld tlS79l

Hstated that | ‘_yt ‘ | L
~research ‘has 1ndtcated that a hlerarchy of values
‘exists in any value lsystem which reveals the degree

~ of relative 1mportance of each value. (p.84) . '
Therefore, the 89" concepts were rank ordered us1ng the1r

: Behav1oral Relevance Scores Spearman Correlat1on

"tCoeff1c1ents were produced to exam1ne the degree of ;

“:f51m1lar1ty in the value h1erarch1es of the groups

Padfleld (1979) ut1l1zed the Average Dev1atlon Score 1n.vg»t‘:.

ﬁt 'order to exam1ne the quest1on of homogene1ty and

'?'fat the mean1ng s1mllar1ty of responses to each

' fheterogene1ty of value systems England (1975 stated of
'3fth1s procedure that "the dev1at1on measure essent1ally gets
R ;-
| aconcept " (p 40) . Thls procedure ut1llzes the percentage
fresponse to each value type To obtaln the dev1at10n 3

measure, the value type w1th the hlghest percentage is
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selected and the dtfferences calculated by multtplytng the
percentage by the relattve dtstance (range) of each value
'from the htghest percentage An example mtght be: |

If the percentage operattve score 1s 40, 1ntended ﬂ1p’

. adopted .25 and weaK 25 “the average deviatiOn score would

" be calculated thus. PR B | |
{{Average Deviation Score . . , |

L =1 X 10)+(2 x .25)+(3 :25)

‘g=.1:35v‘ R S

Accordtng to England (1975) Average Dev1at10n Scores
_'(AD Scores) - o ' |
‘cain vary from zero (1f 100 percent of . the responses
‘were of one value type) to '1.65 (if the responses '
- split were 34 percent, zero percent 33 percent 33
B percent for ‘the value type respecttvely (p. 42)
Lowx§cores 1nd1cated homogeneous value systems wh1le f
h1gh scores 1nd1cated heterogeneous value systems Mean
average dev1atton scores were calculated for each group and ﬂ

t;j;the homogenelty and heterogenetty of the value systems of

S the three groups were compared and contrasted

To further examtne the quest1on of homogenelty and
.heterogenelty of the value systems. an F test was performed

'fto test whether the vartances a55001ated w1th each concept

';'"were dtfferent Padfteld (1979) used Glass and

' Stanley s (1970) 10 level of stgnlftcance for the F test

"J».l_Padfteld (1979) noted that the. utll1zat10n of the F-test

Zwenabled the researcher to ftnd 1f there was:"a stattsttcally

}"~h51gn1f1bant d1fference in. the homogenetty of the groups

"&]-responses to a spec1f1c concept"'(p 84). Both methods were



'ut111zed as the Average Dev1at1on Score provided 1nstght
.f1nto the mean1ng s1m1]ar1ty of responses and F: tZStS |
prov1ded s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between the groups on
'homogene1ty and heterogene1ty of responses “to spe01f1C

‘concepts

e F Summary L |
o Chapter 3 has out11ned the methodology and procedure l'
‘used in the collectlon and ana1y51s of data for the: study
The quest1onna1re, the returns ~and the statlst1cal N
procedures used in analys1s of the d

B Ma:collected,.havebeen(:::::::>
~<4;descr1bed : ;,1, o o s . ‘h. -.'; : - - o —




- IV. ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
| | : | v:;ﬁf

B The purpose of thls chapter is.to present the analy51s‘

‘ of data focuss1ng on the qdestlon of slm1lar1ty and/or .

dlfferences in the personal value systems of male and female '

admlnlstrators and female teachers on Prlnce Edward Island

.The demographlc 1nformatlon and statlstlcal treatment and

[ results are descr1bed in relatlon to. the research questlons o

posed

.’ !
A

A AnalySIS of - the Sample ;

The sample con51sted of 577 1nd1v1duals 461 teachers,'

90 male adm1n1strators and 26 female adm1nlstrators Female" -

' 'zteachers comprlsed 79 8% of the total sample whlle female/t"

and male adm1nlstrators compr1sed 4, 5% and 15: SA of the
sample respectlvely ;ﬁ":'

Ina comparwson by p051tlon w1th1n the admlnlstrat1ve ,y‘

groups as shown in. Table 4, 534 males were prlnc1pals thJf

34% were v1ce pr1nc1pals and 12% were

consultants/coordlnators W1th1n the female admlnlstrat1ve o o

group. 19£ were pr1nc1pals 65% v1ce pr1nc1pals and 15%

e consultants and coordlnators uf rvj&

As can be seen 1n Table 5 between group compar1son by

pos1t1on 1llustrates that 90% males were pr1n01pals and 104
females were pr1nc1pals S1xty f1ve percent and 35% males
and females were v1ce pr1nc1pals wh1le 63% and 86% males

- and 38% and 14% females were consultants/coordlnators



WITHIN GROUP COMPARISON BY POSITION-

TABLE 4

MALE AND FEMALE ADMINISTRATORS (*)

51

. o :

'éPrincipaJ‘

Prﬁncipa] i

Consultant/

~ Co-ordinator -

 Ma]e
N=80 .

- 53% -

34y

12y

* Rounded  to nearest whole percentage at .5 and up. -

 TABLE 5

| BETWEEN -GROUP COMPARISUNvBY'ROSpTEQN-. .
. (MALE AND FEMALE: ADMINISTRATORS (%) .-

ER

I  Pranipa1gHi'f>”

. Co-ordinator

"11; ¢°“5Uifaﬁf }  uff7"”"'763%j ‘""

 .86%;fﬁvJA ?[

Female'-

v'Z'JSS% : “ 
ook
f ffg% ;L },5j T

i{f}ROUH¢¢d iQ ﬁéaréstﬂwﬁb1é7pér¢¢hfégé5at*f5 qndMup,.ff'\

o

G
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reSpectively - Overall, §n a compar1son of the groups it may

8
be seen that the male adm1n1strators far outnumbered the.

. gu
female adm1n1strators,_W1th the maJorlty of men be1ng |
pr1nc1pa]s and the m1nor1ty of women ‘being pr1nc1palse\

Of the total adm1n1strat1ve group, the maJor1ty (51 %)

~of ma]e adm1n1strators were. between the ages of 35 and 45

b range.

: wh11e 32 2% were in the 25 34 year old range . The’ maJorJty
of women adm1n1strators (34 6%) were in the 46- 55 year old

'vrange w1th 26. 9% in- each of the 25 34 and 35 44;year old

It appears that women adm1n1strators were older than
'male adm1n1strators w1th 56 1% be1ng between the ages of 46

‘f.and 50, wh11e this age group accounted for on]y 16 7% of

o

' male adm1n1strators There were no admlnlstrators 1n the

“20-24'year'old'range Further breakdown of the male
' adm1n1strat1ve grOUp 1nd1cates that 83 3% were under the age S
of 45 wh11e only 53 84 women adm1n1strators were under the
d‘ age of 45 The maJor1ty of women teachers appear 1n the »
'f,h25 34 year range for a total of 40 7% (see Tab]e 6)
| The maJor1ty of ma]e adm1n1strators were marr1ed for a ,
;[f‘total of 96 7% compared w1th 73 1% female adm1n1strators and ;‘
":t69 9% female teachers 23 1% female adm1nlstrators and 22 9%fhf
'fema]e teachers were s1ng1e as compared to 3 3A male t '
’Tdeadm1n1strators No adm1n1strator was w1dowed or separated ‘}’“'

'Ifand one female adm1nlstrator was d1vorced A sma]l

“”;‘f;percentage of . female teachers were w1dowed dlvorced or

;aseparated o S
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iff’ ’25 - 34 Y¢aré; [ 32.2. 2.9 407 .

1  o ‘
@ B3
TABLE 6

~ 'PERCENT ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS BY AGE

o ;‘vi - ‘Male ~ Female Lo :
~-Age .. . Administrators Administrators  Teachers - .
o N=90 - wN=25 - - N=454

120 - 24 yearsL ‘  7, o ‘.  SR ;"3ﬂ1: 

35 - 44 years 511 . 26.9° 217

o 45 -S4years 14 348 7.0

. Over 55 years 3.3 115 11.4




4
¥

In terms of eddcat1onal background a: larger percentage

-of fema]e adm1n1strators (28%) had no degree when compared
1 w1th 6.7% male adm1n1strators It is 1nterest1ng to note

| that 36 5% female teachers had no degree Of the total group
- of fema]e adm1n1s\rators, 32A beld two bachelors degrees
pwhtle 6 7% males had one. degree and 404 had two degrees
23. 1% and 27. 2% female teachers had one and two bachelors
.;Vd;brees respect1vely Thtrty six. percent female | ‘“
_~adm1nlstrators 43, 34 male adm1n1strators -and- 5 84 female hf
*‘rteachers had masters degrees No person 1n the samp]e hetd a v:_

1: Doctorate The "Other -category accounted for 4% and 3. 34

\' “male and female. edm1n1stratons and 8 3% teachers As has -

,been trad1tlona]1y the case, it- appears that women have not

- pursued thelr educatton to the same extent as the men (see

| :Table 7

The response to the quest1on on JOb sat1sfact1on
111ustrated 1n Tab]e 8 1nd1cates that there were no-.
o ‘adm1n1strators and on]y 9% women teachers who were not o

"sat1sf1ed w1th the1r JObS Only 1 1% and 1 3% male

;iadm1n15trators and female teachers were 1nd1fferent to thelr f:f”"

4eJobs A tota] of 19 2A and 46 2% female admlnlstrators

R

o"

3’11ked or were enthu51at1c about thelr JObS whtle 33 3% and

'_g48 9% males and 28 3 and 42 8% teachers ]1Ked or were

- Jf}:enthusvast1c about the1r JObS WOmen adm1ntstrators (30 8%)

'rfhémale admtntstrators (14 4%) and female teachers (24 8%)

’ ;wexpressed that they loved the1r JObS It appears that a
'tigreater percentage of women were w1111ng to eXpress extreme



TABLE 71

o4

PERCENT EDUCATIDNAL BACKGRDUND
| (3 GROUPS) :

B 5»5.

Male o :Féma]e

~Adm'amstrators Administrators
- N=90 N =25

NQjDegree -',_: - 6.7 'iﬁl'  -28ﬁ0

 Bachélor’'s 8.7 o 0.0-

"Bachelbr s and 40.0 HERE 32;0

B Ed. Degrees | | v ,
Master’'s - - 43.3 \f . 36.0 .

Degree

Coothery T 33 g

o

Teachers i
= 445"

3515

23,1
27.2
e

8.3. -

ey



TABLE 8

PERCENT JOB SATISFACTION BY GROUP -~

L)
\\ Y
. N

¢

Male f~' -‘lFema1e,"- . Female *
Administrators Administrators = Teachers

Dislike = - 0.0 B T -
Indifferenf_", o L 0.0  ‘,; .
Like 333 192 . 8.

,Enthu;ia;tic " 48.9 {  5»_ ’ ‘4612f R  42,
. Love R '14.4 0 soe -

o ® ® w w

‘Would Rather =~ 2.2 S I
.. Not Respond o . S _ o

% Nz 460/461 | .
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satisfaction with the1r Jobs part1cu1ar1y women
adm1nlstrators
As may be seen in Table 9 which represents the

response to the questton posed regardtng how. the 1nd1v1dual
felt about-an admwnlstrat1ve pos1t1on -the majority of women"
‘teachers (63.8%) stated that they wou]d d1sl1ke an

| adm1n1strat1Ve pos1t1on while on]y 1. 6% would actual]y seek
'-Qesuch a pos1t1on Just over 28% would not refuse the pos1t1on_

',Jf it were offered to them. The maJor1ty of fema]e VW
adm1n1strators 1nd1cated that: they l1ked thetrvgos1t1on and
15 44 act1ve1y sought it ‘while.11.5% d1d not like the1r'

‘ pos1tlons W1th1n the group of. male adm1n1strators mostv

males 1nd1cated that they llked their postttons and 25%

; actually sought them. Only 12.5% indicated that they were

offered their- pos1tlons A m1nor1ty of women adm1n1strators.'
% d1d not like the1r pos1t10ns |

From thls 1nformatlon 1t may be seen that women are
less 1no]1ned than ‘men to apply for . adm1n1strat1ve pos1t1onse
and are Iess sat1sf1ed w1th thEm when they reoewve an
app01ntment It also seems. to 1nd1cate that they would
rather be offered an adm1n1strat1ve pos1t1on than act1ve1y
seek .one. | u | “ w | L

No fema]e adminlstrator reply1ng to the quest1onna1re
~ was in a pos1tlon 1n a high school The maJor1ty (85. 5%)
ewere in elementary schoo]s w1th 23 5% males in h1gh school

| adm1ntstrat1ve pos1t1ons. 23 5% in Jun1or h1gh and 53 1% 1n

”elementary schools., A total of 47 7% of the male
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TABLE 9

T

“PERCENT, RESPONSE T0 QUESTION ON FEELINGS ABOUT
AN IN-SCHOOL ADMPNISTRATIVE POSITION- ‘

~BY GROUP
{p
* ‘Male o Female e
Administrators Administrators . Teachers
| | N=288 - . N =26 N = 447
‘Hate 00 o0 8.5
Dislike 23 s . 55.3
Not Seek- ' o o )
-Not Refuse - 12.5 ‘ 1 30.8 29.3
If Offered. SR _ s |
Like . o802 - g2, 3. - 5.4
Actively 2500 - 15, 4 1.6
Seek ., : \ . .

a
. 5
e
B ) -
*
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administrators held positldns.in secondary_schools compared
‘with 4.5% females. Of the‘Female administrators who held
in—schoolyadministrative positions, 90.5%"taught over 60% of
.the time. Only one'woman administrator who held an~in school
adm1n1strat1ve pos1t1on d1d not teach compared w1th 18 9%
or twelve males p | | y |

Just under one- third of the male adm1n1strators taught
more than 60% of the time. “With 76.2% female adm1n1strators
.and 12.9% of: male adm1n1strators teach1ng more than 80% of
lthe time, thls 1nd1cated that women adm1nlstrators are {
basically teachers with adm1nlstrat1ve duties to perform “As
the maJor1ty of of women adm1n1strators (70 8%) were .in .
small rural elementary schools, held vice- pr1nc1palsh1ps and
taught most of the’ t1me the quest1on as to whether they are
truly teachers or adm1n1strators. may be posed ~(see Table
10)

It may therefore be seen by the descr1pt1ve data, that

v ‘ ( '1
the maJor1ty of women adm1n1strators in Iin- school pos1t1ons

-ltaught most of the tlme They were 1ncl1ned to be older than ;

- male adm1n1strators and by far - the largest percentage were

r751tuated 1n elementary schools as v1ce prwnCIpals,'and were vf
'more W1ll1ng to express dlssattsfactton w1th thelr o
'pos1t1ons A greater.percentage of female adm1n1stratorsv'

' ‘were 51ngle and . the1r academ1c qual1flcat1ons, overall were'

.not as h1gh as those of the1r male counterparts



TABLE 10

PERCENT TIME SPENT IN ACTUAL CLASSROOM TEACHING
| (IN-SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS ONLY) |

Pércent Ma]e ' Female

Time . N =274 Ny
20 g L 4
C2-a0 w4

4.-60 274 . o0

61 - 80 i7" a3

81100 129 182

o 62/74 Male Admihisfrators;téach ‘

21/22 Female Administrators teach

Yy N
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B:lPrlmary-Orientation of thebGroups
| The three groups female admlnlstrators male -
‘adm1nlstrators and female teachers were comparedijn terms
of the primary value orlentatlons of the 1nd1v1duals in each
| .group. England (1975) stated | |

The essential purpose. of this class1f1cat1on is to.

- provide a means of eliminating the - 1ntent1onal1ty ‘ofj. -
values and getting closer to values ‘that-are
behaV1orally relevant (p 19) :

‘Each 1nd1v1dual was classlfled as pragmat1c mOPa]lSth
affectlve or m1xed in their evaluat1on of the 69 concepts on
the questtonna1re Englanéy(1975) and Padf1eld (1979) stated
that pragmat1sts evaluate on the bas1s of whether somethlng

- will worK and if it w1ll be successful whlle morallsts o

evaluate 1n terms of whether someth1ng 1s r1ght or wrong

 ’Affect1ve 1nd1v1duals evaluate 1mportance in’ terms of

i t
whether someth1ng 1s pleasant or not M1xed orlentattons _

' '~.occur when ‘an 1nd1v1dual cannot be clearly placed 1nto any

‘Lone of the other three categorles An 1llustrat10n of the
'Prlmary Value Or1entatton of the three groups ln the study
t.1s presented 1n Table 11 - C ‘L |

dust over half the women adm1n1strators were ”‘

[moral1sttc wh1le sl1ghtly under three f1fths of the male

admlnlstrators and female teachers were morallst1c Female e

»admlntstrators appeared to- be more pragmatlc than e1ther the

f1'male adm1n1strators or teachers The largest percentage of

| iaffectlve 1nd1v1duals (5, 6%) were male admlnlstrators wh1le ffa"'

. »vffemale admlnlstrators were the least affect1ve group Female

teachers accounted for the h1ghest percentage of 1nd1v1duals



- "TABLE 11

PERCENT. PRIMARY VALUE ORIENTATION OF

MALE AND FEMALE ADMINISTRATORS

AND ‘FEMALE TEACHERS

62

! -

- .Female.
Administrators
+ N=26

o ','Male .
- Administrators
S N=90

Female
Teachers
N;461~

- 53.8
v»'57;8 

. 58.4

e

3.8

5.6

23.1

- 15.8

Group ~ ‘  Mdré]istic - Affective PragmaIiC‘:xMixed

1900

8.9 .

217
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in the m1xed category and male admlntstrators for the least

| Wlth1n the prlmary value or1entat1ons of - the three ' ‘
» groups, the largest and most interestghg dlfference occurred :
between the female adm1n1strators anégfemale teachers,_w1th
7.3% more female adm1n1strators be1ng pragmattc One is led
_J'to quest1on 1f this dlfference occurred because of the
‘;:p051tlon or. perhaps that ‘more pragmat1c females may be
;_1nterested in advanc1ng W1th1n the1r profe551on The :
.'smallest percentage d1fference occurred between the male
admtnlstrators and Female teachers in the affectlve 2
. ortentat1on at 5% dlfference
fnya.GroUP‘Vaer Protile | -
In order to construct a group value prof1le each

o 1nd1v1dual s pr1mary value or1entat10n and the responses to

: each concept were used The four categorles of values?.

