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| Tbe problen under lnmtigaﬂon ln thls study was the relatlm-
shlp betwun ccrtﬂn characterlstlcs of p*lnclpals ‘and the puplt control
orlentltlons of tbelr stuffs. Prlnc!pals' upll control ldeoiogles and
thelr assuuptlons abdut hmn nature were conceptuallzed as formtng a
- part of pr!nclpals' mnagertal phllosophles. The:CI Form was uttltzed
. a to msdre the educators' ldeologles regardlng pup” control. _'A measure
T of prlnclpals orlentatlons tcward Theory X and Theory Y was obta'ined
frm the results of thetr responses_ to the Theory X-Y Scale. oata _
from 319 teachers and twenty-nine princlpals were collected and analyzed._ E
Descrlptlve and lnferentlal statistlcs were eﬁloyed to descrlbe the '
" ' - resp(ondents and to qnalyze the data.,. Statlstical signlﬂcance was -
| | reported when the obtalned probablllty Ievel was Iess than .05. . \
o : ‘Fhe ﬂrst sectlon of the data analysis f'ocussed on the testing
e of the slx research hypotheses. . Prlnclpals were found to be signlf— R
| 4 amm more hmanlstfc than thg@-fs:affs, The: Theory X oF Theory v

assuuptions held by the #rlnclpa!s were found to be good !ndlcators

.3

of pdpﬂ contro1 ldeology Principals who held Theory X.orientations

’

- . s abOut hu\lan nature were custodial as were thelr staff[s p”ﬂC‘Pa'S Wh° 4. |

P f"i’t‘ o bePd Theory Y orfentatjons were hunanlstlc as were their staffs. : The




‘o . o R0 et

‘ ‘ - 'lone of the personag varlable; that were examlhed contrlbuted s!gn‘lf— s
lcantly to the varlance lrr staff PCI A signtflcant correlatlon was
,.fomd between staﬂf pmll control Ideology and gradc Ievel, stafflng
aislgmneht and socloeconomlc status of the students.__ i o
I - o Iy :
. - - X ; £ )
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Chepter 1 -
. THE PROBLEM_

/
|

. ilﬂfkbnun:‘fidn R R
The posltlons of elementary school prlﬁc!gal and geacher are
the focl of th!s study; that these two posltlons ere |mportant» in the '_-C‘ '
: '}ducatlonal system does not have to be stressed here., As Serglovannl

: and Elllott (1975 3) have noted

N Elementary school | prlncipals are In a.
‘position to exert a poderful. influence on.
_the state of schooling.and school .adminis~ =~ . .
. "tration... Moreover, since elementary school ...
- children’ are at.a relatively formative age, S
. ‘teachers and principals. are Tn'a: positlop
" ‘assume an important role In determlnlng the -~
kinds of human beings these young people. will -
' -‘be ln later school yoars and ln adult llfe.~ o

IA m.mber of other wrlters In educatlonal admlnlstratlon have agreed
' __"that the prlnclpal of the elementary sohool ls ln a posltion where B
'he can lnfluence’both teachers and students (\vlaller. 1932 Broun, 1967, o
,s’ross and. Herrlott, 1965) .' . ST | ) N
. Th!s study uas concerned with mo orlentatlons held by
;’prlnclpals - thelr orlentetlons toward the control of thelr staffs

el and thelr students. Prlnctpals' bastc assuwt‘ms abbut t“d'e's a"d

:students wlll affect thelrdbehavlour toward them.' lndeed their '




Thus. thls study lnvestlgatod the lnfluence of t\he prlnclpal'

: ___;naager!al phnosophrow hft staff‘x *cttssroom fror “Fol"gy- ",.l’s"f'

X “
,tF

_,flthere a relatlonshlp botwogn prlnctpoli" oxpectatlons as. lndh:ated -
) '-by thelr uanagerhl philo;ophy rogardlng tho coﬂtrol of staff and

| :f.?students. md thelr staffs' orientatlon toward pup‘“ control? n .