"R'operat1ve 1ntended adopted and weak were descr1bed by

-~ England (1975) He stated that operat1ve values are those

;:@hconcepts wh1ch are rated as h1gh 1mportance and f1t the

"t-‘”le1dual s prtmary value or1entat1on These values are.fj,i.
.f?most 1mportant as they have the greatest 1mpact on a |
| persom's behavior. . @
| ';t Intended values are those rated ds htgh lmportance, o b-lif»i
'5.<however they do not flt the 1nd1v1dual s prlmary R
-Llorlentat1on England (1975) stated that "these values seem ”‘b' .
Qr,generally to be soc1oculturally 1nduced" (p 21); Adopted G
5tvalues f1t the lnd1V1dual s pr1mary value or1entat1on but ?,,

(
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rare not con51dered as h1gh1y important and are s1tuat10nally;,
1nduced Intended and adopted values have 1ess 1mpact on.
behav1or Pespecttve]y, wh11e weak va]ues, classed as neither
-be1ng h1gh1y tmportant,lnor f1tt1ng the 1nd1v1dua] s pr1mary
value ortentat1on, accordtng to Padf1e1d 1979) are '

expected to p]ay the Ieast 1mportant role 1n gu1d1ng an
1nd1v1dua1 s behav1or"(p 94) (see Appendix G-for.AnalySJs‘
of Concept Response) | ' ' | o |

As England‘ '(1975) c1a551f1cat1on procedure does not

- compute for 1nd1v1duals w1th a. m1xed value ortentatton
'these 1nd1vtduals were eltmtnated from the study at th1s
fp01nt An overa]] va]ue proftle was comp11ed by aggregat1ng 3
 the 1nd1v1dua1 value c1a551f1cat1ons (operattve 1ntended

adopted or weak) 1nto group prof1les Mtxed value o

- or1entat1ons accounted for 19, 2% fema]e admin1strators

118 94 male adm1n1strators and 21, 7% female teachers ”
- reduc1ng the N for each gro?p in. the sample approx1mately ,
ﬁtwenty percent A E R s

A Behavxora] Relevance Score (BRS) was obta1ned and

’-“f'recorded Operat1ve values were we1ghted 3 1ntended values s,‘

4

€:52,.adopted va]ues 1 and weak values 0. The sum of the

fti{'product of each was then d1v1ded by 3 and a BRS for each

":hconcept obtatned w1th a poss1ble range of O 100

Each concept was then categor1zed as operat1ve

lff1ntended. adopted or weaK by ut111zung the htghest

| fﬁlpercentage a551gned to the concept by the group If the two :

Y

d:fh1ghest percentages rat1ng the concept 1n any of the four _r.“ifu
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| categorles did not have a ten percent d1fference, the
concept was ass1gned to a f1fth or "mixed" category

- Introduct1on of. the ten percent decision rule was felt

necessary because with the small number of Female

adm1n1strators a change in. pos1t1on by even one 1nd1v1dual

m1ght mean a change in the concept rating of the who]e

' group

D Persona1 Value Sytems of the Groups o

Female Adm1n1strators

The fol]oW1ng 11st presents the value prof11e for the

 Female Adm1n1strators in the study | |
OPERATIVE VALUES | |
©BRS ;CONCEPT :_»f'_ S

"QO’ r_‘ 5Trust

-89 . uSelf d1501p]1ne _
- 87 Competency. - S S
86 . . Loyalty j.v e ) N
84 " - Fairness = T o o
.. 82 7 Job. Sat1sfact1on
C BT t»»ugIntegrlty T

78 Student We]fare o

T _vProfess1ona1 Growth . R ,

oI5 o v Efficiency B L T T R
7837 .+ Equal Educat1onal Opportun1ty, Parents N

uiﬂ‘¢723,'»h_}lEth1ca1 Behavior, Instruction

f<713jgvjiifVa1ue System, Ach1evement D1gn1ty .

~_~69 -hfi:ftOpt1m1zat1on of Student Potent1a1

*.fxsgﬁu;.**]VConststency

67 - . Organizational’ Effect1veness ,£_ =

65 Intellectual Growth
64 - Principals

.jyn_63{gfff“'tAcadem1c Sk1lls Self Actua11zat1on

TNt IR (g L
59 "f“Teacher @nd Staff lfare ;»"

57 }73fg;0bJect1v1ty

56 -z’_,Ind1v1dualJty” SR
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55

66

Educat1on Educational Stabi1ify

 INTENDED VALUES

70

64

61

CONCEPT
My Co-workers

Ambition
In1t1at1ve ‘

‘ADOPTED VALUES

BRS

34

29

- CONCEPT ,
Professional Organizations

 WEAK VALUES

BRS

43

34
33 .

31
30

TS

21

17
15

,~ f_1§'5  ”
10

8

\;fmxxeo VALUES'

"Sécuqity 

"Power - -
-Inf1Uence Prest1ge

CONCEPT

iSéhb]aréh1p

School Board

" Autonomy® G e
Teacher, Un1ons B Ly PR

- 'Creat1v1ty

Department of Educat1on o

:Super1ntendents Consultants :
~Change' R
,Comm]ttees ;‘;~ L ¥

Professional Promlnence Cdnformit§} RisR[‘_.'A R

3 lCompet1t1on ‘
 .¢Conf11ct
' Income

;Aggress1veness'7"°

  ;§B§L ?:5

!1;80fj“",»?fnco OperatIOn.A.g f] ;:1 _:iy;ﬁ€?7L i

ffCDNCEPT ;";1“

.i;Compassion T
. Student' Body
 Accountab111ty:,.*
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58 rEqual1ty

57 : Ability ' - -
53 | Program Artlculatlon Decisiveness
48 - Success, Tolerance,
47 v;ARat1onal1ty S R
~10 ~ Intelligence N B
32 Authority -
22 ,.‘Compromiser

The operatlve values l1sted lndlcate that Female
_Admlnlstrators have accepted the goals of ‘educational
organlzat1ons All concepts except Program Artlculat1on
whlch falls 1nto the mlxed category, are operattye values}
for th1s group It. appears that female‘adm1nlstrators re N
"Phumanlsts The concepts Trust Loyalty, Falrness Integrity,"
’ D1gn1ty and others seem to 1llustrate thlS as‘they are all
'Operatlve values | | . - |
B An et 1cal moral orlentatlon is shown by the operatlve

' values Ethlcal Behav1or Value System Integrlty and .
""Dlgn1ty ‘_fif | \*Zg.'ll,; /

Female adm1n1strators seem to have adopted a

| colleg1al"rather than a bureaucratlc orlenﬁgtlgi to
wh thelr JObS Pr1nc1pals, Parents, Teacher and Staff Welfare,v
:Zl Student Welfare all -appear- asroperatlve values Although jfu

- Q_Student Bodﬁg?nd'Cooperatlon appear 1n the mlxed category. o

”5l”both the1r BRS’s are relatlvely h1gh, seem1ng tO 1nd1cate

Trae1ther

:ff;that they are operatlve or adopted values for the maJorlty

“'luof female admlnlstrators w1thout a- clear maJor1ty belng

14

e
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The female adm1n1strators valued Eff101ency. |
InstrUct1on Staff and Student Welfare, ‘1nd1cat1nd a".
“service orientation” ﬂAs Power Secur1ty and Success appear
as either weak or "mixed values with low Behav1oral
’oRelevance Scores there seems to be an 1nd1cat1on of this "
or1en£%tlon As Commtttees. Compromlse and Author1ty have ;
l1ttle behav1oral relevance a sltght 1nd1catlon of
paternaltsm seems. to be present W1th Co worKers, Amb1t1on‘
and In1t1at1ve as the only lntended values| one mtght assume
| that these values only become 1mportant when the are .
;‘ soc1oculturally 1nduced Padfleld (1979)-5tated that:
| A the extent to which this ' ... orientation’. becomes'
behav1orally operative probably depends on the =~ '
environmental and situational climate in wh1ch the
fwnd1v1dual is operating. (p 100) . Cow
Female adm1ntstrators ‘appeared to value dob ‘
5at1sfactton, Achtevement and Self Actual1zat1on wh1le the
_ adopted values, Profe351onal Organ1zat1on and Me- become
behav1orally operat1ve only when the s1tuat1on calls for
The nature of the concept Profes51onal Organ1zat1on

4 . \

o 1ndtcates that as 1n most profess1ons, th1s concept becomesa"’

'1mportant in only certaln c1rcumstances and at certa1n-n}%3ft;t45

'd,pi tlmes The low ratwng of the concept Me seems to 1nd1cate d

tt%; that women are st1ll not sure of the1r ‘own- ab1l1t1es and do;fi”“';

male dom1nated f1eld

' ;;ﬁot value themselves htghly 1n what appears to be a'Tﬂ'va}fdfgj;ffp

The low rat1ng of the COncepts AggPeSSlveness, Income ;?i,;;ﬂl_

Confl1ct and Power 1nd1cated that the female adm1n1strator q;‘_- RN

' reJects what are constdered ways and means of matertal ga1n;“f T
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©

Th1s appears to be an assert1on of- the strong morallst1c
or1entat10n of the group. ‘ J A
In character1z1ng the Female Adm1n1strator on Pr1nce
.fEdward Island one m1ght 11st in a value pPOf]]e that they -
have | S | o } | :
-ﬂtt., a strong ethlcal moral or1entat1on e | o ;
| 25v_1nternallzed the organ1zatlona} goa]s |
@3(:‘a humanlst1c or1entat1on L 'f"- t : o *f}@ ‘
. 4Q:'a collegwaf or1entat1on to s1gn1f1cant groups w1th1n the |
'schoo] env1ronment *
‘S.L:a degnee pf serv1ce~orjentationr} t‘,h¥'
6. éh intended ambition'orientationﬁc‘_ N
’7,d an adopted orlentat1on to the ProfeSSIOnal Organ1zat1on
Vlzrand se]f 'hﬂ.[t.' dd a:d%?: S |
._8. preJectIOn of the Mater1a11st1c rat race asndescribed;'
”rm"by Flowers et al (1975) ?}':'-, f“d'“'f*“ytpndeﬂr‘n,‘

. 4‘ LN
. b

Ma]e Adm1nlstratops s

The Follow1ng l1st 1IIUStrates @yvalue prof11e of male

'igadm1n1strators show1ng the Behav1ora1 Relevance Score (BRS)

Jﬁ’t and categor1zes each concept 1nto

'l‘operatlve,zlntended, adopted weak or m1xed values

.;‘ffOPERATIVE VALUES _ 0 AP = R

‘“.fzgs;'t }?gQStudent Welfare

'cn

"E.85-ql_'} Instruction . R T L“t?':"”"t‘;ff}%an

17ff 8§T'°J-Af;Trust Parents, Equal EducatIOna] opportunlty
*ﬁ,}ez_;‘,:,s,Loyalty e 3 |

eSS o



@ - | ' L

. AR ,
79 Student Body ' *

78 + "Accountability,. Integrity o

77 . Ethical Behav1or : .

75 Competency

.13 Dignity, Equality

12 Consistency, Opt1m1zat1on of Student Potent1al
71‘ Value System : .

69 Self- dlsc1pl1ne, In1t1at1ve

68 - Efficiency

66 - Ambition .

64 : Co-operation

63 : Professtonal Growth
B . Compassion o

59 Achievement ' '

ST Objectivity, Organ1zat1onal Effect1veness
56  Teacher and St§ff We]fare o v

. INTENDED VALUES - ‘ |

§&§ CONCEPT

76 - Job Satwsfact1on )

64‘ _ ' _Success ’ | ; '

ADOPTED VALUES

o

-.§g§ ,~?% CONCEPT

| ﬁg None |
17 EAK VALUES
§E§ 5 ~»CONC£PT N
. 39 1',LQHrSecur1ty R o i" B L
- 37 .. Compromise: B _ : %
34 . * “Intelligence S
-3 - Change, Scholarship'”
29 ' ¢ Creativity - | o
28 "¢ Autonomy, Profess1onal Qrganigptions 4
27" *  Consultants . ‘ T
25 Income, Influence ¢
24 o Department of Educatlon :
21 v Comm1ttees. Risk
18 . ,vTeacher Un1ons '
17 Prestige,: Compet1t1on .
16 Aggressiveness, Conflict

15 - ' Professional Prom1nence
12 - ,Power . - ,
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B! '_ : Conformlty

MIXED VALUES

BRS CONCEPT k! |
75 My Co-workers
60 - Me
57 Self-Actualization
56 Decisiveness ‘
54 *  Organizational Stability, Intellectual Growth
53 Program Articulation
- 52 Ability
.51, Principals |
49  Education 'AcademiclSKills
48 - Tolerance .
47 Ind1V1duallty
45 ~Superintendents
Al‘ '~ . Authority _
39 - _School‘BOard B

5 The operat1ve values llsted appear to show that male

‘ adm1nlstrators as a group have accepted.the goals of |

g educat1onal organ1zat1ons Instructlon Equal Educatlonal
vOpportun1ty, Teacher and Staff Welfare and Opt1m1zat1on of
‘Student - Potent1al are some of the concepts relatlng to these
:'goals ‘and are all h1ghly behav1orally relevant

) A human1st1c or1entat1on 1s 1nd1cated as Falrness,
Trust Loyalty and Integrity are only some of the operat1ve _o
' values The male adm1n1strator appears to be success

or1ented as Amb1tlon and Success are rated as operat1ve and

1'1ntended values However Income Power. Profess1onal

. / ‘ ,
Prom1nence or. Influence are all seen as weak values The
weakness of these concepts shows a. reJect1on of the

mater1al The ethlcal-moral or1entat1on is shown in the

Lo

4
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operative values Trust Fa1rness Ethical Behav1or and Value
System Also included are Loyalty and Integrlty Male
Adm1n1strators also rated Parents, Student Body and Teacher
and Staff Welfare as h1ghly operative values. Department of
Educat1on and Committees are listed as weak values and
Principals, Super1ntendents and School Boards as mixed
values w1th Behavioral Relevance Scores of less than 50
seemtngly 1nd1cat1ng a collegial staff perspect1ve and
perhaps a degree Of‘PeJeCtlon ‘of authority from outside the
school. The concepts Me and My Co-workers were also mlxed
jhowever their relevance scores were greater than 50 whtch
1ndlcated no. clear maJor1ty of response in either the
operat1ve or lntended categorwes Depend1ng '&h enV1ronment
'Vf_these values m1ght be cons1dered behav1orally operatlve at
times. .' o | o S
The outstandlng characterlstlcs of the male
) adm1n1strators value prof1le appear to be:
'c1.. Internallzed goals of the organlzat1on
.'"Humantst1c ortentatton
dAchtevement or1ented

."Strongly ethtcal -moral

Intended success or1entat1on

® o b ow

Rejects materlallsm

7 Th1s value profile suggests that as an adm1n1strator
the male adm1nlstrator would be des1gnated 5001ocentrwc ,or
ex1stent1al"'by Flowers et al, (1975) whlch 1nd1¢ates |

concern where goals and problems are more 1mportant than -
/ ’
7
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money and prestige associated with: the position" (p.2).
i ' : '

Female Teachers

| Fol]ow1ng 1s an 111ustrat1on of the value prof11e of
female teachers on Pr1nce Edward Island and shows the
Behavioral Relevance Score (BRS) for each concept. It also
categor1zes each concept 1nto operat1ve, intended,.adopted )
weak or m1xed values.’

OPERATIVE VALUES

“BRS  CONCEPT
90 - Trust R
88 - Fa1rness | :
- 83  Loyalty: ‘
82 -~ Student Welfare
8t Instruction
81 | Integrlty ' o
77 | ';Parents, Equal Educational OppOrtUnity
6. - Self- d1sc1p11ne.k;~ | o
75 Efficiency ‘ '
72 - Consistency, Ethical Behav1or

. Teacher and Staff Welfare Dpt1m1zat1on
-of Student Potent1al ~ - L

"70h“'f\x> Co- operatlon :
“\'69,""e. Equallty B T EEE
-85 . Dignity, Ach1evement Competency, Compassion'-'
64 Student Body - |
62 . Professional Growth, Academic Sk1lls,
., . Value System, Accountab1l1ty, Me
.60 - Intellectual Growth o '
57 'Pr1nc1pals . | '
‘56 o Tolerance |
INTENDED VALUES |
~ BRS ; CONCEPTU .
None , f




R

' ‘ \ < '74
BRS - CONCEPT = .
34 o Profess1ona1 0rgan1zat1ons ST
WEAK VALUES R
BRS 1CONCEPT
48 ‘Success Sy
47 . Intelligence _
43 Decisiveness ,
42 g Objectivity . o
38. C fDepartment of Educat1on
37 Compromise o -
33 ' Superintendents - ' ,
32. School Board, Teacher Un1ons
30 ' Change | | -
29. Autonomy . -
26 Income : SR
24 Creativity "
22 Scholarship
21 - Consultants
200 Comm1ttees L
19T R1sk '
18- Professional Prom1nence
7 Competition
16 Prestige, Influence, Conflict
15 Conform1ty o
13 '*Aggress1veness -
‘8v_.7 | Power ff_ , S
. MIXED VALUES CERR
lfggé":._g;eCONcspT T
'7531 f.'dob Sat1sfact1on o R
.',e62.f~'ii‘”My Co- workers‘”517 T i
57 o Secur1ty | B - .
55% - - Ambition, Organlzatlonal Stab111ty
54 Ind1v1dua]1ty . o
53 . Education, Initiative o
L0092 Ability, 0rgan1zat1ona1 Effectlveness ,
51 " " Ration lity ‘
%0 "Self-Ac ual1zatlon |
.:_45{e,' o Program Art1culatlon e' } el  e o

%% Authority Y
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‘The operative values of female teachers suggest that
-they have 1nternal1zed the goals of the educat1onal |
\organ1zat1on espec1ally those goals deallng with Studehts
aStudent Welfare, Instructlon and Equal Educatlonal S
Opportunlty Teachers . appear to value Parents, Student Body,f
‘Me and Prlmclpals hlerarchlcally ‘This appears to denote .
more 1nvolvement with the actual 1n school s1tuatton as
Superlntendents, School Board Consultants and.- Department of!-'
Educat1on all appear as weak values EE ‘
_’ Female teachers appear to COﬂfle the1r moral1st1c }l
, orlentatlon by hav1ng placed hlgh relevance on: Eth1cal |
‘Behav1or Value Systems, Accountab1l1ty, Integrlty and
A humanlst1c orlentatton is 1nd1cated 1n the values
_Trust Falrness Co- operatlon Compass1on Tolerance S
,Dlgn1ty and Integr1ty ‘: o | ‘ .VJ
Female teachers also appear tO’PEJeCt materlaltsm : **gj;,
'-Success, Prest1ge, Income and Influence are all seen as weaK:’Fl |

';'values, denot1ng a degree of altru1sm 1n thelr value
- . , , N

.5},systems : S S : ‘ S

y Although dob SatlsfactIOn and My Co workers appear as

| ”'sm1xed values, both have Behav1oral Relevance Scores greater‘,h;_efh
h-.than flftyﬁ 1nd{cat1ng that the 1nd1v1duals see these

. v‘ ] )’5 ‘ .

.f,concepts as. e1ther operat1ve or lntended 1nd1cat1ng the1r g

Vg
3

4
'strengéh as. behav1orally relevant

Aggress1veness and Power are rated the lowbst and

féappear to have very l1ttle, 1f any behav1oral relevance flw



female teachers.

- Thelonly adopted valuevclearly discernible, |
'Profess1onal Organ1zat1ons appears to have little 1nfluence
non group behav1or,:although such a value at tlmes may be

env1ronmentally 1nduced Collectlve barga1n1ng w1th the . "f té?

- government for a new contract ‘the introduction of a new

. examples “_f-

B 3‘5;vaon mateqﬁaltst1c

"course offer1ng, or enllstlng professxonal serv1ces from an
‘*~outs1de agency to deal w1th a Spec1f1c 1n school problem are |
g fﬂf , S
‘;_@ _' The female teachers clearly‘reJect mater1al1sm as
| Income Autonomy, Change R1sk In1t1at1ve and Prest1ge are f
‘tall etther weak or mtxed values w1th low BRS’ | S
& 7»The outstandxng characterlstlcs of female teachers are:
1, ‘Internallzed educatlonal goals wh1ch are d1rected ;;7:
A'speC1f1cally towards the student and staff w1th1n the:_’fn
Jschool env1ronment | % | B -
ff'2r‘-A human1stlc or1entat1on R | 'thﬁ”Hrv‘i “
',3,3 H1erarch1cal or1entataon to relevant groups Wlth Q??ents_};;
£ _“'as the most lmportant .' G -: e e \ -

A;k'Strong ethlcal moral or1entat1on

Th1s value proftle suggests that 1n terms of personal
"values, as employees, the female teachers would be o
lffdes1gnated as. ex1stent1al’ by Flowers et al (1975)

s [ A '
'*'exh1b1t1ng goals and problems as more 1mportant 1n thelr

eii,value systems than the money and prest1ge assoc1ated w1th

_uj;'1t . l»f’;m?, TRy »j['fﬁ‘,"‘_tj;’l il



E Compar1son of the Va]ue Prof11es

* By “Group Value Type - §9‘1Jv

It would appear fromfbhe\above dlscuss1on that the
va]ue proflles of Female dm1n1strators, Male Adm1n1strators-
and Female Teachers are refat1vely similar. Nt

Compar1son between the Male and Female Adm1n1strators' -

e shows 65 2%, or 45 of 69 concepts c1a351f1ed the same by

these two groups 24 or: 34 8% were classwf1ed dxfferently
',.These 24 concepts are shown in Tab]e 12, The - table |

v7“111ustrates that behav1ora1]y there appear to be s1gn1f1cant1"
'dtfferences in the comb;nat1on of operat1ve and |

o non operat1ve concepts wh1ch have h1gh Behav1ora1 Re]evance

'f:‘,Scores but for a lacK of a clear maJor1ty of responses.; o

f}have been de51gnated to the mtxed category As may be;:ﬂ'

"-seen Table 13 dep1ots{lbncepts class1f1ed as M1xed’ and,;, »“;

rt}wh1ch have concepts w1th categor1es show1ng greatep than 10%ﬁ»\t7

”;id1fference 1n BRS Tt should be noted that all ’m1xed"va]ue_!i:

Iabels show the htghest percentage 1n terms of group

,lresponse by category._and that most are a combtnat1on of

"*.foperat1ve va]ues w1th another category wh1ch g1ves a Iarger rffﬁr,

3 'Vthan 50 BRS

'°',value type that are dlfferent on]y.9 appear to be 5 f“"

Th1s table 1llustrates that although the two groUps'lpttsa,_

'b’ifmale and fema]e adm1nlstrators have 24 concepts between uf’h"v |

"Lf”behav1orally s1gn1flcantly d1fferent as to value type ;:fgv;3_ia>

‘t3d1fference To th1s point 1t appears that the value systemS-f"”H

RS A



~ _Co-cperation . . - 80 K

© " Education .. B5 @ 49 -

My Co-workera. oM o0 g

~ Org. Stability i3 -

o Accountab111ty ,fi e { . s
~ Compromise " ' B O RV AR

78
,;  TABLE 12 |

BETWEEN GROUP. COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATDRS
BY. CONCEPTSVCLASSIFIED DIFFERENTLY v

S - . Female Ma]e | ~ o
. Cdncept_ o Adm1n1strators Adm1n1strators D1fference L
T 5 BRS .. BRS

‘iAmbat1on PR o es . 66.
' Intelllgence o ‘ 40 . 34
Compassion ‘ o775 < 61

~Nbon

- WO~ DD DD W

Initiative. -0 61 - 69"
' Ind1v1dua11ty 856 - 47 -
~Job Satisfaction = . gy . 76

- .Success .. © 48 B4 o

- Self- Actual1zat1on 7 B3 .57 ,
Intellectual Growth : 65 T5g

- School Board v 33 .39
'Super1ntendents \ 2T 45 oy

Me s 29 0 e T ien S0 3

Prof.- Organ1zat1ons' o34 9g -

ey

L OUEOS O WO o

- Principals . ¢ 64 - 51 S
©.-.Student Body T8 T g c

L4

Academic SKills - g3 T,j'hz¥49,',_'»7f A

. Equality .. 58w LT3
erat1onal1ty R E**'4ZJHE-VQJ"5f7763”» -

e

- '&.'E'p



: TABLE,13

COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATORS OF BEAVIOURALLY RELEVANT
CONCEPTS CLASSIFIED AS."MIXED" WITH > 10 DIFFERENCE IN BRS
B AND > 50 BRS (x) - S

R B Female \‘ o Male - leference
Concept Adm1n1stratbrs Adm1n1$trators . BRS

'.Compass10n f . ,F7S(I/O)*f_ | w61(0) '5f"" 14i4 :
Co- operat1Qn{'3 | '80(0/1)}? 3' 64(0) i ? - ‘f 1?1
 Success ,v‘f a0/ e BT
‘Intellectual. - ?fffes(Q) o 'w*'fSA(O/Q)ﬂf' R P
Growth | ' ARTTEE 5 S ST
he et e e
,3 pEihcipa1¢“‘ '”'»?t's4(04w o siom) s
'Academ1c Sk11fs . 63( ) o }«~ .49(d7w)k.', _  ;14i;‘~
| Rat1ona11ty -i'. 547(O/A)H | -'} $$(6)"  i; 19 ’  
.l.quUa1jtyg,..}:  '_SBYO/A) 'T -3'-73(bj :€i;imf. 2i5i ‘“ R

e .

Operat1ve Value Lo R T

- Intended. Value Gl e

Adopted Valye -
Weak Value .

.E._D,HO

’** H1ghest category g1ven f1rst two categor1es 1nd1cate a.
L M1xed group value o "2”' Sy b :
Sl e R _gf-»”ﬂﬁr*"

5]"\_-.1,' N 2'%' o P PR
SR B SR S
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i~are still’similar with only 9 concepts showing relevant
behav1oral dlfferences o | |
The same process was ut1l1zed to. compare the value
‘prof1les of Female Adm1nlstrators and Female Teachers Of.
the 69 concepts 23 or 33 3% were cla531fled d1fferently
Dnly 6 concepts appeared to slgn1f1cantly vary by a 10%
dlfference 1n BRS of those concepts rated as m1xed by at L
»least one group. Both Table 14 and Table 15 1llustrate the.
‘k,d1fferences\1n the two groups rat1ng of concepts Overall
;th1s would seem to 1nd1cate that for these concepts not
ig"rated the . same (operatlve, 1ntended,,adopted or weak) there .
tappears to be very l1ttle d1fference behav1orally 1n the
- value systems of Female Teachers and Admlnlstrators | f
As may be seen 1n ‘Table 16 Female Teachers and Male
T‘Adm1n1strators categor1zed 17 concepts dlfferently Thls
MVaccounts for 24, 6% d1fference and 75. 4% S1m1lar1ty between
ithe groups Only 8 values are llsted dlfferently between

ithese groups in terms of behav1oral relevance

It may be seen.- that the gneatest number of d1fferénces

"r,occurred between the Female Admlnlstrators and the Male

“?hAdm1n1strators and the least between the Female Teachers and

‘:’tihthe Male Adm1nlstrators (see Table 17) The least number of

'Tlitbehav1orally relevant dlfferences between the value tj*

“f__group1ngs occurred between the Female Admlnlstrators and the

”T'T,Female Teachers

TR

4 ok

eyFemale Teachers, followed by the Male Adm1n1strators and the e

Compass1on Co operat1gh and Equal1ty are seen 1n the»~~



TABLE 14 .

7 éETWEEN'GROUPzCOMPAhISON-OFlFEMALEVADMINISTRATORS AND
~FEMALE TEACHERS BY CONCEPTS CLASSIFIED DIFFERENTLY

e

&
. Ak

e

R o _ Female - Female -

- Condept ~ Administrators’ ~Teachers - -Difference
. RS . BRS . BRS

‘Ambition : P 1 © .. 55
Intelligence : 7% 37
Compassion- - =~ 75 , o 65
Co-operation o 80 70
~Tolerance .~ =~ . 48 . 56 S
. .i Initiative . o o 61 - B3
: Decisjveness -~ - -+ 53 43
v OB jectivity o BT a2
~Individuality - 5§ 54
. Job-satisfaction =~ - - g2 75 L
o oosecurity. ot a3 o 57 .
- Education =~ - - - 53
- Success. o AB L 48
s, oelf-actualization: - 63 . 50
5 Me L 29 - 62
: Prof. Organizations - - .34 27
My ‘Co-Workers .~ . 70 e B2
Student body ~ T 4 RO - - O S
~.Org, Stability -~ . .55 , . 55 o
‘-.OrngEfFectiveneSS», 67 o B2
. Accountability = 700 - B2
.~ Compromise’ .- 23 3T
o, Eguality. . . - 5g - gg
Loy R A SRR . A

—

— —‘L.—Aj“ .
WWONBINMUIOHOO O.L WO

e

y ""’*4 )
b OUIC®®-
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- TABLE 15*f_71;;'

“ e‘e ’

COMPART SON OF FEMALE ADMINISTRATORS AND FEMALE TEACHERS

-, OF BEHAVIOURALLY RELEVANT CONCEPTS CLASSIFIED - .
AS "MIXED" WITH > 10 DIFFERENCE IN BRS AND > 50 BRS

T ,?emaje' ;' ”FeméTe1;f15if?ereﬁcé —
. Concept -~ Administrators . Teachers .- .BRS _
 compassion L T5(0/1)e 8500 o
o ' U
, “--5°<VQP)”‘;.  'i1?”'

e, -

Cp?operétion Lo 80(0/1)

| Self-actualization . '63(0) " 4 |
Org. Effectivensss 6701 Cosatom,. sl
Csewrity o mw s e R

- .

Operative Value, . .
Intended Value. . - ',
‘Adopted Value » ST

S ED O

= Weak Value. _
*x Highest cateQOryﬁngen_firsﬁ; two categorieswindicate a . -
. "Mixed! group value ST T SRR |



" BETWEEN GROUP COMPAR
_FEMALE TEACHERS BY

TABLE 16

RISON. DF MALE ADMINISTRATORS AND
CONCEPTS CLASSIFIED DIFFERENTLY

Concept.

- Ambition -
Tolerance'
Initiative
Decisiveness.

' ‘f7'DbJect1v1ty

. Job. Satxsfact1on
:Secur1ty
‘Success.

© Intellectual Growth

:School Board.

_Academ1c Skiils

. DOrg. Effectiveness ..
" ,Rat1onal1ty ' L

; ,‘,-_‘». =

o ,;Super1ntendents T
iMe ' -

. Prof, Organ1zatlonsvf”
.. Principals .

Ed

- Male»

Adm1nvstrators
BRS -

86

68
56
57
16
39
64
54
.39
45
28
49
57
' ‘-"’;, 66

.48

Femalé.

Féachers
BRS :

55

56

52
.43

42
57

60

A

33

B2
27
- 57 e
62
.52

51

T

Differe@c

BRS~

. 11-5
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 CONPARLSON OF MALE ADMINISTRATORS AND FEMALE TEACHERS

- OF BEHAVIOURALLY RELEVANT CONCEPTS)CLASSIFIED «
.. AS "MIXED" WITH >-10 DIFFE \

N N ‘ o - L
) . \‘\ Lo O e ST e

R D R 5 fj&;-MaTéL \” ‘ Female‘,“Difference'.w_ ,
Concept .~ ‘Administrators. Teachers .. - BRS .

Ambition - _ }i‘-f'»fbs(oy**n;  Css(o/1) T g

\ [
N\

"

| 53(0/Wye,jf o1
» Decisiveness = - SS(Q/I)J;_'-»“43(w),a'*,‘"'-ngi,;_
Objectivity - s1(0) 20000 15
o smw, stiom e
‘Success - eall) o aswn) 45
Academic Skills ‘stz(oj-"7'f"‘4810/w) n ffi;_-:: |
"_Rétionaiify;”f;ill' o oes(0) '51(O/W)',f ;';15'5\; 51“"'

LN

‘fI@TTiéjivé 3  AR YEQ(O);»,;-

_Security‘,'ﬂ,i o fi’.39{w!-

'@ .,

Operative Value,
Intended Value./ = -
Adopted Value | - -
Weak Value.

nonou oy

_sbéo

- ** Highest category given first; two categories indicate a
g “vMiX?d" ,group Va‘]ue . T ) B s -

-

~ ‘. . B E . .
~~ ~ ) ‘ N . .- o

RENCE IN BRS AND > 50 BRS



\\ ‘ .“. ¥ \ ’

— . - .. . N

a
l1st of Female ‘and Male Adm1nlstrators and the Female :

Adm1h1strators and»leachers Academ1c SK}lls and Equal1ty

/ ~

both.appearlon the - l1st of d1fferences between Male .

‘Adminlstrators and Female Adm1n1strators and Female Teachers o

- 5
‘ of the operat1ve value category w1ll be utrllzed to

“

- for th1s analys1s The operat1ve responses g1ven for Ideas "

A

.and Male. Adm1n1strators '“;{"~ t@

Further s1m\la\]t1es and d1fferences 1n the group

prof1les w1ll be examtned 1n the next sect1on In order to

N

; 1nvest1gate each concept England (1975) stated that the

g

Scores ‘or. the actual perce ta e ratlng of operat1w€ value»
was dec1ded to use both to prov1de as much 1nformat1on as

groups

'iBy'Operative Value’Scores .

Each group was broken down 1n 1ts groupwng of Conceptsv’”

' A55001ated W1th People Personal Goals of the Ind1v1dual
Groups oF People Goals of the Educat1onal Organlzat1on and,"
Ideas About General Top1cs were ut1llzed The N is reduced ’

: from the or1glnal number as England's (1975) methodology

does not\compute for 1nd1v1duals w1th M1xed Value
0r1entations as has already been stated

According to England a ten percent dlfference 1n

85

| do th1s,lthe actual percentage of each group and 1ts rat1ng e

”V ut1l1zat1on of e1ther the comparlson of Behav1oral Relevance l‘“;

jrscores. was h1ghly correlated at the 97 and - .99 levels It?f i

| tliwas poss1ble 1n\the compar1son of the value systems of the!



N )86

P4

-’operatxve Value score is "both stat1st1ca11y and pract1cally;'d“'

f‘s1gn1f1cant"(p 30) Operatﬂve value scores of greater than
‘50 wh1ch 1nd1cate that more thgh 50 percent of the group :
:has des1gnated the concept oRerat1ve would be extre Tvr
s1gn1f1cant in all probab1ﬁ1ty to that group 1n behav1ora]

terms: Concepts denoted Tess than 10. 1n operat1ve value ;

tf score 1n all probab111ty would hgwe 11ttle 1nf1uence

| behav1ora11y on - the group,.as 10 percent or Tess have
-des1gnated the concept operat1ve Intermed1ary values
T:between 49 and 11 percent become operat1ve on]y when ,t:
:;-s1tuat1onally of env1ronmentallv 1nduced k o

-

Tables 18- 22 were des1gned to show the d1fferences 1n

‘~fthe operat1ve value scores of each group The breakdown 1n :fft”:

"-{;category was done as 1t was in the quest1onna1re In order_

’ .to make the 1nterpretat1on of the data eas1er scores
o
“(percentages) wh1ch dlffered by more than 10 percent have

'\.,-. .-

7vi»a“ aster1sk to de51gnate a concept as havwng a’ greater than ",'

'hten percent d1fference wh1ch accordtng to Eng]and (1975)

T'Tand Padfield. (1979) shows behav1orally re]evant

':,s1gn1f1cance Operat1ve value scores greater than- 50

i_t1nd1cate htgh behav1oral s1gn1f1cance

The operat1ve value scores for the concepts categor1zed‘-”“

'“Ideas Assoc)hted W1th People ~are shown 1n Tab]e 18. In

Tethe compar1son of Female and Male Adm1n1strators, 5 concepts

| \"dIffered by 10% or more. These . concepts are Amb1t1on,vs

Integr1ty‘*1n1t1at1ve Self d1sc1p11ne and Competency The '

,hconcepts Ambﬁtion Integr1ty and Init1at1ve are more |
- \ .

N
N
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"‘d competent to hold the pos1t1on 1n a tradttlonally

'-behav1orally relevant for Male Adm1n1strators than Female

"‘}Admtntstrators, wh1ch seems to- conflrm the not1on that males

are more amb1t1ous than females tn terms of thetr career &"~
"r

L goals They appear to be wwll1ng to take the 1n1t1at1ve to ﬁgff
'seek out thetr pos1t10ns and they value the 1ntegr1ty that ‘i"ﬁ

o . v - T .. : Sy ‘ :'_: o
an advanced p051t1on prov1des A <QF -.x‘"i R e

Female Admtnlstrators ftnd the thcepts Self dlSClpllne iﬁ;

"a

and Competency more behav1orally rele ant than the Male 235} f%t

Adm1n1strators One p0351ble explanat1on 1s that women 1n

adm1n1strat1ve pos1t10ns feel they must prove that they are

male ortented fteld and that in order to keep thts pos1tlon;gf:{

B they must ma1nta1n a great deal of Self d1sc1pltne so»as;c‘flyi

o ‘ .,.:-fa“*,&?;rku
. not to be: stereotyped as an emot1onal female Lg¢ffﬁf;frﬁf_> ,

Both groups place a h1gh degree of value on Trust
Loyalty and Fa1rness lndtcatlng the strong ethtcal moral and
humantst1c or1entat1on Although_Autuilon does notgappear—as'l
“a. hlghly operat1ve value} male adm1n1strators appear to :
*f value ambttuon more than the female adm1n1strators

Relattvely l1ttle d1fference is seen in the way male S

\l adm1n1strators and. female admlntstrators view the concepts}hl]v'

Abtl1ty, Compass1on Co Operat1on Tolerance Dec151veness

and ObJecthTty Both groups place extremely low relevance c55i~
behav1orally on the concepts Intell1gence Conformtty and
Creat1v1ty, whtch would have little 1nfluence on thetr valueffe‘
systems f -._,,F]J=}i :y_fyi l§~" | B |

i. Female teachers and female admtnlstrators seem to e;,p__




- fﬁflthe concepts Self d1scypl1ne and Competency wéfé rated

‘ Q,:dlffer s1gn1f1cantly on the concepts Integr1ty,Sa1rness,
1}vTolerance DbJect1v1ty, Self dlsc1pl1ne and Competency As

‘

3

lﬂwh1gher by the female adm1n1strators, 1t appears to 1nd1cate

y'ﬁithat because of the]r pOSltlon\as adm1n1strators,,th1s may

lT;f7have some§1nfluence on. the1r v1ew of these concepts women_3

hhw;ﬂ;teachers value Fa1rne§s,,lolerance, Integr1ty and

t ,;fObJeCthlty mOre h1ghly than the1r female\counterpapts 1n ety

ttﬁd:admin1stratton Tolerance 1s not seen as be1ng extremely

’*,ffutfbehav1orally relevant to e1ther group Both groups placed. o

| hi;fh1gh,behav1oral relevance on Trust and Loyalty. w1th very,;f'ft

‘Ea'l1ttle behav1oral relevance on’ Aggre551veness, Conform1ty'fmfff

.‘ﬂ:?;and Creat1v1ty Both groups of females placed l1ttle St

..:hi,lmportance on the concept Amb1t1on ,hxflayﬁft_u,f\'“i3%:;*+ .