)  - addltlon to tho obove Invostlgatlons. th!s study undertook to repllcate'

soue prevlous research ln rogar& to pupll control ldeology
: '-.;5"ws.;:r;’.sost'slmn gs.usrevaoanéus- o

The follmlng problem and sub-problems were dellneated from a
e »revleu of the relevant Il terature and flndtngs of prevlous researc“

.'regtrdlng pupll control. e i R

~ s
Lol




"";mre optlmlstic vleu :hat man can receIVe and wl” seek satlsfactlon
L 'fron hls work and ls capable of self-control (Theory Y)
2 ‘i‘"prlnclpal's managerlal philosophy also lncludos hls pupll control

W‘_'“’-'The followlng terms aro used

"”{hove“a mlque meanlng o s

| "‘__l"; Hanogerlal philosophy. Thls term refers to. the prtnclpal'
| assuuptlons about the con-trol of h!s staff and studonts.. These |
‘-".assmmtlons may range from a pesslmtsttc vlow that ‘man ls baslcal ly L =

-flazy. mwllllng to work and%qulres d!rect control (Theory x), to a

f._'tdeology._. e

2 Pupfl control ldeology ‘rhls term refers to the bel!ef

;system that educators hold rngardgng the oontrol of students. -"fﬂ:"'f":'.‘."f}l‘.‘" L

| thls StUdY lt Is%ften mferrod to by lts acronym - PCI
-0 custodlal orlontatlon to PCI (cusmdm -PCI) rm

. f;‘_l;-forientatlon ls exupliﬂed by educators who belleva students are

basically trresponslble and undlsclpl!ned persons and must be controH"ed

thr,‘ough pmlthe sanctions- P P




»
:

measured thet uhlch they purporqeg to measure. e
’,“2“ The scales ln the tuo mejor lnstruments PCI

Fofm and "Z_.*. : o i
N S
les for s

R
Theory X-Y Scale)vcan be consldered to be lntervdl l velﬁ
‘ y ,\ . 1\;

"

R "/’

._;; the seke of analysls.leg_ R .uﬁ *’f’f ﬁ'f'"_ '?;'
- _3 The pr!nclpals and teachers were not only repLesentatlve
of thelr school jurlsdlctlon but also represe’fatfvefé?.elementary W;Lz

- " schools ln general. To the extent that thls assumption is Incorrect,

lt ls an Inherent weakness of the study.-‘m-: f'_,‘->'fghfj Te' 7:‘_ -\T :

SRS "“-.'\ 3'.: .
oo “,_'v1 : ‘_The lnstruﬁents u“ed\ln thls study were admlnistered as
"'\ﬁ pert of a lerge battery of‘instruments.l The posslblllty that the

»/..:\,: e

respondents»may have t!red must be consldered "7*.»”':»v_" 7g f:' '

TThe orlentations (Theory x Theory Y, custodial humanlst!c)
cen only be considered to be relatlve.: The means of the responses were ’

USed to dlchotomlze custodlal and humanlstlc eahcators. Theory X an&h\\__\\

’\v_ ) . . ) ;\‘

\‘Theory Y princlpals and large and small schools.» ;j:r-;sj‘;‘{:- Te——

'mn:..-x_t*.taa.-.s ST

o PO AT Az,ﬂ._; EEER)




L Dnly elenentaty (ktndergarten to grade 7) teechers and
prlncjpals were iocluded in the study. S
: oasnhlznn_o"u ‘or m; 'rms_sls R o

. ln thls chapter. the problem under lnvestlgat&on was introduced.f.
After llstlng the ulore general probiem, two speclfic sub-problems were :
k, extracted to furthe" narrow the focus. . Deﬂnltlons of certaln terms, |
- llmltatlons essunptions and deltmltatlons were also outlined '

In Chapter 2, a smmary of: the relevant Hterature concerning :

bugll control ls presented “In the same chapter is found the theoreti-'

' \ c l framework which forms the basis of thls study The slx research
PANEE hy f theses are also presented ln Chapter 2. . Chapter 3 c0ntains "
descrthIonMtruuents, alethod of data collection and the

‘\\ educa’toi"s ln the study The,pnalysls of thd data relat%d to the
; ﬁi Chapter &, and In Chepter 5, further




| Fb@l."t'ef 2
) RELATED LITERATURE Ano.'jmson;ﬂm saAntimx

Etzionl (196'1 l) has lndlcated the luportance of organlzatlons. .