Male Adm1n1strators placed h1gher Pelevance R

' etf:ubehav1orally on Amb1t1on,vlnittay1ve Dec151veness and

.Ji%—than_ﬁem&le—teaehers—wha—%ﬁmﬁrteachers e

”,ivalued Trust mpre than males >The~rat1ng of ‘these conceptsf;if

‘~jappears to follow the trad1t1onal patterns of males and

femaﬂes and the degree of 1mportance placed on the concepts

_b each sex

In the overall comparlson of the three groups. the male

7-{f;adm1nistrators seem to value Amb1t1on and In1t1at1ve Female

f7Administrators value Self dlscipline and Competenqy more B -
fﬁih1gh]y than e1ther of the other two groups All grOUps value |

l5;ffLoyalty and Falrness h1ghly, show1ng an eth1cal moral i

‘e[Thorientatlon

e



. f;.gd"
As may be seen ’Table 19 1llustrates the results of a
"fcompar1son of operat1ve value scores of the three grOups ?'lA
”fffrfunder the headlng,r"Goa]s of the Ind1vldual"”uAn examlnatton’;‘“
‘3Tfi;of the d1fferences 1n the Operat1ve value scores of male and lﬁ;
“tdfemale adm1n1strators reveals ftve concepts. Scholarsh1p, : -
lthutonomy, Ind1v1dual1ty, dob Sat1sfact10n and Educatldn all

”l'were rated s1gn1f1cantly hlgher by female admtntstrators

) ecfhjonly Job . Satxsfact1on seems to be highly behav1orally o
'”af819n1f1cant It would appear that women admtntstrators are jfl}fﬁ
:f‘;ftiw1ll1ng to accept the responslbllwgy of the JOb as Autonomy
tfh}ffand Ind1v1dual1ty 1nd1cates a commltment of self”to the
‘ffmJob For women who chose adm1n15trat1ve pos1t1ons, ,t7§°t;ij; ;
2fffappears that JOb sattsfact1on 1s an 1mportant factor vdrﬁnll'f"
| For female teachers and female adm1n1strators, -
Scholarsh1p. Autonomy and Self Actuallzat1on were o
. s1gn1f1¢antly dlfferent w1th none belng h1ghly operattve 1n e
;§~;~—terms~e#-behavaor. The concepts Profe551onal Prom1nence,v fj,5f1
' iﬂthPrestige,‘Power ‘Influence and Income are all rated as weak
: ':svvalues for all groups Most h1ghly behav1orally s1gn1flcant
fare D1gn1ty and Achievement Male adm1ntstrators have the ;flf”l'
tfh1ghest rat1ng of Dign1ty, Success and Achtevement whlle : '
;ffg:female adm1n1strat0rs rated dob Sat1sfact1on Education, .gﬁf;5ﬁ
5dSelf Actual1zation and Intellectual Growth most h1ghly :

/t7ffFemale teachers rated Secur1ty" ’ f1 hest of the three

g

dz‘h_groups conf1rming the not1on that females v1ew securlty asf:'i:17

:'f. very 1mportant | Sk S
The rat1ng of operat1ve value scores for "Groups of yyrlffV



oo Dignity ot oo v,&.s§;57~59“497,a;*,;_.
©, Achievemeat . . 575949 .
~ ;§.AUtOnomy *_J”Tﬁ,ffa ﬁ;u:25111¢ﬁ5“ w:“}~f,1

oo Income ‘=Wl;j B2

= ~Uob’ Sat1sfact1on 52

Security . oa4g
o Power ‘~;»1:&“;3-a'f-ga10;1_;
- Education . oo 3827

. Self- Actualizatlon ;_vf~',f40f35-29g~,~ I

. -Prestige - ‘ ”'7'”10H'41E7Yv'j5]3-
- Intellectual Growth .. 4335 39 ¢+ - .
e -Prof Prominence ﬁF‘c,:*ﬁ1O;:6Kj7]_;y
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Female Admznlstrators N= 21 ”;.\ f"'**'“ﬁ
“Male Adm1nlstrators "N=73 :

Female Teachers _{, N 361

C Group 1
. Group-2 -
‘Tff/Group 3

]
PERSONAL GOALS OF THE INDIVTDUALn"“\

ll .-'ll lI' .

'
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S 0perat1ve Value Dxfference in. _pff'~”
Concept ;'av; Score Operative Value" Score B
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Vf:fPeople" are displayed 1n Table 20 Only Parents are

o 3ibehav1orally relevant for male adm1n1strators and female

‘**o*teachers Student Body 1s behav1orally relevant for male»

°-‘,§adm1nlstrators only S1gn1f1cant behav1oral dlfferences 3v

;l:]goccur between the female adm1n1strator and the male

:5tftadm1n1strators and female teachers compared w1th female i;jrl L

'.7ifadm1n1strator w1th respect to Parents, and between male

':fpfvadm1n1strators on the concept Student Body The most

;dff‘foutstandlﬁé s1gn1flcant d1fference 1s the concept Me wh1ch ,?iti

5.ffemale teachers and male adm1nlstrators value much more fi;ly'

lstih’ghly than female adm1n1strators

It appears that "Groups of People" are not lmportant 1n i

= Jf3terms of behav1oral relevance to the adm1n1strat1ve groups

:7tilnd1cated 1s a “school orlented" approach to the concepts t“:{;l

'Afngepartment of Educat1on Comm1ttees, Consultants and

":bfyProfeSSIOnal Organ1zat10ns,»wh1ch are all weak values

Although the teachers on Pr1nce Edward Island are
ty'

'iffederated as opposed to un1on1zed female teachers seem'to

“‘value Teacher Un1ons h1gher ‘than e1ther the female or male.'f

ji_d'adm1n1strators Thls may 1nd1cate a need for more pol1tical

clout" W1th1n the profess1on ‘fleﬂfb;?rfx*y7'

The data f%& “Goals of Educatlonal Organlzat1ons"rﬁsa

7<fiseen 1n Table 21 wh1ch illustrates that most organlzatlonal f o
"’vgoals are accepted and 1nternal\zed by all the groups, as ”
»lfthe lowest operat1ve value score was 30 H1ghly valued by
i»'dall groups was Equal Educational Opportun1ty and Student

“Welfare Instruction and Dptimlzatlon of Student Potenttal



.:n.. .

_'1fGroup '
b * " Group 2 -
~) . Group 3
AT \ v :_fi

TABLE 20

1strators N 21

 OF PEOPLE ,fw"“*’ ?

: §;:7f‘ R

e

| COMPARISON OF DPERATIVE SCORES ] »f;%{f)”\f =
Fema]e Adm1Q

“Male- Adm1n1strators
Female Teachers

N=T3 e
“N= 361 ' Tel e

el e

:,fifschool Board
.- Parents:. -:ngg O
j;,;QSUperwntendents’;?'“ R
*ﬁl}lComm1ttees B

-xPrlnc1pals

~ Student..Body e
~ . Lonsultants S
- Teacher Un1ons e

'ff.7Dept of Ed

Ope a 1ve Value
Sccre '

.Group

"jf;ﬂﬁ’of Organ1zations
b My “Co- workers( S

"'7348f
10
“T_'_W,Sv

L0

19

e

.38
45
14
o 10
s

21;:
62

6

35
13
46 -
34
58
-4
7
13

D1fference in “f”'
Operat1ve Value Score':

2  3 “Group (1, 2) (1,3) (2, 3)

47,3-55»;=*
55 . -
"-7*¥f"”
40 . -
12”';4;
38 oo
18
21,“

' 2
4k
17*

3 ‘

1

;T O*ffifil
3% ‘5
R B

o 13%
- 10%

1

*

5 |
3 6
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8. 1]
¥ -~ -8
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*

2 4
7y
T ,
P FE P
BCREIEEA B
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1

"2[* Ind1cates s1gn1flcant d1fference > 10 0perat1ve Valué

Score -
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w't'were h]ghly valued by male adm1ntstrators and female

."fteachers W1th Just under 50% of the female admtnlstrators

.rat1ng 1t as an operat1ve value Stgntftcant dev1at1ons were S

- seen between male and female adm1n1strators 1n the1r rat1ng

';fof Instruct1on,,Professlonal Growth Student Welfare and

| ‘d70rganlzat1onal Effect1veness, W1th male adm1n1strators-‘ o

vvalu1ng all but Profess1onal Growth and Organ1zat1onal e

'v:tEffect1veness more h1ghly | L T
Teachers valued Student Welfare Instruct1on Teacher

uﬁand Staff Welfare,.trad1t1onal goals of educat1onal

o organlzat1ons_ more than the female adm1n1strators Female 3H7“

"i;fladm1n1strat0PS valued Profess1onal Growth more than the

yfi“female teachers cATE R | L

' The only area 1n wh1ch male adm1n1strators d1ffered
:Tl'stgn1f1cantly from female teachers was Academlc Sk]lls,.cb;
o Wthh female teachers seem to value more h1ghly, although

{f;,inot to a hwgh degree of behav1oral relevance

The flnal group of operative concepts was "Ideas Aboutv7ffﬁf¥

thfl\General Top1cs As may be seen 1n Table 22 the largest

f’pffnumber of d1fferences occurred between the male and female

iiff adm1nkstrators E1ght concepts, Author1ty, Accountab1l1ty,rigdft.J

:bhange Comprom1se Eff1c1ency Equal1ty. Eth1cal 8ehav10r f;i;:;;

:llg_and Rat1onal1ty. all show s1gn1f1cant behav1oral

"jygdlfferences The male adm1n1strators value Authority, e |
”1Accountab1lﬂty,.Equal1ty, Ethlcal Behav1or and Rat1onal1ty
.i'imore hlghly than the female adm1nlstrators who value "

t};fEff1c1ency more h1ghly than the1r male counterparts ngh '
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Female Teachers ;~2 N 361

Group 1
. Group 2
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behaviorally significant differences'may be seen in the e
f values, Accountab1l1ty, Equal1ty, and Eth1cal Behavxor on

I’- o

- the part of the male admlnlstrators, whlle female -'. .~“vr

%adm1nlstrators place s1gn1f1cantly more' behav1oral

L 1}

1mp0rtance on Eff1c1ency _ | o
A def1n1te eth1cal moral or1entat1on is 'reSent,in the _"

N

‘male adm1n1strators evaluat1on of these concepts TRe. h\gh

'h'ratlng of the concept Eff1c1ency, seems to i more
| 'pragmat1c manager1al outlook wh1ch tends to reflect a
‘vtask or1ented approach on the part of female adm1n1strators
"It is 1nterest1ng to note that, although a low scored
“‘concept operat1vely,}male adm1n1strators value Change more
) h1ghly than female adm1n1strators ThlS may 1nd1cate a more.
conservat1ve approach by the women to an adm1nlstrat1ve
Pos1t1on A o | f“_ X» ‘._

Between female adm1n1strators and teachers five
dconcepts d1ffered s1gn1f1€antly Equal1ty, Ethlcal Behav10r
and Value System were behav1orally, s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent
'_Female adm1n1strators regarded Value System more h1ghly. !
iwh1le teachers v1ewed Ethical Behav1or and Equallty more i
o h1ghly Change and Comprom1se whrch accounted ‘for the two -

h.remalning coﬁcepts were valued more, h1ghly by the teachers,
Abut were low in behav1oral relevance |

N
Only three concepts accounted for 1mportant behav1or

T

dlfference between male adm1n1strators and female teachers
Accountabll1ty and Value System were seen as operatlve by a

higher- percentage of the.males than females As there ls '

FY
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‘ ever increased pressure on ‘the admln1strator for
accountab1llty.,and as eth1cs have aecome an 1mportant part

u_'of all. management theory, th1s d1fference is perhaps

';’~understandable

An overall compar1son shows all groups agree1ng w1th1n
| tthe ten percent range of operat1ve value scores on. 27 or a
total of. 39% of all concepts Concepts highest 1n'~ '

b‘pbehav1oral relevance (more than 50%) w1th consensus by all

v':ygroups, 1ncluded Equal Educat1onal Opportunlty,_Opt1m1zat1on

‘ f'd1fference rate 1ndlcated strong ev1dence of meanlngful

’ tyof Student Potent1al Loyalty and Con51stency The concepts _”lffibja
‘,ﬁ]Aggress1veness Conform1ty, Creat1v1ty, Influence Power R
.'rPnest1ge Professwonal Prom1nence Compet1tion, RTSK and
'nyomm1ttees were rated very lowsaThe rema1n1ng 12 concepts '
lrece1ved 1ntermed1ary scores and 1nd1cate that these values b“’l
o fonly become operat1ve when s1tuat1onally or env1ronmentally : -
, 1nvoked (see Table 23) | | ‘v' i :
Between group compar1sons 1llustrate that male and

- female adm1n1strators s1gn1f1cantly dlffered on. 27 concepts 'T""fi,;

4d1fferences Thus it would appear that there are s1gn1f1cant
| nd1fferences between the personal value systems of Male and
»i Female Admlnlstrators Invest1gat10n by concept shows that

'male admlnlstrators scored 519n1f1cantly h1gher on the | -

' behav1orally relevant concepts Integr1ty, Student Body and
Student Welfare, at a greater than 50% level Female -

\\Admlnwstrators scored s1gn1f1cantly h1gher on

N . T . . ¢
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] Compassion. |
/ o Co- operat1on o

;pk\‘ S
- \‘ TABLE 23 B
‘ CDNCEPTS RATED THE SAME
. (NoN- SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES)
: . ; ! BX\ALL GR
B Operat1ve»Va1ue Scores N LS T
->50 : 49-11 R [
. | S IR <N
o ”Equal Ed Dpportun1ty Income ,_"‘;‘ y o Agress1veness ,
"Opt: of: Student ‘Success o ' Conformuty
"~ Potential = - Intellectual Growth Creativity.
- Loyalty - "Program Art1culat1on Influence’
.QCQnsistency Org.- Stab111ty . Power . . -
T . - School Board = Prestige- R
: Prof. Organizations . Prof. Prominence .
Pr1nc1pals o ‘ Y,CommIttees R
T Ability  3Compet1t1on U
[ ~Intelligence }Conf11ct .
- R1sk L



._/

Self d1sc1p11ne and Job Sat1sfact1on Padfield 41979)
hypothes1zed and conf1rmed that the greatest potent1al for”
_ confl1ct/and dlsagreement behav1ora11y occurs 1n other,

svgn1f1cant areas when(one group 1s over 50 in operat1ve

: value score and one grouo~1s under 50 w1th a’ ten percent

d1fference | o ‘ %{ o ,

| In th1s category female adm1n1strators scored | «_.¥~l

| s1gn1f1cant1y hlgher at greater that 50 in Profess1ona] |

Growth Eff1c1ency and dob Sat1sfact1on Male adm1n1stratorsd»

scored s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher in th1s category on Parents,

Student Body, Instruct1on Accountab111ty,}Equal1ty and
Eth1ca1 Behav1or Tab]e 24 1nd1cates the relevant and

1 : S
non relevant behav1ora1 d1fferences between these\groups Lt o

h;« 1s 1nterest1ng to note that only one concept Congultants,
is cons1dered non S1gn1f1cant and the maJor1ty cou]d be .

1.

s1tuat1onal]y or env1ronmentally 1nduced depend1ng on the

'. organ1zat1onal cllmate Areas of potent1a1 conf11ct between ;‘3.

R male and female adm1n1strators are therefore seen in the

'T above nvne l1sted areas

It should also be noted that the h1ghest dlfferences o

. .”f occurred 1n the fol]ow1ng values Self d1sc1p11ne (24)

Me (25) Instruct1on (21) Compromlse 25) and
Accountab111ty (25) | | u | |

The female adm1n1strators and female teachers differed 2
.519n1f1cantly on 18 concepts for a total of 26 1% |
Sign1ficant d1fferences are shown 1n Table 25, at . the

| appropr1ate levels of behav1oral s1gn1f1cance The 26 1%
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“'"J’ J,...»" TABLE. 24

CONCEPTS SHOWING SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
_ -~ OPERATIVE VALUE SCORES _
MALE AND FEMALE ADMINISTRATORS

S - Opeﬁative VaIué-ScoEes B A
i'>‘50 SRR 49 - 11 'E;'I'NI.Q ‘- (fIOg.;“.
EIntEQPItY e NII;Amb1t1on ‘”,“':“’N Consultants -
Self- d1sc1pl1ne - Initiative . L e

_ij,Competency : ”-p-Scholarsh1p
*=;1Parents*(MA) - Autonomy -

" Student Body*(MA) - Ind1V1dual1ty S

~ Instruction*(Ma) - ,-dob Sat1sfact1on*(FA)

. Prof. Growthx*(FA) Education "= -

. Student Welfare aSuper1ntendents
I"Accountab1l1ty*(MA Me - L e
- Efficiency*(FA) A;fOF§ Effectlveness o
- ‘ngquallty*(MA) o Authority s U T e
R Eth1cal Behav1or*(MA) Change _.*-;Zvjr(]‘“; B D S
*ERat1ona11ty

/'

Ind1cates one group >50 ‘one group 4 50 :

) Indicates - group with: hlghest 0perat1ve Value Score
MA: = Male Administrator o S R
FA Female Adm1n1strator

h
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;'TABLE‘zs-'

CONCEPTS SHOWING SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
eneh . OPERATIVE VALUE SCORES -
' FEMALE TEACHERS AND FEMALE ADMINISTRATORS

B ‘ Operat1ve Value Scores.fE;.*-"j'_

, Integr1ty E iN; . ffToIerance
N Fairness =~ = .7 Objectivity -

Self- Dlsc1pl1ne o fScholarsh1p '
3.'Competency*(FA) . =vAutonomy R T P A
Instruct1on*(FT) 'Self Actua11zat1on C.f
Prof.. Growth*(FA) Mes .
Equal1ty*(FT) ".Dept of Educat1on SR
Eth1ca1 Behav1or* FT) Teacher & Staff Welfare

~3j;LComprom1se [17')" I o
I I VZ;QJI

—

I

5E{5f*b Indicates one gPOUp >50 ‘one group < 50

.g% () Indicates group with hjghest 0perat1ve Va]ue Score :hzjgwg;._m

FT = Female Teacher IR
FA Female Adm1n1strator R
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‘d1fference 1nd1cates that there appear to be  Some meanlngfull'

'-]d1fferences 1n the oderatlve value scores and the value

"_Qfsystems of female adm1n15trators and teachers who took part‘m

'Ljvaxn the study Female adm1n1strators aga1n 1llustrate that

‘ jCompetency and Profess1onal Growth were extremely 1mportant

-f;concepts, w1th the teachers ratlng Instruct1on..Equal1ty andvff§~

"»ffEth1cal Behav1or as h1ghly behav1orally relevant Theg%'”

:'f{s;h1ghest degree of d1fferences occurred 1n the concepts

l*.di75elf d1sc1pl1ne (19) Competency (25) Me (30) and

kT:}InstructIOn (19) 1n€1cat1ng areas of potent1al confl1ct

'fd;between female teachers and female admwnlstrators ’f;3g7f75‘”

The flnal comparwson of operat1ve scores (see Table 26)1
v

”fitwas between the male admlnlstrators and the female teachers ?7".

-5[[~‘F1fteen concepts, or 20 2% proved s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent 1n77]}

j»the operat1ve value scores

As may be seen Trust Dlgnlty.‘Achlevement Student

hjwﬂBody, Accountabllity and Value System are all h1ghly

f‘;‘31gn1f1cant]y different in behav1oral relevance Dlgnlty._e.lefff

g.draStudent Body. Accountab1l1ty and Value System have operat1vef]t7~5

'*il'value scores greater ‘than' 50 for males and less than 50 for

‘ffihthe teachers Thws dlfference may be consxdered as hlghly _X,,g«_f

- s1gn1f1cant No concepts were d1fferent at less than 10 and ””J

”;[fthe maJor1ty of concepts could be s1tuatlonally and/or ;f'df;gf e

.%i_env1ronmentally 1nduced | | SR SR

J Overall there appears to be less dlfference 1n thhf,tii:l

'~l‘personal value systems of male adm1n1strators and female S
'ijteachers than either female and male adm1nlstrators or

T 4
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"'TABLE:zs* '
CONCEPTS SHOWING SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
RES.

L OPERATIVE VALUE “SCOR
Qf MALE lDMINISTRATORS AND FEMALE TEACHERS

» e . ;y‘ :

EEERR LR : Operatlve Value Scores LT
.agi73>>:59f:-7jf€ffg.},, a9 -»11 {:fffljr;jfg~101fgf*; u
“'»‘._:fTr'ust R j'An'bj t1on P R T

l'Dlgn1ty*(MA) }~tTIn1t1at1ve
.. Achievement. ”*Dec1siveness

f3istudent Body*(MA) “Security - .
“»~Accountab1]1ty*(MA) Super1ntendents

. Value System*(MA) - My Co- WOrkers.ITﬂ-”775o7;’a .

Teacher Unions:

-7ff{f;~:'ff;fa3.1,§g_;;]*,Academ1c Sk1lls

=ggRat¢bna11ty w,l;ﬁzh]*i“‘"-"'"“ e

Ind1cates one group O one group < 50 Co SERETN
) Indicates group wi.th 1ghest 0perat1ve Value Score S
--;ﬁg- FT Female Teacher =~ , R

”,;;MA; Male@Adm1n1strator
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'd‘.gfemale administrators and female teachers The potential for.'

°'conf11ct woqu therefore be seen as greatest between female _ -

_?administrators and female teachers and female and male

'*'administrators

'ijng VaTue Hierarchies C;.:f,“ 'u‘_.t,; fy;g~~'f~_e;tf_'

..(\

Similarities and differences in the value hierarchies T

:":of the three groups were 1nvestigated by utilizing a ramk -

f"vf”ordering of the concepts by their BehaVioraT Relevance

5if;Scores for this 1nvestigation The foTTow1ng Tist rank

"*tfotdets the concepts 169 by the BRS and PPOVides a vaTue }ffe';}%a

?ifhhierarchy for each group

Fetmai"e' Administrators

The foilow1ng list prov1des the Value Hierarchy for ‘pffjfgﬂ:

”f'ermaTe Administrators

'T,Rankf_f;7;Concept (Behav1oral Relevance Score)

‘?ffiTrust (90)
- Self- discipli ne’ (88)
Competency (87)

. Fairness '(84) S
. Job Satisfaction (82)~jjv*"”
- Integrity (81) .
.. Co-operation (80)
©'Student Welfare- (79) T
. Professional Growth (77) i '~‘1=»’JQ.;e_’j;i
.. Efficiency, Compassion (75) S e
. Equal Educational Opportunity,,Parents. 4a;~*~-*

-~ Student Body (73) ' e
- Ethical Behavior, Instruction (72)

-~ Value System; Achievement Dignit{ (71)

9 .- : My Co-worKers, : Accountabilit (70

. Optimization of Student Potential (69)
. Consistency = - PR
~ .. Organizational Effectiveness (67) S
'fﬁg'IntellectuaT Growth (65) o

LI A
m,baopmqmmpwwa

TARININI N N
I RW—
S o

 Loyalty: (86) }_j;;f[ff-T?Tf<re;f :ffukyifj;f%°jf{; .
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.,_«PPInc1pa]s, Amb1t1on (64) L

~ Academic SKills, Self Actua]1zat1on (63L T
“ Initiative (61). a
- Teacher "and Staff Welfare (60) AR
. Equality (58) - T

U Abi ity ObJect1v1ty (57) A . '_-.'

' Ind1V1dual1ty (56) . : \
Educatwon, 0rgan1zat1onal Stab111ty (55).“ .
- Program Articulation, Dec1s1veness (53) e
1.5 ™~ Success, Tolerance (48) s S
43 - Rationality (47) SRR

44 . Security (43) ””\vq_'*jg*;€~"
- 45+ “Intelligence (40) et

- 46.5 . ‘Professional Drgan1zatwons, Scholarsh1p (34)
.--48 - . . School Board: (33) R ) I / _g';;jf'~;“
- 49 . Authority : (32) “;“f5;~-“ug"”fﬁf'f«"*f“}'

7]}50;UT“}1%[Autonomy {31)-

291 . v Teacher Unions. (30) L GL?Q"Y"'r'ﬁ- R SRR

l_;’52}55Q”-;{Creat1v1ty, Me (29) T R I

f”**54"‘"‘-¢{Department of Educatlon (28) R
- .-55.5" Super1ntendents, Consultants (27) P A

98 ’v.va,change {25}

L0980 i Compromise. (23) : ;;fsgiszv];z;v
'j“{59}£,]p[;nComm1ttees (21) _ ,f‘ﬁ

L B0 *“aPower (17" SR TR e R S
o B1.5. ‘Professional Prom1nence Conform1ty,,R1sk e

»‘Compet1t1on (13)

sj”267gfﬁm~v¢aConflwct (12) e
- 68 . “Income (10) CERA
'ﬁ:f69;$,*,jj,Aggress1veness (8)

In terms of the1r value h1erarchy, Female

'”zAdm1n1strators c]early value Trust, Self d1sc1p11ne,bs-?n:a
fijompetency and Loya]ty as the most 1mportant concepts,i:;i-isf'i:ﬁ“
}i?a1nd1cat1ng they would be the most 1nfluent1al in terms of
‘.'behav1or The oppos1te end of the h1erarchy shoWs {ncome“éndnifs;,;

: nggress1veness as hav1ng llttle 1nfluence on- behav1or.i§“°"'

[



-/Male Adm1nxstrators

'-Rank

NOWN OO~ TN —

i

..5_"

 ?Adm1n1strators 1n the study

‘ﬂ. Concept (Behav1ora1 Re1evance Score)

, L»:*Fa1rhess (88)
. Student: Welfare (86)
- jInstruct1on (85) IR
““Trust;"Parents, . 4-‘ ’
" “Equal. Educat1ona1 Opportun1ty (83)

Loyalty-(82) -

. Student Body - (79)
- ﬂAccountab1l1ty, Inte r1ty (78)
© ““Ethical Behavior (77? .
. Job:i Satisfaction (76) R
- Competency, My Co- workers (75)
- Dignity, Equalxty (73) , _
- Consistency SR e
. .Optimization of ?tudent Potent1a1 (72)3;-]*’773' S
L Value System (71 LT
~. . Self-discipline, In1t1at1ve (69)
’ﬁ;t_gEff1c1ency (68). L
. Ambition, Rat1onal1ty (66)
~...-Co-operation, Success - (64)
”:i\Profess1onal Growth (63)
\/CompaSSIOn (61)

“Me" (60)
-~ Achievement:. (59)

ObJect1v1ty, Organxzat1onal Effect1veness.ef;fffef”"’ht’

- Self-Actualization (57)

“Teacher and Staff Welfare, Decisiveness (56) T
Organ1zat1onal Stab111ty.¢1nte11ectual Growth (54}y{gti~'

- Program- Art1cu]at1on (53) "
~Ability (52) - R .-;*
Pr1nc1pals (51)

Education, Acadea\c Sk1lls (49)
Tolerance (48) . = -
“Individuality (47)
‘Superintendents: (45)

~Authority (41)

~School: Board Securtty (39)}:“}g;”e,~tfj '

Comprom1se (37)

- Intelligence. (34)

Change, Scholarsh1p (31)

“Creativity (29)
Autonomy,:Professional i e
Organizat1ons (28)

- *Consultants (27)

~Income, Influence»(25)

_ Department of Education (24);,{:_‘:_”;_,;;

Committees,_R1sk (21)

The follow1ng presents the value h1erarchy for th; Ma]ehf
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.324‘.‘rb.‘Teacher Un1ons (18) S
63.5° . Prestige, Competition .(17)

' 65;5f%‘»'gAggress1veness, Conflict. (16)
© BT Professional- Pr0m1nence (15)

68 .. Power (12).

. 69 +qunform1ty (11)
_ PR A
As may been seen by the MaTe Adm1n1strators Value

»"T,H1erarchy. they pTace great behav1oral 1mportaﬁce on: the

'1concepts Falrness, Student WeTfare and Instructlon These

"rbf;concepts would appear to be the ones. wh1ch the ma]e

N

'a)adm1n1strator would express 1n terms of overt behav1or

i7L7FemaTe Teachers

'3[Hav1ng seem1ng]y T1ttTe 1mportance on b%vav1or woqu be
"Aggress1veness and Power -_7y vm=,} o |

'“[v"‘k-tvi

The fo]low1ng 1s a T1st of concepts of value of the,'

tf{hFemaTe Teacher ranK ordered by Behav1oral ReTevance Score 'ﬂ;f,i

1J~t{fand denot1ng the VaTue H1erarchy of th1s group

'*:Ra Kf_f;ffConcept (Behav1ora1 ReTevance Score)

o gTrust (90)
~ - Fairness- (88)
“. . Loyalty: (83)
©. -Student Welfare (82)
" Instruction (81) L
oo Integrity (80) S
.5 . ‘Parents; Equal Educat1ona1 Opportun1ty (77)
. self-discipline (76) o
S5 Efficiency, Job- Sat1sfact1on (75) , SOy
:Stﬂi~;‘0pt1m1zat1on of Student Potential, Cons1stency,

Bl LU
@@wowﬂwmewme

. Co-operation (70)
oo Equality (69) - o

. Dignity, Competency, Compass1on
. Achievement (65)

" Student Body- (64) RS
- “Professiona¥ Growth Academlc SK1TTs
- Value System, My Co- workers, Me,_.~w o
u,,;g-,Accountab1Tity {62) RER
- Intellectual Growth (60) o
5 Princ1pals, Secur1ty (57) B 2., S

O
1S DS R

" ..‘Ethical Behavior,: Teacher and Staff Welfare (72)‘;5;*h‘
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s “fToTerance (56) S ' '
3.5 Ambition,. Organtzat1ona1 Stab111ty (55) :
e Ind1v1dua]1ty (54) L

.3 - Education, Initiative (53) : '
.S Ability, Organ1zat1ona] Effecttveness (52)
v -Rationality (51). ) T R
Self- Actua]1zat10n (50) o _.fj'f“f S T
‘Success. (48) : T D AT L

~lptelligence (47):
-~ Program Artlculatlon (45)
¢ Decisiveness (43)
. Dbjectivity (42) SR
~ Department of Educat1on (38)~-"f"
- Compromise (37). :
“Authority (36) -
. Professional Organtzattons (34)
Superintendents (33) .-
~ School Board,: Teacher Un1ons (32)
. Change (30) AR R
; Autonomy (29) . '-jbh ~fﬂyf<Ff‘f
- v Income (26) " ’,-:ﬂ R R O
- Creativity (2
~'Scholarship(
j-ﬂConsuTtants it
. Committees (2
S Riski(19) b
SR Professwonal Prom1nence (18)
..  Competition (17) . B
- Prestige, Influence Confllct (16)-**
-+ Conformity (15)" . s

4)
22) -
21) "
O)

RO Aggre551veness (13), A '*w’,
Y ﬁPower (8) B ’;‘_yxghhza_f,:

As may be seen by the Fema]e Teachers hterarchy, they

hfj_fappear to va]ue the concepts Trust Fa1rness and Loya]ty

?7?:These concepts would have the potent1a1 to be expressed 1n {{ygj%

‘Vf??overt behav1or It appears that they va]ue Aggresstveness

T‘T,fand Power the least and 1t would appear that these concepts;thfﬁ

:"Tf'would have very ]1tt1e 1f any, tmportance 1n terms of overt
""'.‘vv"'behaV1or IR S e SR AR R

In order §§\further examtne the h1erarch1es of Female

Tfls]Admintstrators, Male Adm1n1strators and Female Teachers fthe-ff[fh

f‘dﬁspearman Rank Order Correlatton Coefftcrent (rho) was,fﬁ L

'f77;“t’]’zed to determ1ne the degree of relattonshtp éetween the iffff



‘rtf correlatton coeff101ent the value h1erarch1es of the three

lf;ﬁ%hlerarchles, the concepts were broken down 1nto the f1ve

N 110 -

yalue h1erarch1es of the three groups

-

o In Table 27 the rank order correlat1on coefftc1ent for h‘
| each group is glven and the varlables are broken down 1nt0'°:
| the flve categorles llsted in the quest1onna1re The ftnal
tf1gure is- the overall mean ranK order coeff1c1ent for the

| ;three QPOUDS It should be noted that a perfect posltwve AﬂE:

As may be seen 1n the overall comparlson of the mean

groups are pos1t1vely and h1ghly correlated 901 to 915

In order to further compare the s1m1lar1t1es in the value

'“"tcategor1es ut1l1zed in the quest1onna1re Each group was “3ﬁt%f;
'fanalyzed separately Wlth1n the flve areas the scores Rt

vranged from 729 to 925 for male and female adm1n1strators‘1faf

"iflfi 713 to 929 for female adm1n1strators and teachers, and

‘“”f 811 to 915 for male admlnlstrators and female teachers Itf}*f
{”*Q;fls 1nterest1ng to note that the value h1erarch1es of female aﬁff*

”"”5fteachers and male adm1nlstrators are more hlghly correlated_f;ff}

W1‘1n terms of range spread than the female and male ;ef}‘tfiﬂ-,;a

:ffﬂutadm1n1strators Female adm1n1strators and teachers have the SRBE

‘ffiﬂfleast hlghly correlated h1erarch1es in terms of range The f;tf

”'ffemale adm1n1strators and teachers appear to have the

uffhvghest correlatlon followed by the male admtnlStPatOPS and;flef

ﬁiufffemale teachers and lastly the male and female e

:"f"tadm1n1strators

.»..
';'4_';' -



’?ﬁ"ﬁOrgan1zat1ons

¥'Ideas Assoc1ated

Ideas About T

- TABLE 27

- SPEARMAN RAN@~0RDER'c0RRELAf10NcoEFFlciENT #

111

- MA/FA .
0.925

With Peop]e

_f'Personal Goals o
.;Of Indlvwduals

Groups of»People

Goa]s of Educat1ona1;f

General Topics

O

0.842

0.861

0.904

729"

Groups
FA/FT . -
0.908"

0.885
0.788

S0

. 0.929

MA/FT.
0.895

0.871

©.0.863 .

0.859

OveraTI

0.901

0,922

- 0.915

« 'F T

MA Male Adm1n1strators

o
I >-
"o n

Female Teachers

Female Adm1n1stratorsﬁ
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Compartsons show that “Ideas Ass001ated w1th PeopLe"

o appears to be the most hlghly correlated area 1n the

. to 1nd1cate that the 1mportance Qf the

‘pwﬁbreakdown of concepts, whtle “Goals of the Educat1onal
Organlzatton appears to be the least correlated
Remember1ng that in terms of the value prof1les, this. area
| appeared as the mosﬁ 51m1lar one may assume that 1n‘terms
of rank ordertng the concepts, the three groups would vary -
- the least However thls not belng the se. it would appear53
\\\concepts would not ;f
be lessened when taklng 1nto consaderatlon the\r extremely
:hlgh behav1oral relevance scores although it mlght cause S

'f"some confl1ct in terms of sett1ng pr10r1t1es

0verall the value hlerarch1es of the three groups are

;' st1ll pos1t1vely and h1ghly correlated

: G Relattve Var1abiltty of the Value Systems _,t" |
England (1975) 1ntroduced an Average Dev1at1on Score
, (AD Score) to compare the homogenetty and heterogene1ty of
the value systems of grbups The Average Dev1atlon Score gasjp"
stated by Engand (1975) "f' o
can vary from zero (1f 100 percent of the responses
~~are of one value) to 1.65 (if the responses split
- were 34 percent, 0 percent, 33 percent 33 percent
" for the value types respect1vely ) (p.42)
The lower the AD "Score, the more homogeneous the groups
view of the concept Therefore, the. AD Score is v1ewed as
fg1v1ng an 1nd1cat1on -of group consensus when the score is

'tlow and group d1sagreement when the score ls hlgh tn., o

response,to a concept
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' ‘\

" As can be seen in Table 28 the group whlch appears to

' have the lowest mean AD Score and therefore the most
homogeneous value system is. ‘the female adm1n1strators -
followed by the male adm1n1strators and the female(teachers
It is 1nterest1ng to note that female admlnlstrators scored
lowest in the AD Score on 42 of 69 conCepts when compared
.v"w1th both the male adm1n1strators and the female teachers

T’Appendtx H conta1ns the Average Dev1at1on Scores for all

o three groups ' i_é

The lowest AD Score for the female admtntstrators was

"gtven to the concept Aggresswveness It appears that female

| g1ven ltttle 1mportance to it The hlghest dev1atlon "
hoccurred in the concept Dectslveness and Rattonaltty

-1ndtcat1ng low consensus in. the group S v1ew1ng of these -

concepts The m1xed value ortentat\on of these concepts

-".; .seems to conftrm th1s

For male admtnlstrators Conform1ty had the lowest

~YT;AD Score Strong agreement seems to be . present in the lack

'if:of 1mportance as th1s value was scored weak’gtn value type

,show1ng a lack of consensus as to the 1mportance of Ab]l1ty:t'

g’1n the value system

Female teachers demonstrated consensus in thetr rat1ngh{

_of Power as a weak value and lack of consensus in thelr

4

’rat1ng of Ab]ltty wh1ch ‘was seen as a m1xed value type for TR

".uthts group

i

tom

1}" adm1n1strators have reached consensus on thls concept hav1ng -

".f}The htghest AD Score was ass1gned to the concept Ablllty, i:»»
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TABLE 28

' COMPARISON DF AVERAGE DEVIATION SCORES (AD SCORES)
- OF° THREE GROUPS

M Score o Fa g R

Mean ADS - 082 0.88 o.95
 Lowest ADS. 0.24 o ."3'.7\. o ’o'.25.‘f'7 o
- Highest ADS 1.5 - JLSSA>7‘zf;f.5§

RS

Ty

| | | FA/MA . FT/RA MA/FT
,# of Coﬁbepts w1th ]ower ADS 42_(FA) 42 (FA) 6 (MA) -

Male Adm1n1strators
Female : Adm1n1strators
"Female Teachers -

FT-
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’ Each of the concepts rated lower in. AD Score 1s most
‘.1mportant as homogeneous operattve values can be cons1dered
 not on]y h1ghly relevant behav1orally, but also accord1ng -
vto Padf1e1d (1979) they "have the power of h1gh group
consensus“'(pt130) 1nd1cat1ng potent1al for act1on in these
areas S | , S

Y o
[ -
'l:

| To determ1ne 1f there were stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant |
"«d1fferences in the homogene1ty of group response A_alysjs
of Var1ance was computed for the three groups (see

}[.Append1x 1) The results are presented in Tab]e 29 Level of

519n1flcant difference was set at 10 level or better Of 69

':concepts 18 proved s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent between male

h;adm1n1strators and female teachers One'concept »>

‘\Self d1sc1pl1ne was slgn1f1cantly d1fferent between the v’h/
: male and female adm1n1strators while Competency and Me were «'

vlfs1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent between the female adm1n1strators |

B fand fema]e teachers

A lack of s1gn1f1cant d1fferences concern1ng the female tghh

:fg_adm1n1strators and the other two grbups may be due to the
\ .

:::_;fsmall N (21 Although Ana]ys1s of Var1ance 1s used

“t,f extens1ve]y w1th groups w1th very small N s,‘the poss1b111ty

:“fy'"of d1fferences occurrlng str1ct1y by chance 1s much hlgher;;:?‘t'

h,j!ln groups w1th small N s. It may be assumed for the purpose

'5~t.t°f th]s part1cu1ar study that ‘the d1fferences that occurred

":5are 1ndeed stgn1f1cant 1n the concepts seen rn Tab]e 29
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TABLE 29
_ ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE S

Ty

 JConéepf  -”_  :;;‘~} Ff?}PbeébjTity 7‘;- 

Ambition- -~ . o w0
B STfust - T - .05
. Initiative .. L o005
. Decisiveness . = 05
- Objectivity .~ - . o0 e
- Self-Discipline(MA/FA) e 05
- -Competency (FA/FT) = = ... 005
o o (MAZFT) - ..005
© . Influence . P P R SR SRR P
o Security SR oo 001
- :_wTeacher.unjOnsv';n~;afy. S e R R
“Department of Education 0 e
Teacher: & StaffWeTfare . ggf R S
N e

. Academic SKills /.
' v-}vAccountabi]ityig_;~_,g;,'\ Ly e
- ,»Superintendents u/; e e 0
‘“K*TMYfCo-wOrKers,} T N ERRNEIE 0§ RS
i Student Body = T IRRTER | B SRR
MelFAZET) o

" ;f[+*Gr¢ups‘hbt{indjcafeafotherWise;jillus%hate=éighifiéahfa;.ffanﬁ~

differences between,male?administhators.and.fema]e“..,.-
L g_;teachers_only.lAl}“differenéeslwene determined - - .
lf:  by~Scheffe{s;Iestf(sjgnificant at,the},1;level).  ¥3;,35.