= ln mdern soclety

' '.'_goals.v .

Our soclety is an organlzatlonal soclety
We are born in organizations, educated by -
‘organizationhs, most of us spend much. of our
- lives working for organlzations Most. of us
will dle In an organization, and when the.
_time comes for burial, the largest’
organlzatlon of all - the state - must grant
ﬁ,-,ofﬂclal permlssion. o g

| "_"Talcott Parsons (1960.17) has deflned organlzatlons as soclal units -
’j‘(or hunan groupings) wh!ch are deliberately constructbd to. seek
' "specifllc goals. Etz!onl has found that organizatlons have certain

' ,'characterlstlcs that facllltate the attalnment of these spectflc ,

F

, I.' dlvlslons of labor, power and )
‘" communication responslb”lties which are
o lntentlonally constructed; .
, 2., the presence of.one or more poner‘_
... centers which-direct and- also review the
organlzatlon C performance._ ,
... 3. . substitution. of: personnel s’o that
Coe ‘persons ‘can bé’ removed, transferred or -
- _promoted (1964 3) o

' --.-.Schools are usually lncluded 1n the type of organlzatlon knovm as .

. the servlce organizatlon- "people changlng" organlzations that work

wlth hunans as raw mterials. E '

R‘o. Carlson (196# 262-76) divided servlce organlzatlons into

'vfl-four types uslng the Interactlon of two cr!teria.

‘!on over lts clients, and

1 1. control by the organt:




2. control by the cllent over hls own’ partlclpatlon in the

5 organlzation. Publlc schools fall into the type of organizations

: 'uhere nelther control of selectlon by the organlzatlon nor. choir:e of

partlcipation by the client ls allowed Thls lack of choice by both

| 'the organlzatlon and the cllent ls especlally evident ln the publlc o

elementary school. Sometimes educatlonal servlces must be provlded

C

: for cllents who are less than willlng, in fact, some publlc schooi'

rﬁ
i

o *_cllents are very reluctant. It should not be surprising that the’

: :oontrol of these reluctant clnents has become an important feature""

"of the orgamzational llfe in puhllc schools.‘ Hlllower and Jones .

thelae" of public schools. o

._'(1963 107) have described pupil (client) control as an "integrative -

| ﬁ' 'P-U,Pl Lf,Cou"ngdL]lneoLm -

Pupil control is a fom of social control Soclal control is e

the lueans by which social order is establlshed and then naintalned. o

The uord 'control' suggests that there are some required and certaln "

Lo :macceptable behaviours. ln sone organizations, these requlrenents o

S and restraints nay be instltutiooallzed in the forw of rulec and

: Aregulations. Various sanctions ensure that the behaviour of the
: .-d:er is at an. acceptable level These sanctlons may take the fom

Cof punlslnents or. rewards (wmower, 1965 ln-z)

) tn their study of the control ideology of uental hospital

: 5--~'personnel Gilbert and Levinson (1957) e-ploted a unique typology .
These researchers adopted a oontrol ideology cmtimun ranging fron
?‘-’*.A'custodlal' at one end to 'hmanlstic' at the other. : .l'hese extreues 4

' are ldeals"l‘and 'HY ﬂot be found ln ,actual practice exactly as
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) véd'mce;:h‘a'nzed. llilloner, ewen and lloy (1973 5-6) adapted this

‘,_-conceptuaiization to describe the ideology of educators toward the S

' controi of students. These researchers also developed prototypicall"

3 -educators of each of the extreme control ldoologies.

, _The rigldly tradltitmal school serves as SR

a -odel for the custodial orientation. - This.
kind of organizétion provides a highly S

controlled setting concerned primarily with Co
. the llaintenance of order. Students are R
stereotyped In terms of their appearance,
_-‘behaviour, and parents' social status. . They
are perceived as irresponsible and undisciplined

- persons who must be controlled’ through ‘punitive

. sanctions. Tiachers do not atteupt ‘to Understand' o
- student behaviour, but, instead, view it in