H Summary | | | |
Invest1gatlon of the personal value systems of the

. three groups in the study, female adm1n1strators, male

‘adm1n1strators and feMale teachers, appears to 1nd1cate that;HA‘

?zthere are 1nterest1ng s1m1lar1t1es and s1gn1f1cant

:;dlfferences in the personal value systems of all groups
Although value or1entat10ns of all three groups appear f“fT
7to be s1m1lar w1th the maJorxty of responses show1ng an_i; B

,heth1cal moral or1entat1on,,further 1nvest1gat1on 1nto the

value prof1les, value h1erarch1es and scores of homo and f”"

h.'tV;heterogene1ty, provxded 1nterest1ng 51m1lar1t1es and

bﬁ, ﬁs1gn1flcant dlfferences 1n all these areas
_E\

Compar1sons of the value prof1les of the three groups, r'hff{

litconducted by value type and OPePatlve value scores,beund

“ffia;s1gn1f1cant dlfferences 1n the behav1oral relevance for 27

S tUdy

.“h:jconcepts between male and female adm1n1strators, 18 concepts}fﬁgi

'”uﬂbetween female adm1n1strators and teachers and 15 concepts KERE

tfbetween male adm1n1strators and the female teachers in the :f

The value h1erarchles of all three groups were h1ghly

Edilrand Pos1t1vely correlated by use of the Spearman Rank Order‘gf_ﬁﬂj

"“l;nCorrelatlon Coeff1c1ent however 1nterest1ng dlfferences :f})d"”

” ﬂ?loccurred when the concepts were broken down 1nto the flve wl'li."

h'fareas 1nvestlgated w1th1n the PVQ Where prev1ously the

' therarch1es were h1ghly correlated 90 92 th1s B .
f_gcorrelat1on dropped to 71- 84 for the sub top1c "Goals of

i;Educat1onal Organlzatlons" .



| EECAT- I
Average dev1at1on scores 1nd1cated a htgher degree of
: homogene1ty for female adm1ntstrators than for mate |
'tadm1n1strators or’ fema]e teachers F- tests of s1gn1f1cance“cg>:
"1nd1cated that “on 18 concepts, male adm1ntstrators differed

o s1gn1f1cant]y w1th female teachers,twh1le female

.5adm1n1strators d\ffered s1gn1f1cant1y on two concepts w1th %

“fﬁffemale teachers and one concept w1th male adm1n1strators

It appears that 1n terms of d1fferences 1n the

d"7hhomogene1ty of concept response female teachers and male fﬁff,t

ﬂﬁ;fadmInlstrators dlffer more than female adm1n1strators when f &

rVgtfcompared to elther of the other two groups Therefore 1t

“'T;m1ght be stated that male adm1nlstrators and fema]e teachers"ftﬁ

‘ra:LTdyffer more and female admin1strators appear tO fall

?’sf;g:somewhere 1n between the groups 1n thelr rat1ng of the

‘"‘fﬁconcepts



V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter of the study presents (1) a summary of the ;'

;1nvestlgatlon (2) the flndtngs and conclus1ons reached (3)

g;lmpl1cattons drawn from the study and (4) recommendat1ons

3“”:ufor further research

‘.-A'«suﬁaﬁapy of t 1 vestigatlon f

The research was conducted to 1nvest1gate the

.\

as1m1lar1t1es and d1fferences 1n the personal value systems

) ﬁiof the three groups prev1ously outl1ned to(ascerta1n lf
:hf;;personal values could be con51dered as a varlable 1n women hf.'
Qﬂvlgwho choose adm1n1strat1ve careers 1n educat1on _:" \ 1‘”
In order to do thls, l1brary research was conducted 1n RO

”};the 1nvest1gatxon of concepts of value vvalues and culture,‘;}f,t”

Wiand the 1mpact of soc1al1zat10n pPOCGSS@S on values and

}f7value systems A pauc1ty of research relat1ng to men and

atffvalue systems 1@ order to further the understandlng of group*Fi_f“

f_behav1or in the organ1zat1on The scarc1ty of women in

"}admlnlstratlve p051t1ons 1n educat1on was also noted f_"

The 1nstrument chosenl the Personal Values

”Ltfouest1onna1re - was: adapted from Padfield (1979) and

SJogren (1969) for use 1n the. StUdY A panel of ten Judges S

was selected and thetr 1nput used to mod1fy the instrument

for use w1th 1n school and school related personnel f,]a;’aff~

PRI

‘LVwomen and the values they hold w1th1n an educat1onal contextffT”f

'lbdywas noted Attent1on was drawn to the 1mportance of study1ng{f’~ g



& The sample was drawn from the total populat1on of

'female and male adm1n1strators and female teachers on Pr1nce )

'“_fEdward Island compr1s1ng 907 1nd1v1duals Each subJect

b 'recelved a copy of the quest10nna1re, a letter expla1n1ng

'jthe purpose of the study and a return envelope Responses .'

T;rece1ved totalled 73 BA w1th 63 6% of the total returns

"Tffbe1ng usable

Each subJect’s quest1onna1re was analyzed 1n terms of

Jpr1mary value or1entat10n The concepts were des1gnated

' “’Qoperat1ve,‘1ntended.vadopted or weaK and group prof]les were

B calculated from the 1nd1v1dual responses Behav1oral

' ww]fRelevance Scores and Average Dev1at1on Scores were

trfcalculated for all three groups and value h1erarch1es s

‘”.“:constructed us1ng the Behav1oral Relevance Score The f;“'"'ﬁth

_/

‘f'ﬁ relat1ve var1ab1l1ty of the value systems was examtned u51ng E

**&rffthe Average Dev1at1on Score and F tests of stat1st1cal

“lhfs1gn1f1cance were performed to prov1de an overall p1cture of

'~,,;jthe homogenetty and heterogene1ty of response by the groups 5f,;

'ffiB F1nd1ngs and Conclusions

=ffft 1nd1ng

'tthe s1m1lar1t1es and/or d1fferences 1n the value prof1les of

| *vfthe three groups 1n the study All groups proved to be

:fvb relatlvely s1m1lar 1n the1r value or1entat1ons Overall thei[TT'

T‘5ﬂpr1mary value or1entat1on of the groups was ethtcal moral

:”"w1th fewer 1nd1v1duals as pragmatlc The female

The flnst research quest1on was des1gned to 1nVGStlgate‘a"’



”*'groups

o121

- ¥

T~ e

'admtnlstrators were more pragmatlc than elther of the other“

In thelr value proftles, by group value type 34 8% Ofa

.‘,s'the concepts were cla351f1ed d1fferently by male and female“» .

'.'admlntstrators, although only 9 or 13£ proved behav1orally :

o 31gn1f1cant at greater than 50 in BRS

Female adm1n1strators and teachers cla351f1ed 23

}-g.concepts, or 33 SA dtfferently w1th 6 or’ 8 6% stgn1f1cantly

'hld1fferent 1n BRS Female teachers and male adm1nlstrators b"

_h.class1f1ed 17 or 24 GA dlfferently 1n terms of value type e

'QIW1th 1. 5% greater than 50 in BRS'

".:ﬁ;many slgn1f1cant dlfferences 1n the way the three groups fT.,t[y
itu7fjvalue typed the concepts However. as was found 1n the 7);x;.:te°

*7hgg compar1son of the value proflles, 51gn1f1cant dlfferenceéTp7}=:-”

7

In terms of value typlng, there d1d not appear to be?,hafl

ﬁ‘jfwere present when the concepts were compared by operattve,@rifIIV

"*ﬁivalue scores _f?;{uﬁ s

Between group compartsons of the operat1ve value scoresfd_tj

.‘ﬁ“tirevealed that male and female adm1nlstrators dlffered

‘ff751gn1ftcantly on 27 concepts Thls accounted for 39 1% of

= fffthe total number of concepts England (1975) malntalned thatf?fﬁi”

.a_a 29% dtfference prov1ded strong ev1dence of meanlngful

'7v:‘d1fferences Female admtntstrators and teachers dtffered

B ;51gn1f1cantly on 18 concepts, accountlng for 26 1% of the

'“rftotal concepts It appeared that there were mean1ngful

'”ft.dtfferences between these two groups

Male admtntstrators and female teach"s dtffered ,;:i7



_s1gn1flcantly on 15 or. 20 2% of the concepts when compared

us1ng the operat1ve value scores Although fewer 1n number |

o than the other between group compar1sons found 1t appeared

f'f,‘that male adm1nlstrators and female teachers dlffered A

'ISTgn1f1cantly 1n a number of concepts worthy of note

TN

The male and female adm1nlstrators d1ffered 1n more

concepts than e1ther of the other two between group

’compar1sons ln terms of both the operatlve value scores and

the value type compar1son the male and female

o a'adm1n1strators d1ffered more than the other groups

The second research quest1on was posed on the

7151m1lar1t1es 1n the value system h1erarch1es of the three

tgroups in the study US1ng Spearman s Rank Order Correlatlon E;Li

'”fﬁ:iCoefflc1ent 1t was found that the value hlerarchles of the P

’-}'Thighly, pos1t1vely correlated as the overall

Tddffcorrelat1ons the h1erarch1cal rank orderlng of the -

..jgroup1ngs was Stlll pos1t1vely, 1f not as hlghly, %1iffvgf¥577~~'
Tltcorrelated e e o T A

The th1rd and last research questton was des1gned to

T;fexamlne the 'relat1ve var1ab1l1ty" of the values of the ;
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,three groups in the study Average dev1at10n scores showed ﬁ
f>the female adm1n1strators as. hav1ng the mos t homogeneous o

’.duvalue—system Wlth female teachers hav1ng the least or mosti

[

" heterogeneous value system Female adm1n1strators average

| t:dev1at1on scores ‘were cons1stently the lowest of the three

‘fr,‘groups The female adm1n1strat0rs 1n between group

'ecompar1sons had 42 concepts or 60 9% rated lower than both ‘

o _the other groups Male adm1n1strators had 36 or 52 l%
7m concepts rated lower than the female teachers ; |
‘ F tests of s1gn1f1cance were calculated between groups'fflfl
t,rffor 69 concepts Etghteen concepts proved s1gn1f1cantly |

"u’d1fferent between the male adm1n1strators and female fjf

"liteachers Only two concepts showed s1gn1f1cant dlfferences

Ry

***}1 A Step w1se Mult1ple Dlscr1m1nant Analys1s was not

wj:f-;fperformed on the groups to 1nvest1gate the relatlonshlp o

;>one between the two adm1nlstrat1ve groups ‘_j;fyf;fr

"7_between the female admlntstrators and female teachers and '\?;;__id

EEEACRIN

_.“~"._[_1m1 tat'lons of the Study , L

Hav1ng completed the study, the follow1ng were ;5fl'

:tVtcon31dered to be l1m1tat1ons of the study

'55151"between responses to the 1dent1f1ed personal values

'7lconta1ned 1n the quest1onna1re and group membersh1p

‘wffbecause Tatsuoka (1970) 1nd1cated that ‘” order t°

°;;fdﬁ lberform th1s statlst1cal test ‘the’ smallest group shouldftfff’l'

not be smaller than the least number of var1ables used

As the smallest N (21) was less than one thlPd the “*7<. :



area was not 1ncluded and the research quest1on
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.Q_- E

'l'number of var1ables, the sub- problem relat1ng to th1s

' .

d1scarded ff ':fl'vf_'i_. g nf “f:. "";Ft : ]? ~&*;hhf

;TdWomen teachers who were 1dent1f1ed as hav1ng held o

,.adm1n1strat1ve p051t10ns and who no- longer held ‘

adm1n1strat1ve pos1t1ons for varlous reasons, were not

't,1ncluded in- the adm1n1strat1ve group because the vﬁ"‘

’maJor1ty of these subgects 1nd1cated that they d1d not
:vl1Ke thelr adm1n1strat1ve p051t10ns, and were thus f',w
r;fclass1f1ed w1th1n the'"teacher -category -

;f‘Interv1ew schedules were not conducted as 1t would have

“"?rnecess1tated a return tr1p to Prtnce Edward Island and

1ﬂhat the t1me of the studyT~tb1s proved f1nanctally

thmposs1ble -9

-

From the f1nd1ngs 1t was concluded that the concepts .

ifxifﬂrelat1ng to value systems of male and female adm1n1strators

'fifand female teachers show 519n1f1cant dlfferences when tésted

'"“{lfW1th1n certaln areas and are extremely s1m1lar when tested

":f1n other areas

It would appear that behav1orally, there are areas of

1Ff€lpotent1al confl1ct amqngst the groups WOrthy of note are ;*ffpd3h

”;?_the concepts deal1ng w1th Goals of Educattonal

thngrganlzat1ons Behaviorally s1gnif1cant d1fferences ins

*wfjoperat1ve value scores occurred 1n th1s area and the low

f.ffrank order coeff1c1ent seems to indlcate that d1ff1culty
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~could potentially arise in the setting of priorities for the
groups. Areaswof similarity are also wor thy of note'such as -

the ethical-moral or1entat10n of all the groups and their

“:ﬁhumantst1c approach to values concern1ng s\pdents and

[teacher and staff welfare The overall hlgh mean rark- order~ |

~~corre1at1on coeff1c1ent'of the value h1erarch1es 1nd1cated a

strong degree of 51m1lar1ty in the value h1erarch1es of all

© .groups, wh11e Average Dev1at1on Scores showed female .

: adm1n1strators as hav1ng the mos t homogeneous value systems

'Scheffe s tests of 51gn1f1cant d1fferences 1nd1cated that

male- adm1n1strators and female teachers dlffered on more .

tifconcepts than etther group compared to the female
‘”adm1ntstrators ‘As Padfield (1979) stated

Both similarities and d1fferehges must: oe B

- considered, if any mean1ngfu1 description of the '

.~ ~value systems of the groups is to be L

prepared (p. 165)

In terms of the d1fferences between groups, and whether».

T personal value systems can be con51dered as a var1able 1n‘

women who choose adm1n1strat1ve careers in educat1on thts
quest1on appeared to be confirmed.by the results of thls ‘
study There were 51gn1f1cant dlfferences 1n the value
systems of all the groups However whether these d1fferences
exist as a result of the pos1t1on or whether theypwere
"falready possessed before these women became dmtnlg}rators,
rat this po1nt, rema1ns a quest1on for further research It
may be assumed from th1s study. that there are d1fferences in

the personal value systems of male and female adm1n1strators

and female teachers on Prince Edward Island and that




.':questton for further research.

- C. Inb'l'ic'ations .'/// | |
The 1nvest4 ation 1nto the va]ue systems of female
'<adm1n1strators suggests some 1nterest1ng 1mp11cattons
As the study of values and value systems can prov1de y
'1ns1ght 1nto the behav1or of 1nd1v1duals and groups w1th1n ,
l//?n organlzat1ona] framework for the researcher -the}
potent1a1 for confllct 1n d1ffer1ng value patterns amongst .
1nd1v1duals and groups prov1des ser1ous 1mp11catlons for thehs,‘
funct1on1ng of " the organ1zat1on For the groups compr1s1ng
.f the educatwonal organ1zat1on in thws study, there appears to;: .
be a. strong 1nd1catton of potentta] conf11ct in the area of
pr10r1ty settlng 1n terms of educat1onal goals As all
t.‘ groups rated the concepts related to. "Goals of Educat1onat
| Organ1zat1ons extremely htgh, and ranK ordered the conceptsdd
w1th1n ‘this area the least cons1stently. there appears to be -
,;. a h1gh degree of potentlal %or confl1ct This potential for
\\\('confl1ct would appear to be greatest between fema]e and ma]e -
\\\adm1ntstrators where the most behav1oratly relevant |
d1fferences occurred |
For women who choose admtnlstrat1ve careers in

‘.educat1on on Pr1nce Edward Island it seems: 319n1f1cant that

‘the maJor1ty of female adm1n1strators are older more‘
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pragmatic ]ess h1gh1y educated hold vice- pr1nc1palsh1ps in

".elementary schoo]s and teach a much greater percentage of .

‘the time than the1r male counterparts They a]so rated
| themselves the lowest, on. the concept Me and s1gn1f1cant
"‘d1fferences werq'ev1dent in compar1sons with ‘the. other
'groups This may 1nd1cate a Iack of self- esteem on the1r
»part Th1s appears understandab]e when con31der1ng the fact
that they are truly ne1ther fu]l time teachers nor . fu]l t1me
iadm1n1strators As a result of th1s s1tuatlon it is not |
Usurpr151ng that they do not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y w1th either
of the. other two groups on scores homogene1ty and | f
heterogenetty of concepts If 1t were poss1b1e to compare
the' three groups along a 11ne on a contxnuum. it might be
’suggested that the value systems of fema]e adm1n1strators
:,are s1tuated somewhere between those of ‘the male E
i adm1n1$trator and female teacher A]so further 1nvest1gat1on'_
_f“of the demograph1c vartab]es wh1ch were only used B
vifdescr1pt1ve1y in th1s study m1ght poss1bly br1ng to 11ght
'5hother areas and potent1a11y s1gn1f1cant d1fferences to
eeyass1st in the explanatlon of these phenomenon |
| o Wlth this - ‘in m1nd gt would be most dlfflcult at thus’
r po1nt in t1me to state whether value systems could be -
con51dered as a criter1on for selectlng females for
,'admlntstrat1ve careers in educat1on Further 1nvest1gat1on
‘f would be necessary to c]artfy th1s 1ssue S1nce thts study :

found 51gn1f1cant d1fferences in the va]ue systems in -

’tcompar1son of all groups one mlght be led to quest1on the

P
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source of these values and ‘the impact they have in terms of

the posltton chosen Conversely, the 1mpact of the

-1nd1v1dual and/or group values on pos1tton must necessar1ly

also be 1nvestlgated It would therefore follow that further

1nvest1gat1on of thts area is essentlal in order to obta1n a

-more complete understand1ng of the value systems of women in
: adm1n1strat1on. and those women who who have chosen a career‘

~in what has become a male- dom1nated field in educat1on

_D Recommendat1ons for: Further Research

t; lThls study dealt spec1f1cally w1th one populatlon

. further studtes ut1l121ng total populatlons in other
'j‘prov1nces should be. cons1dered AR e
QlfsUt1l1zatlon of demographtc var1ables could determlne
| '51gn1f1cant dtfferences in areas not already examtned

-such as age educatton env1ronment and pos1t10n

'L3.e‘An ethnographlc study could be cons1dered where numbers

',of women in adm1nlstrat1ve pos1t1ons are very small and;_
"fobservat1ons are poss1ble to determlne observed
'-"7d1fferences 1n behav10r relat1ng to personal values and;jf7

f;value systems

4. As the maJor1ty Of female adm1n1strators in th1s study Eaty

1were not s1ngularly adm1nistrators only, th1s postt10n.;‘
:f_must be more clearly deflned and StUdles conducted where

'5.'there is comparable 1nteract10n between pOSItlonS

dS}‘7A study could be conducted whach ut1ltzes a compartson o

"of the value systems of male teachers w1th the groups



~ already investigated,
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“Industrial-Relations Centre, -
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- Department of Educational Administration
. "The University of Alberta R
- Edmonton; Alberta, Canada T6G 2G5 -

-Professor. of. Psychology and . Industrial Relations,

© 537, Business Administration.

ThefUniVersityOf”Minnesota;  SR
271, 19th- Avenue South,. R
. M'I nneapol ] s, M]nneSOta . 55455 b

"f‘(béanfbr,.gngjggdt4;--s

”:‘Bumbarger:'

ol am?hbeééhtiy?ehrOITedfin‘ihéMastep;of;Educatioh;brdgnamméf*f
~at the Unijversity of Alberta, working towards a . degree in.

,EdUCational,AQministnatiOn,juhdeﬁ.thé"supéryisiQh‘Of_Dh;fCu‘ _57

 Thh6ugh;fﬁéﬂwqu{bfgbbihCTiQe.Padfjejdg afprdfé$$6r3ih

B Movement " Education here}jn;the'univerSity,'I_hﬁvabeCome”

increaSingly;ihterested infybur*wofkrglyamfmostfintepesteqff

o ;inﬂinvestﬁgating,fon*mY*theSis:;the*persOnaTuvaluetsystems“if?-?
v.aofﬁiht$Chooi*administrat0ns}and;teachensaihgmy,home;prOVince '

’}'»i~of~Priﬂce;EdWaﬁngSlandj~1n¥Crderﬁtqkdbﬂthis,“I1wou]d’Tiké;g‘

'E;to-use theﬁPVQ;*hoWeVény«ii-wj1l,befneceSSary to modify the .

R QriginaléihStrumeht;vi.am'thehefbré:wniting*to‘askrforfyoun’f:y55

) permiSSion'to,substffuteialtéhhatiVe;ahd/or equiValent;. =

-”]7J¢bncebts.foh.use;ih;mYSprbposedgstudya‘?SJthereﬁare:séveralhi*‘f
. ~.concepts which WOu1d3havefli;tﬂe‘phth'mganihgffqr@infsgbpdT;iawf

'"'i;admihistraIOfSﬂahd»teaChersswji;;u_u

~ If you are
. study.

willin

g to allow me to make'the alterations, I

"“”,WQU}d?bé‘most}intepestedjinjKeepihgfybUginformedﬁnegahdinng“53"

kg both changes 'made; ahd,aJSOcheLpEOQﬁ§§sNahdffjhdithfQf‘the]]f;f
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The Un1vers1ty of OK]ahoma at Norman .
Center for Economic and Management Research
Col]ege of. Bus1ness Adm1ntstrat1on

, -November 13 1979 H*hﬁ.".f 'x";":tt:j o ;"‘ q‘lda .; ff
" Ms. Ruth C. Lambert LT e
Depar tment: of Educational Adm1n1strat1on

,rt‘,Jhe ‘University of Alberta - : o *;;1?[ B
"-Edmonton Alberta, Canada TGG 2G5 i S

'dt;_ Dear Ms Lambert

;,Your letter request1ng perm1551on to use the PVQ was
. forwarded to me from the Industr1al Re]at1ons Center,f,

L :{Unwvers1ty of Mtnnesota

. you wish to contact me in future, ‘Dlease address all’

'f;I am-: happy to g1ve you perm1ss1on to use the PVQ and have i;ﬂ‘h“;

enclosed a. form which has been used by educational-

'”"adm1ntstrators, and wh1ch I be11eve mlght be most helpfu] toi,fhd

n'you

‘ NSlnce I am no longer at the Un1vers1ty of M1nnesota should hg;”’

\"scorrespondence to ‘the- Center for Economic and Management.
fResearch Un1vers1ty of Oklahoma, Norman Oklahoma e

:fTQIf I can be of any further aSSIStance please let me know :;;Q,Jﬂ

’ ﬁS1ncerely yours,; :7’?@;a¥ ,

'hh*George W England

t;,D1rector sen

”““*%EnclosurEef%;q;iiejﬁﬁf;;}*?jge’;fjtfﬁiiftgfaj;g;jg;gvv~
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Department of Education - |
. Colorado State University - )
Fort Collins, Colorado 80523 ’

.danuary 21; 1980v

Ms. Ruth. Lambert R g

Department of Educational Adm1n1strat10n

Education North; Tth Floor ‘

University of Alberta - o ,

Edmonton, Alberta o o ' 3 i
‘Canada . ’ : :

o Dear Ms"Lambert' f

‘This letter conveys permission to use and/or revuse the
Personal Values Quest1onn1are for: educat1on adm1n1strators

i51ncerely,

- Douglas Sjogren‘
~Professor

©ops/M
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PERSONAL VALUES QUESTIONNAIRE

.The following concepts have been listed from a combination

of .concepts in two questionniare developed in order to study
the personal value systems of individuals within an
organizational context. These questionnaires were developed

- by Dr. .Clive Padfield of the University of Alberta and the
*Human Factors Research Laboratory, Colorado State University

from an original study by Dr. G. W. England, at the

~University of Minnesota, presently at the University of

Oklahoma. . . ™

'Theiohigiﬁa] stUdy designed by Dr.-England»for uSe with

managers in industry, has ‘been revised to suit an 7
educational setting by Dr. Padfield, who used his

‘questionnaire with academic administrators. and physiCé1'
‘educators in a university setting. The Colorado State’

questionnaire was designed to be used with educational
administrators. " BERETEN s B
This revision is to ascertain concepts relevant to both

in-school administrators AND teachers. It would be :

appreciated if you-would ‘indicate on' the attaChed:sheétSL'-

Which concepts you would accept as meaningful and/or
suitable for use in a study with in-school
L administratOPS“and'teachers.' LT

~which an equivalent concept may be ' substituted.

- Which concpets you feel are not suitably worded, but for

<

" Which concepts are not suitable andffdp’ﬁhidh theré appeabs‘ |

‘to be no substitution.

‘fAny’cohcebt not(liéted and which, .in your'op1n1on; should be   745

- included in a study of an in-school population. =

Permissidn:hés,been obtained from Dr._England to make the

revisions necessary for this study. -

. '-T”hankh yOL{ for ’iyou'p. time énd effort. .



IDEAS ASSOCIATED WITH PEOPLE

DECISIVENESS
INITIATRVE

.OBUECTIVITY

 SELF- DISCIPLINE
FAIRNESS
COOPERATION

 ABILITY

FLEXIBILITY -

- EMOTIONAL STABILITY

COMPETENCY

- INTEGRITY = -

AMBITION
INTELLIGENCE L
~ TRUST
_;AGGRESSIVENESS
LOYALTY - . -
~ PREJUDICE
" COMPASSION °
SKILL -
TOLERANCE |

,ICONFORMITY
L _CREATIVITY
o HONDR

iy

IT»SCHOLARSHIP

- 'DIGNITY.

; ACHIEVEMENT
‘AUTONOMY

~ MONEY.

JINDIVIDUALITY
INFLUENCE -

- EDUCATION .

 SUCCESS

- SELF- ACTUALIZATION :

-PRESTIGE
- POWER
NEW KNOWLEDGE

PERSONAL

GoALS”oF.THE‘INDIVIDuAL o

- JoB SATISFACTION I[I»<‘

PROFESSIONAL PROMINENCE

' INTELLECTUAL GROWTH

~* INCOME
 LEISURE

142



Ry
CoRY

MY co- WORKERS s
. ME K

‘ TEACHING
 TEACHER ‘& STAFF. WELFARE :
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
. COMMUNLTY SERVICE - e

_CHANGE

* GROUPS OF PEQPLE

 ADMINSTRATORS -

COMMITTEES

SCHOOL BOARD

PARENTS

SUPERINTENDENTS :
PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

- STUDENT BODY
- TEACHER UNIONS

PROVINCIAL DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

R 'GOALSIOF THE_EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATION

©

ORGANIZATIONAL EFFICIENCY

" "STUDENT WELFARE
. ORGANIZATIONAL GROWTH
. QUALTITY STUDENTS - ‘
"EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

PROGRAM ‘ARTICULATION. 2»,:"_ S

- ORGANIZATIONAL- STABILITY S
~ ACADEMIC SKILLS
» OPTIMIZATION OF STUDENT POTENTIAL

‘ : IDEAS ABOUT GENERAL TOPICS S

PROPERTY,

' C.{CONSISTENCY
CAUTION

CIBERALISM
COMPROMI SE

- AUTHORITY
‘CONSERVATIMM ERTE
RATIONAL-

CCCONFLICT -~
CEQUALITY

ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPETITION
EFFICIENCY

ETHICAL BEHAVIOR o

VALUE SYSTEM s
RISK : ‘

S
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 PERSONAL VALUES QUESTIONNAIRE.

-Where there are obviously overlapping or synonymous items -
‘pleaseyinc]ude,thenitem Whichin‘youn‘opinion'fs‘most}" ;1-;_
;appropriate;-Since brevity is the aim of allfquestjonnaires.
eXclUSibn_of.Qveh]apping}and_synonymous}items‘isjimportant;f"
-,Einalry,fplease-délete:any itemTWhich=youipersonally find to *
- be vague oh;mis]eadinggllf:items.arevunclear‘to.you5they- '
J;lelVprObably;bexunclear tQ others., = T

T A



 IDEAS ASSOCIATED WITH PEOPLE

- DECISIVENESS L
CINITIATIVE T '
-~ OBUECTIVITY
- SELF- DISCIPLINE

- FAIRNESS

 COOPERATION .
CFLEXIBILITY
~ EMOTIONAL STABILITY
“COMPETENCY . .-
~ INTEGRITY
- AMBITION .
| INTELLIGENCE .
TRUST i

LOYALTY R
- COMPASSION

 TOLERANCE .-
- CREATIVITY

”SCHOLARSHIP 77F*”"' :

S UDIGNITY

ACHIEVEMENT'

~ CAUTONOMY i
;x:;QTNDTVTDUALTTW :

-~ JOB SATISFACTION
- SUCCESS"

SELF- ACTUALIZATIDN

 PROFESSIONAL - PROMINENCET i e

INTELLECTUAL GROWTH

-ET~{EDUCATION
~ SECURITY

',7PRINCIPALS ‘o e
"COMMITTEES ';- Gl '

* SCHOOL ‘BOARD e e e e
o OPARENTS o I
 SUPERINTENDENTS - ST

. PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
STUDENT BODY =

K ~TEACHER UNION .

- PROVINCIAL DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIDN
- MY CO-WORKERS ,

-~ COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

o ggNSULTANTS L

PERSONAL GOALS OF THE INDIVIDUAL

GROUPS OF PEOPLE .

T
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GOALS OF EDUCATIDNAL ORGANIZATIONS
f';é .

_TEACHER AND STAFF WELFARE
- ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
 STUDENT WELFARE

. EQUAL. EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY "'J

i PROFESSIONAL GROWTH

U LIBERALISM -
- COMPROMISE
* "AUTHORITY-

PROGRAM ARTICULATION,

ORGANIZATIONAL STABILITY » o

. ACADEMIC SKILLS .
-OPTIMIZATION OF STUOENT POTENTIAL L

IDEAS ABOUT GENERAL TOPICS

RN

"CHANGE S
CONSISTENCY:

\[GONSERVATISM.. -

- EQUALITY. -
: ;,ﬁ,ACCOUNTABILITY
‘V";~LCOMPETITIOW
“CEFFICIENCY

. ETHICAL. BEHAVIOR;A,.-z;;;v,_“~u»~,
o VALUE SYSTEM - 0

o RISK B L
?-,'RATIONALITY~:5_';’;ggzh E

.-I]fﬁf&{QONcsstfREAINIRQDUCEDf-*- -

_CONFORMITY D T e e TR T

C o RBILITY

POWER

 INCOME -~ oo
. PRESTIGE .
. INFLUENCE "~

. CONFLICT . = "
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© Questionnaire

* This questionnaire is q “'modified”’. verson of the Personal Values Question- -

*" naire prepared by Dr. .G, W. England, ‘University' of -Oklahoma. ‘Concepts - - SRR REEES

.' .,‘v'fi'ﬂC"Ude.'df-!"\Cl\_?é_‘_l_ie'er‘\w taken. from studies on personal values by Dr: C. Padfield - "
~ of the University of Alberto and Dr. D. Sjogren of Colorado State University. -

e Changes have been dcn_e_wi‘thl'fhe“ pe'rmisgidn’»éf Dr. fEnglvand, :Dr,"Pddfiéld_’-f"j._ EUE S



R
s

LRS-

RN [

PERSONAL VALUES QUESTIONNAIRE

Th:s quest:onnmre is: part of a research study of personal values The §

aim of the study is to fmd out’ how InleIdUQIS look at a wide range of topics. -

| 'These topics are ‘about - people groups of peOple personal goals orgamza-‘ o

" tnonal goals and general rdeas v

: You will ‘be asked to’ judge the degree to whlch each top:c is: (l) im- '
4-_'porlant () pleasant 3). right, and (4) successful in comPlehng thls ques- P B

- ,'_.tlonnarre please make your ;udgments on the basns what these toplcs T N
~."'_-,mean to you as an lnleldUQl AR B e S
Under no cnrcumstances wrll your mdavrdual responses be mode avallable’.f

]_;v:_? ":\to anyone except. the research worker. The data |’ am- attemptmg to gatherf_',_ et
s are for use ?nly in my research pro;ect on personal values i : ‘ e

L ln advance I wish to thank you for your parncrpatron in thls study lt |s"’ _
o through cooperation. in studies. such os thS that we all advance our under-_,‘j} s

” -'-.*"standmg of human behovuor

. .14'9@‘\ '



INSTRUCTIONS. ‘
" ‘Rate how important a tépic is to: y"c;u by pldcing an “X" in the opp,ro‘pri'-

-

- impartance; and the right box, low importance.

~ 'ate. box: the leftsbox ‘signifies_high importance;  the middle box, average

“1 v‘Then»spééi"fy which of the three \d‘e'sér‘iptions‘(‘sbucciess‘fl‘.xl, pkl'édson?,' right)

¢ in. the space provided. Finally, write the number 2" next to the:remaining

i description.- Complete all topics-.in this manner and check -t_b see that the.
. three descriptions for each topic have been ranked in the manner instructed.

Eidrﬁplési. ) S B S P L :
i T As an example, take the ‘topic PATRIOTISM. If ‘you. felt that it is

o of average importance, you would make a check mark' in-the middle box as

- the number 2" pext to the remaining description, in this case “'pleasant"”.

1 .s_hbwn_:in,vthe‘ sample. B
S Patriotism. o Dishonesty
joHigho e T ow S High

72 pleasant o o 27 pleasant

o3 successfut.o o 1 successful =

1% .., best indicates the . meaning of the topic to you; indicate- your choice by -
: plocing“t‘he»huh'cber 1" on the line next:to it: Then indicate which descrip-
_tion least indicates the topic’s meaning to you by writing the number "3’ -

. indicated. If-you: felt that of the three descriptions (pleasant, right, and =
i successful) “right'’ best indicates what the. topic means to you, you would -
. write the number “1" next ‘to “'right"”. If the description’ “successful” least
. indicates what the topic means to you, then you would write the number 3"
"+ next.to “successful”’; as shown: in. the sample below. Then you would place"

S For: quir)e’"v'tob.i_'cs' you-may feel that none {of‘"_tHe;_.de'scr:i‘pit"izéhs' 3'_dbply.;”For’ A

150

+ ‘exammple, you may feel that for.the topic DISHONESTY, neither “pleasant”,
o "'right"’ “nor"'successful”’ indicates the ‘meaning to .you.' If you have this =~ .
- trouble, you may begin by deciding. which description least indicates the .

! topic’s' meaning to you, For example, for the topic DISHONESTY if you felt

. that “right"* least indicates the topic’s' meaning to you, ‘you would write ‘the

| ‘number:"'3"" ‘rext to “right"’, -andso on -for’ the .remaining descriptions @s -

. Importance [ X [ Importance Importance [J- & [0 Importance -~
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 IDEAS' ASSOCIATED WITH psQPLEI .

'Arﬁbitisn ‘.
ngh ;
" right

-pleasant
successful

————
———
——

]

; S Low.
lmp [ o e o lmp;'lmp 0O 0 EJ
o |— right

High . '

pledsant
successful

ow' High -~ - 3
mpimp. O O 0O Imp. | -

-—_
———
——

)

Intelligence
' Low

- right .
.pleasant .~
: .s‘u'cc_essful :

.Tru“sil'- ;
mp. - D o []

‘ pleasant
‘-;suyccessful o

——
———
—

_,ngh
lmp.
. right -~ 3

Aggressivéness
o Low
Imp O O D
—— right ©° .
— 'pl_eosont. L
— sutces‘s.ful

lmp. ,

High"

Loyc Ity

mp. O 0.0
—— right -
— pleasant = *
——"successful-

Low- |
lmp._

| :_l}.re'g'my
© |High. . = o
Jimp. O D il
EE rlght
pleasant *

~ Low | High
lm_p.,‘ Amp.

successful . - |

Compamon .

I

O D_ O Imp.
— right. - .
—— pleasant -

— successful -

Low'

- ‘Fsirﬁéss .
o D o
right

‘pleasont e

High
imp.
I successful '

Low -
lmp.

 |High

y "‘Cbop'_eratidﬁ'.’ o
' Low
Imp. . [J O D
—— right ..
_— pleosont
—_— successful

w [High
lmp; k|

T.oleronée R

- Low

mp.‘_.‘vD [] [:] lmp.
= right PR
_ pleasant -

it
———
————

High
Imp

— successful . L~

’ Conformlty

3 o o El
-right: "~
A pleasant

Low. ' N
lm_p‘.

e, Creotmty
L High e Low
~imp: O EJ El
— right" ¢
—.-'_“vvpfeascnt »
-—"v-'—isuc_'cés'.sful' -

lmp.

High - R
mp El o El
right = - 0
jpleosant

:successful

Imp.'

‘-’.‘h“\”i’t’io‘tivev S

Low !

e f"rlght
: v'_"pleosant

I“mp.‘:' [] [] []
—-—.-- successful

A De‘éisiv\en’ess” P

- 'High"'

- Objechvuty

mp. O O D
‘—— right -
— pleasant -
—— successful -

Low_‘ ]
Amp.| i

e Sevlf-di‘sciptline,

pleosont

lmp

successful

S Cqmpétency ,‘ L
High

O Low
g.g-0O

. right o
pleasant

— successful -

Imp.-
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PERSONAL GOALS OF INDIVIDUALS

ngh'

| —— right

B lmp oo a

Scholo nlnp

pleasant =
successful

—
"] e——
——

ngh

| Imp.

Dlgmty_ .

00O
right

- pleosant
successful )

Low

Imp.

ACﬁieYFem:en;‘ |
High ' "
00 B

Imp
—— right.

T S

— pleasant -
- succe_ssful‘

Low |
Imp. | .

. .Autbn’omy .

' . Low
D D E] |mp
right
pleasant

s‘u’ccessful B

.-; ’ ’ ' | ééj =

High
Imp. -

* Income

-right
-pleasant.
- successful

~Low
Imp.

High'

B,
|, —
i i,

N “lndmduohty

mp. O O @
— right " )
upleQSOnt

Lo .Asuccessful

Low '
Amp..

: Job Samfcctlon ; :

Lo Low '
ImP ap O o lmp
— right - Do
pleas“ant
successful

| Infl,oéh;g‘ "

:O“

'E] o o

High
Tmp.:

right -

_pleasant - -
. successful’. *

“Low
Imp.

lmp

[ ——
..
———

Secunty

ngh : o
D D a-
nght R
- pleasant - ,
— Vsuccessful

Low!-. S
Imp.y R

Power o
- Low :

ngh
lmp

';lmp D EJ'D

- ‘pleasant :
successful :

n ‘Educm‘id‘n o

o D a
-nght

‘ .pleosonf
'-'successful

-lmpj-

————

« ————
3

.

mp :D D EJ

—— right -
?pleasant

' "’~successfui

b ','Succén =

High ©
mp.