. ‘moralistic terms.  Misbehaviour is ‘taken as a .
.- . personal affront. ‘Relationships: with students .
 -are‘maintained on as. impersonal .a basis as .
~ possible.. Pessimism and watchful mistrust ;"
. Imbue. the custodial. ‘viewpoint. .Teachers holding
.a custodial orientation conceive of the s¢hool
- 'as, an autocratic organizatibn with. rlgidly
-maintained distinctions between: the. statu!of
teachers and that of. pupils. Both power and
- commmications flow downward, ‘and. students are-
. expected to- ‘accept the decisions of -teachers .
" ‘'without. question. _Teachers and students’ al tke
- | .feel responsible for, their actions only to the - - .
_‘extent that orders are carried out to the letter..,f_. Lo
‘ _The model of the hqnanistic orientatson is

the school conceived of as an educational SO
’ f'-'co-unity in which members. learn through inter-'«~

- action and experience.» Students' Teaming and R ;;~~.,'.}

B ""-Tbehaviour Ts. viewed in psychological and -

socioiogieal terms rather than moralistic - . .
-terms, Loarning s looked" upon as an’ engagenent
" In worthwhile activi€y rather than. the passi\le

'_“'-'_absorption of facts. .'l'he wi thdrawn . studeat is -
" ‘seen. as a problem equal ‘to_‘that. of the over-

'active, ‘troublesome one. - The ht-anistlc

. teacher is optimistic that, through' close S
", personal relationships with pupils. and the .

| ,posltlve aspects ‘of° friendship and respect, - - -

- students will be' self-disciplining rather ~
" than' dlsciplined A hmnistic orientatlon

_:‘;wuy micattm, _ incms-df student

" leads teachers to desire a de-ocratic class-.

B ‘room’ ciinto with its’ ‘attendant’ ﬂexibility

e i stams and m‘les. open ‘channels. of tuo-




R se!#-detemlnat!om Tachers and puplls

" #like are willing -to act upon their own .
!ltton and to. accept’ responsibility for Lo
.-_vtheir acttougs (villcner et al., 1973: 5-6)

Budzilc (1972 22-3) has further elaborated on tl\e differences
"betmn the extre-e pupn control orleutations Teachers in custot{lal
: £ .
-schools are nore prone to use punftive sanctions to control behavlour.'

:rldlcule, coerclon and the withdr I of reuards. As ulentioned

'earlter, organtzations -qy choose _‘o use"reuards Jor punishments to A s
-:-','iﬂellclt acceptable behaviour.‘__ Cust 'ial scboo}s are more concerued o
| ‘:iuith punitive devices, and hence t,_"re is greater soclal di’stance
between teachers and students. Hluanistlc scboo!s emphasize non- "-" -
.’ :punitive sanctions to contrfl heh;viour. ﬂore¢stress is placed on
4:l~,inner controvl or self-disclpline.. -There is greater- soeial inter-' -

;vaction between the teachers and the students in hunanistic sehools. .
| "’.',’.R"F_"CWROi’-i.InsO‘lPFY'»FokH,;f;g e

Hnlower, Ei’dell and Hoy (1973 m-&) devised an instnnent T

‘to neasure pup‘i! oontrol orientations of educators. . The PCI Fom ;

-Awas developetl,jto_ .assess an educator s posttion an the eustodial- :
‘ o ':._" bu-anistic eontinuu- After nany -odtﬂeatlons, the Instn.nent was i
B :""v"_.‘.reduced to twenty Likert-type ite-s. subjects respondad to tbe instru-

4 t‘fby indlcal;tng their agreelneat with tlle itens.. For each statement

2related to pup'_l; eontrol, the rspmdents' -arked thelr agreenent on a
""";"-:?ftve-point scale, stron,g}y agree agree, -undeeided, dlsagree and s__ ‘
3 ' 0 -'the PCI:-;Fom uere~ ' "lt is -ore o =

x)‘



- gemng pemlssiorr. this- pﬂv"ege Wi be M' After sdui;n:s;-:;'f N
terlug the PCl Fom to meny educators mllower, Etdeil and Hoy : S
.atteq:teﬁ to detemlne wbether the Instrument uQs rellable and

 ylelded vand results. The PC! Form uas found to. be smsfac:ory
on tests of reliabllity and vel!dity. . ‘_ | ' _‘

| '_ f"tﬂrga,;'m | néssskcn' 'usms 'P;Cl, 'roau_\-;“;‘ ) - /

. Slnce the inttlal cpnceptuallzat!on of pupn o ‘ro! ldeology, S
many enpir!cal studies ha%‘ﬂeen conducted.- Based on the assumptlon :
/ S that pupil control was a domlnant feature of publlc schools, researchers_‘ : '
have atteupted to re!lte various chare/:cterlstfos of educators and ofJ
| - ‘the organlzatlon to pupll control ideology Some of these studles are ’
© reviewed in thls’sectlon. ' | |