Self Actuahzahon

""L‘csw
e—= right ¢ e
- plecsant LA

B Y
—na’

: success_ful R

Amp.|

D D El
right - :

pleosant

successful

| PWge ‘.‘ o
Lvow:" High -
lm‘p_.

-—-_-—-pleasant Sy

successful

l.ﬁtéllgcfu’cl Grqvth ol

o pleasont
o successful

5 __Prcfessibnal":P'l;omig.eh’c"_g '
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' successful -

 GROUPS or“ﬁons
School Board Parents : Superintendents
High Low ngh x Low | High . Low
mp. O O 0O Impyimp. O 0°0 lmp|lmp: O O3 Imp.
— right . ‘| —— right ‘ ——— right
pleasant ——— pleasant pleasant
successful successful succgssful
‘ Professuonal
. Commﬂees ‘ h_ie Organizations
High'= - Low| High e Low | High - Low
Imp. O g lmpiimp. O O O lmp.fimp. .00 O O Imp.
| —— right - —— right | ——right .-
pleasant pleasant’ — pleasant -,
successful successful ' successful
.‘ N‘y Co-workers . | Principdlsv Siudsnt. Body
High . Low] Highy Low |High  Low
lmp oo D Imp.| lmp.” OO D g lmpflmp. O O O Imp.
'— right —2 right . ——"right ‘
pleasant . —— pleasant - —r— pleasant *°
— successful - successful

ln’wp

© Consultants ’0
|High ©

" Low
8 0O g lmp
~right
pleasant

. successful

Teacher Unions B

0-

High  Low

lmp.’ 0 8.0 Imp

——— right - '
pleasant El

- successful

" Department of

. Education
High ~
imp. O O O Imp.
—— right
pleasant
successful .~

Low |-

| [k . “
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GOALS OF EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS K

Equal Educational

-z successful

Opportumty Progrom ‘Ar‘hculohon : Jnisvucﬁo‘n ;
High . Low | High - Low [ High Low |
Imp. @O O O Impjlmp. OO0 O Imp.lmp. [T O [ Imp.
——— right | —— right . —— right :
- pleasant - pleasant pleasant,
successfjbl- - successful successful
" Teacher and rganizatic S
‘Staff Welfare ° ’_e:',,'b,‘;;',';"“" Academic skills |
High Lowsi High - Low|[High =~ " Low
flmp. O 0O [:] lm@ |mp O 00 Imp. imp. O O O Imp.
— right = ) —— right . _ right At
—— pleasant pleasant pleasant -~
successful successful successful ¢
Profes.slonal G‘rowth : Student Welfore . Sto:d"e':tu::'t::s:l
High ~ Low|High , Low | High
imp. O O {J°Imp. 'n"P_DDE]"mp- Imp. DDD
—— right v ——0 right . — right
- pleasant — pleasant - pleasant
. successful . successful - successful
Orgonuahonal
_ ~ Effectiveness
. tHigh . - Low
e O OO |mP
| ——— right’ >
pleasant *

154

14
cC

5-16

1728

29.40 o

41-44



155

‘ce

5-16

. ]7-28l

29.40

53.56

N
S e - IDEAS ABOUT GENERAL TOPICS
. Authority Accountabullry | .Changé 7‘
Hi'gH | " Low|High Low High . ' Low
mp. O 0.0 Imp.| lmp O 0O 0O Impflmp. O \EI 20 Imp.
—— right’ —— Tight’ o | —— right™" .
'—— pleasant —— pleasant _— pleosant
—— successful —— successful ’ —— successful |
Competition compr‘omise . * Conflict
High " . Low|High Low ‘Hkigh | Low
Imp. 0.0 0 Amp.| Imp. [ D D imp. Imp. O O g Imp.
——— right “ —— right o | —— right -
—— pleasant —— pleasant ——— pleasant
— - successful ~——— successful ———— successful
s ,v_;-Consis.tefliacy» e E‘fﬁ’ciency‘v . - Equality
|Hish  low|High . Low|High Low |
*lmp._EJ O 0o lmp- Amp. D D o lmp- lmp. O O O Imp: |
——-right . —_— rngh: ——— right S
—— pleasant -~ \ —_— pleasar_it : —— ‘pleasant
—_ succ'essfu.l — ’s_ucceS;fuL » —_ successful
) .- Et‘hicdl‘ngh.o.v‘ior | Value System : _y‘Rdtionolirly‘
High "'l‘Lo‘w High- %ow|High.. = Low
Imp. .00 O "Imp. Imp O OO0 _lmp. mp. O O O Imp.
—— right: — right ] ——— right ’
— pleasant - 'pleasant —_ pleasant
successful - successful L.____ “successful . -
» _ Risk’
7 High Low
tmp. O O O Imp.
| ——— right-
pleasant ,
successful ~ *



PERSONAL INFORMATION

) Present Posmon (check one)
——1. Principal

- ———2. Vice-Principal

- ——3. Teacher

. If you are a principal.vice- principal, do you
also classroom teach?

1. yes

-2. no

.- 1f yes to question B, how much of your'time is -
spent in actual clossroom teaching each week>
1. 1% -20% . -
—2. 21% - 40% o
—3.41% - 60%

—4. 61% - 80%

’———5 81% -IOO% o

'

. Totol number of years in your career asa - -

prmcrpol vice-principal. (check one mcludmg this yeor)
1.0 have never been a Wmcrpql vuce prmcupcl:

S ——2.. 0-1 year
. o—3. '2- 3. years -
=4, 4 5 'years
.——5. 6-10"years - - [
- ——6.11-20 years L
. '———7. 21-30 years :
‘——8 Over 30 years

. Total time'in your career as a clossroom teacher.
~ If you are a principal’ vice- principal and youdo -
both, only include the number of years you were
-a teacher. (check one mcludmg this year)
1. 0-1 year '
. ——2. 2- 3 years
" ——3. 4-5years -
- —4. 6-10 years
. ——5. 11-20 years
—b. 21-30 years
———7. Over 30 years

——1. Female
- ——2. Male

o
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G Montol Stotus

—3.
—d.

—5

1.

—2.

. 20-24 vyears
. 25-29 years
. .30-34 ‘years

Single (never morned)

' Morrled

Widowed J
Divorced "
Separated

3

35-39 years

. 40-44 years
. 45.49 ‘years
. 50-54 yeqrs
» 55-59 'years
. Over 60 yecrs

Check hlgest level of educot:on complefed

1.
S —2,

v_'___3

L =T Other (pleose stote)
J 'Choose ONE of the followung stotements whlch '
BEST tells how well you like your ‘job and '
ploce a check mark in the Spoce provuded
g ] . CERN

—2.

| ’\ —3

5

_7‘

- —8.

e

3 years umversny - ;
4 years university (no degree)

— . Bachelor’s degree

Bachelor’s degree & B. Ed
Master's degree - -
Doctoral degree

| hate it

| dislike it

I don't like it

| om indifferent to |t :

| like it Lo v

g am enthus:ast:c about |t
| Tove it o

I would rather not respond to this question *
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0
K. Check ONE of the following statements which BEST R RN
© tells how you feel abouf an in-school administrative =~ - CcC
. position. (brin'cipols,'vice-principols, read parenthesis) . -
-1 | would {do) hate an administrative position - }
. ——2. l.would (do) dislike an administrative position 15
- —=3. I would (did) not actively seek an administrative |
" position but would (did) not refuse one - R :
——4. | would (do) like an administrative position L
—5 1 would (do) love an administrative position - )

—

~and vy'0uld"(did)"‘ocfivelly'se‘ek‘o_ne '

L. :Check the statement that best. de‘scribés,'ydur‘sc'hpol B
. =—l.sRegional Higk School o R
. =2 HighSchool .~ = R R P
=3, Junior High School - i T R
4] Consolidated School. =~ - el
B —5 ‘Elementary School - - T

v S M Cheék the'v-de5cript'ic‘>v

teaching environment

 which best describes your
' ‘ oL Uben . .
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;Qj;;partigipating{u~'

L »‘ LR . T o 'V \ '
Department of Educational Administration
- The University of Alberta
‘ Edmonton;.Alberta,;Canada T6G 2G5
November 9, 1979 | | iﬁyx‘

| l:am,preSeht]y'enPOIfed in the MasterAOfiEducationQprogbamme.

at the University of Alberta, working towards a degree in

~Educational Administration, under.the supervision of Dr. C.

~ Bumbarger. - 5 ‘ v

. As- I was an employee for ééVen,Years.ih'Regionalv" .

‘5 _§* CoeT e - 160

o Administrative Unit #4 at3More11ERegional.HighSChoOI'and St. '

Peter’s Consolidated School, ‘and as an active member of

.various P.E.I.T;F.jcommittees,.my’academicajnterest centres -

on Prince Edward Island and .involves women in a

- positions. .

'~ The purpose dfamyfpnobosed;the$§§'iQ*ah‘jnvéstigatioh5dF the

: pePSOﬁalfValue.systemsiOfffemale'infschool,administrators;”fj
;:'male”infschool,adminisrrators,andlfema}e*teacheRS-QniP;E;I; ,
“My reséércheis&baSed'On;the'w0rk[ofiDra,G}=W,lEngland,offIhe_,

:”UniVersify;offMjnneSOIa“ahd'inVOlVes‘utilizingga:modjfied

- version of Dr. sp9jand’s instrument; .the Personal Values

  aQuestipnnai¢en(9vQ). .;,.

o .Iihavéfbéeﬁjin'contaét;w}fhibbfthh{fu{miajahéﬁand_aﬁd[Mhlg'gﬂv.
.dim MacKay at the-P.E;IHT;F.fand.they:have‘assunedvmejthapuou o
':,thegFedenation}WiIljprovide.thegliSts,Gf-both administrators =

'émost;“twentyﬁminutESfofﬂiheir'time'to-complete.tﬁéi;

. _,f'questionnaire.jwhich*w0u1dvbé:distributedy»andfreturn}“._,~'
.~*:arrangedy-at*no,cOStjtd,thEmf:Noﬁrespdndent _ L
s personal]y“jdentified“inithé'stUdy"and the utmost caution S

- taken to maintain the anonymity of each subject. Each member

would:be

- of the sample would_be.cohtacted’indiViduallyrabpubm:

SR I S

dministrative

)

i}:.~andgteachers;to‘aide'mefin%the“samplingfproceduré:fThuS}cheyff*
“?:._major~purbosé;Of.IhinJetteh’js“simplyftO seek your. oo oo
;;_permission-jn,ordep to]sampIé'some of.the'teachers~and;d}‘*:“ o
~ 2dministrators in your Regional Unit. This would involve at



RERTY

 of the results ‘upon completion. - .

~ As I propose to run my survey in mid-danuary, I look forward o
~to hearing from you in the not too distant future. o

- .YOU’PVS tf‘U]y; o

“(Ms) Ruth C. Lambert

| -c';'c'.ii‘_fM'r».j"Jiin'B'l‘anc:hapd": e T



4’>.November 19 1979‘

‘ Reg1ona1 Adm1nlstrat1ve Un1t No 1, 
P 0. Box 57, Elmsdale, P. E. I '
: Canada COB 1K0 _

ey

‘Ms Ruth C Lambert :

- The: Un1vers1ty of Alberta : : E
"{Department of ‘Educational Adm1nlstrat1on

"Edmonton Alberta TSG 265 : :

‘j"Dear Ms Lambert

162

S You: are. hereby author1zed to 1nvolve a sample of teachers'_
"~ from Regional Schook Unlt Dne in your efforts to obta1n S

"<_quest1onna1re data
Good lucK

8t

bb'Yours s1ncere1y,a ST

ff-Thomas Hall S TR s
‘fapSuper1ntendent of: Educat1on N R

ff-fTH/Jps___‘ o
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© Regional Administrative Unit 2
- P.0. Box 2500, 272 MacEwen’Road. ,
~ Summerside, P.E.I. CIN 4L9 -

~ November 16; 1979
| Ms. Ruth C. Lambert
Department of Educational Administration

~-The University of Alberta ..
Edmonton, Alberta T6G 265

|7 Dear Ms. Lambert:

This will aKndWJedée receipt of your letter of November 9, =
- 1979 in which you provided some information on your proposed
- thesis and’thevfactithat’you would like: to collect your
_informationﬂfrom_wiIhin;SChOOIfUnits'on,Prince Edward

1 have no cbjection to your sampling some of the,teachers
and ‘administrators in School Unit: Il and have taken the

- Miberty of forwarding a copy of your letter to each School .

‘ f?PPin°iPa15fiIhiOﬁIhernifﬂSO:that-theyawillgbe'awar¢=¢f my o

' “?Cdeqision.‘»r

_If 1 can be of any further help, plesse do not hesitate to

| . contact me.

QJ{_bm;, ;j_‘Q_f-‘

 Yours teuly,

s Superintendent;of-Educatith 3;if:;“'”"“
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Regional Administrative School Unit 3
-~ P.0. Box 1840, Charlottetown’ '
Prince Edward Island C1A 7N6

o November'20 1979 o o ’:.t' ',:

- Ms. ‘Ruth C. Lambert

- Department of Educational Adm1n1strat1on

~ The University of -Alberta »
.Edmonton Alberta T6G 2G5

e'Dear Ms. Lambert '

-‘tgFurther to your letter of . November 9, 1879 to Dr. Parnellsf‘

| “Garland, approval is granted for you to circulate your

~ research: quest1onna1re to a sample of Unit 3 teachers ﬁhd
~administrators. It is understood that persons will respond

. to the guestionnaire-on a voluntary basis .and that personal
:T\dent1f1cat10n of any respondent would not occur '

sfﬂ Assistant Super1ntendent :
-*,;Adm1n1strat1on : :

= Best w1shes for successful complet1on of you study [L‘3ﬁ¢

\

| fsS1ncerely yours,A.J

"'Gerald Hopktrk Ph D. :i ok jvif ‘i-'s»7

»'cjicc School Pr1nc1pa]s - Un1t 3

d1m Blancha?d E ; ﬁ‘F
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Reg1ona1 Adm1nlstrat1ve Un1t No. 4
: P.0. Box 700 '
Montague P. E.I. COA 1RO

]

becember 4, 1979

Ms Ruth Lambert R L
'Débartment of Educat1ona1 Administration;
University of Alberta,. . ) :

| “Edmonton, ‘Alberta T6G 265

Dear.- Ruth 1 vf7} » v7> ‘]ht_ 1 S 'h'h f,'
;;Please accept my apologles for not reply1ng to your letter
of November ch ear11er _— , .

B! have contacted our pr1n01pals in Unit #4 and have made
them aware of “the poss1b1l1ty of. your forwarding: some. of

- them a questmonna1re, I bhave encouraged them to. co operate
w1th you 1n your survey S x R

‘:I wou]d 11Ke to w1sh you everf'suocess 1n you Master of Ed :

'ﬁ}:;ﬂppogramme at the Un1ver51ty

E Slncerely...v‘h

'f'Ralph Stonefleld

‘>3[v5uper1ntendent of Educat1on ai“»J

";ffRS/cs
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| \\Q"'»»‘ f‘ Un1te Scolalre Reglonale No. 5

Abram’s Village
I]e de Prince- Edouard COB 2EO

pNovember 16 1979 p'p-d o d!"[‘&f'gd”_-i']: e
“Ms. Ruth C Lambert ‘:, e o | )

Dept. of - 'Educational Adm1n1strat1on

University of Alberta - L e e
Edmonton, Alberta TOG 265 e
Dear Ms. Lambert e.“"lrm“' ‘;' :  ‘3:¢¥f‘: j a:

| Perm1ss1on is hereby granted from Reglonal Adm1n1strat1ve

" Unit No. 5 (Abram's Village, P<E.I.) for you. to sample

"eteachers/and adm1n1strators to sat1sfy your proposed thes1s
~ of.in- 7éhool personnel. .. S

':fHoplng we. may - rece1ve*a copy of your study wheﬁ completed

"‘we rema1n,,t

d§ p?Super1ntendent f;,ff:;.fu}vd»“ g

1“‘,;uAG/1b

e
4 S

4 Albert Ga]lant

. Q .
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 LETTER INCLUDED WITH QUESTIONNAIRE
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Department of Educational Administration
Q University of Alberta-
Edmonton, Alberta T6G 2G5

February 1, 1980
. v 0
Dear Colleague,

. After having taught for seven years on Prince Edward Island,

I am presently enrolled in the Master of Education programme
in the Department of Educationa]-Administration, University
of Alberta. ~

In order to complete the requirements for the M.Ed. degree,
I am researching the area_of,personal value systems in a
comparative study of women teachers, women administrators

°

--and men administrators within an organizational framework

- for my thesis. To this.end, I am requesting your assistance -

by taking no more than twenty minutes of your time, to fill
~in and return the enclosed questionnaire within three days

'v“of the date received. As you are well aware, a high rate of

return is absolutely essential in any research project.
Also, the.approximate $1,000 cost for publication and .
distribution is beihg dssumed personally. What lies before
you now represents»approximately $1.00 cost per e _
questionnaire. At such cost, I would ask you‘toﬁplease;avoid~‘

filling, the round filing cabinet_with‘this item.

Please be assured that all returns remain absolutely

~confidential.'By-placing the -provided return label over your
name and sealing the envelope, you will avoid being o

- identified. (The coding number on the back of the booklet is
for follow-up on non-returns, while -the numbers on the right
hand column of the questionnaire’ are for computer :

. key-punching only. ) -

~To further aid you in filling out the questionnaire please
read the instructions carefully. It may be of some help to

- explain that the terms "Successful”, "Right " and "Pleasant"
- represent the "Pragmatic”, "Moralistic" and "Affectjve" .

‘modes of valuation,

Please allow me to thank you in advance for paricipating in
the study. Having been a teacher myself, I realize your time -
is most valuable. However, in order for my research to be of
.some benefit, I again ask you to please return.this - .
questionnaire within the allotted time.

I am, - ‘
Yours truly,

(Ms.) Ruth C. Lambert™

N
N
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#103 10625 81 Ave.,

Edmonton, Alberta.

' TBE 1Y1 o i
- March 11, 1980.

"~ Dear Colleagué;

Firstly, please allow me to thank you for participating in
my study on the personal value systems of men an women
administrators and women teachers on P.E.I. S;?ﬁgdly,' ,
enclosed, please find your questionnaire. I a rgturhing it
.to you as it is almost complete, and would ask you to please
complete it and return it in the self-addressed, stamped
enve lope provide. L S

As the missing information, either in the value. concept or
~personal- information section is an essential part of the
study; 1 would request that you please forward it to me as.
soon as possible. The,rEaSQn for.doiﬁg this is that as it
..'how stands, yOUr“questionnajregwould'be considered as a ' -
~hon-usable return and the amount of time you have already -
spent answering the questionnaire would be wasted. The' -
~number . of questions aJheadyiahswered,.indicatesﬂyOUr SR -
willingness to participate andbyour*understanding of what is.

‘being asked.

" Should you not wish to complete the qUestiOnnaire,'IKWOuldf"
~ask you to please state why on the back and return it--to me

1 again“-ask you to view the rating of the concepts in terms
.of successful as pragmatic, right as moralitic and pleasant -
~as affective or "feeling” modes of valuation. Allow mé to =
. reassure you that your responses will be'kept in strict
confidence. = . ’ : e S

Upon completion, a‘QOpy:of this stuay Wii]jbe available to

you at your Board Office. Again, thank-you for'your effort

and'timefspent'ingassisting me with this study.’

I am, . o
Your5‘5incerely,

~ (Ms)Ruth C. Lambert.
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