Level” of Educatlon and PCl

~

, , _ Uf!!wer. Eidell and Hoy (1973 6-7) hypotheslzed that the .
educators uho were dlrectly raponsible for the studeﬂts would be
more. custodtal tban tbose wttb less dlrect responsibﬂ\lty hey -
._{-’i.pmdloted that teed\ers mld be nore custod.lal than P”:jl”ls and
, " ,',gn!danoe Mlon; umower et al. also pmdlcged that because

of less perceived thr‘éat #ron thelr s:udents, elementary teachers }

o would be less custodl@i ,‘han ‘secondery teachers. Both of the above
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i Further analysls conflrmed the hypothesls that secondary prlnclpeﬁs

. 'c:were more custodlal than elementary prlnclpals. In addltlon,

1

fet &
o jelementary prlnclpals were more humdnlstlc fhan elementary teachers

-

‘fuand secondary prlnclpahs were more humanlstlc than secOndary teachers

Hachllan (l973) uslng a sample of Nova Scotlan educators

‘:.'arrlved at slmllar flndlngs. These Canadlan elementary teachers

;iuere slgnlflcantly more custodlal than the prlnclpals of the schools
':wllllams (l972) found conflrmatlon for slmllar hypotheses Hls research's:
;.also lndlcated that PCI was’ related to school level Secondary S
.~educators were more custodlal than thelr elementary colleagues |

Varrell (1969) used a sllghtly dlfferent grade level dlvlslon ln hls L
:’research wlth PCI Nhen he compared the PCI of senlor hlgh school .
3teachers wlth the PCl of junlor hlgh school teachers, he found that

the senlor hlgh school teachers were slgnlfhcantly more custodial.

_':ln further analysls, Harrell dlscovered that junlor hlgh teachers who
rin-oved to senlor hlgh schools dld not become slgnlflcantly more

;‘f:custodla1 than the Junlor hlgh teachers who were currently teachlng ln

'oijunlor hlgh schools.» Longo (l972) explored the PCI of cooperatlng

- !teachers and educatlon lnstructors at Queen s Teachers College He ;'«

4}found that educatlon lnstructors uere more humanlstlc than the o

'Ufffcooperatlng teachers.f He-also dlscovered that the college lnstructors 2

% good.predlctor,of teacher PCI.V ln hls
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more custodial than elementary §thool teachers. Thls study also

*® /

- gubconflrmnd the hypothesls that tbachers were more custodlal than e -

' prlnclpalsk

Hostmf the research %‘l:ed above lends credence to the .
.'“ hypothesls that Vlllower. Eldell and ﬂoy orlglnally poslted that

' those educators who were more dlrectly responslhle for and in closer

~ o

| contact wlth the clients in the school organlzatlon would be more

P

~custodlal.‘ ln addltlon. wllldﬁé?‘”ETdell*and~Hey—hypotheslzed that
those educators who felt less threatened by thelr students, becausel
of their age and slze would be more humanistic.: Most emplrlcal
studlesfghowed that principals were more humanlstlc‘than_elementary

_ teachersfwho nere more humanistic than secondary teachers.

- - \

_Teacher Characterlstlcs and PCl

A number of studles have been undertaken to explore the
relatlonshlp between varlous characterlstlcs of educators and thelr

., -

pupll control orlentatlons. - .".”'*/f

f dfh ggerlence. Some researchers haVe hypotheslzed a posltlve.
correlatlon between the number of yearS'of teachlng experlence and
..PCIt Kozakewlch (1973) dld not flnd a slgnlflcant correlatlon between
‘~teachlng experlence and PCI._ wlllower, Eldell and Hoy (1973) found 'L‘
: "conflrmlng evldence for the hypothesls that more experlenced teachers .
. were more custodlal ‘than less experlenced teachers.f Hoy (1968) (1969)
did flnd that elementary and secondary teachers became slgnlflcantly _
more custodlal after thelr fﬁrst year of teachlng.i The PCI of o

v teachers who dld not . teach durlng thelr flrst year after graduatlon |

dld not change.. In the latter study, Hoy feund that the secog? year

‘A""-, . . . . i T



of teachlng had a negllglble lmpact on the PCI of most teachers
B
e Hore studles wlll be clted later o lllustrate the lnfluence of

R organlzatlonal soclallzatlon.,

ot

15f;"ﬁ ‘ fgggggtlsn. ln thelr orlglnal study, VIllower. Eldell and Hoy '
(l973) focused ‘on a personallty factor and PCI.< They made use of |
Rokeach's (l960) conceptuallzatlon of open and closed mlndedness. "An' |
open-mlnded lndlvldual was descrlbed as one uho was’ able to recelve ,”‘b'

' lnformatlon wlthout dlstortlon, evaluate and analyze lt objectluely.

¢ B e

distorted lnformathn by lntroduclng lrrelevant factors to the o
sltuatlon Rokeach used the term dogmatlsm to descrlbe the. degree
of open and closed mlndedness Hlllower, Eldell and Hoy predlcted
":'“,”1 that closed nlnded educators would be more custodlal than open mlnded
. educators. The followlng operatlonal hypotheses were conflrmed at’ the -i~,]
.OGI level of slgnlflcance ‘ | h o -
‘ l. ClOSed mlnded teachers were more custodlal than open

«\;;;;;\\\\-lnded teaohers (conflrmed for the overall sample of teachers, and

~far. elementary‘lnd secondary teachers separatery)

T5mlnded prlnelpals (also cOnflrmed »o_Lh"' 'j”all sample of prlnclpals _d;.

"x.gfand for elementary.and secondary prlnclpals separately)

~

7'|d‘." e

| Uslng a sample of hlgh schoo .prl’nclpals, Helneman Qs71)”
s ’ _vV “reported slmllar flndlngs.‘ Longo (1972) also found a slgnlflcant '
L - relatlonshlp betueen the degrees.gﬁ custodlallsm and closed mindedness.,;f:.

; Further support of a- slgnlflcant correlatlon betueen dogmatlsm and
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Tradltlonallsmy There have been emplrlcal studles conducted

'whlch explored the relatlonshlp between other personal characterlstlcs

of educators and PCI Helsel (l97lb) used the tradltlonal-emergent

- contlnuum developed by Splndler (1955) and subsequently by Getzels

'(|957) Tradltlonal values were donceptuallzed as the Purltan morallty,

e lndlvlduallsm, work-success ethlc and :uture-tlme orlentatlon. Con-

versely, emergent values lncluded conf rmlty, soclablllty, moral

-

llrelatlvlsm ‘and present-tlme orlentatlof. Helsel’s major hypothesl%

'that tradltlonallsm was posltlvely correlated wlth custodlallsm was

_conflrmed at the 0l leVel of slgnlflcance.l Glpp (l97k) measured

teachers' perceptlons of thelr commd“Tty*s*edueatlonev[ewpplnts on a:

T—

tradltl0nal-modern contlnuum. Thls researcher predlcted that teachers

~ who saw thelr communlty as belng tradltlonal ln outlook toqard "”-f' &

' educatlon would be more custodlal i pupll control orlentatfon. Thls ‘

hypothesls was conflrmed at the .Ol level of slgnlflcance. The more -

' tradltional the teacher s perceptlon of communlty vlews on educatloh

ithe more custodial was. the Per held by the teacher. f- .

R Y

Status obelsance.- Helsel (l97la) predlcted that those teachers

‘ ,who placed a’ hlgher value on status obelsance would be more custodlal

in thelr pupll control Status obelsance Was '*deflned as the value B

‘nplaced on authorlty for lts oun sake and the deference shown those

posltlons hlgher than one s'oun" (Helsel 197la 39) Helsel found

lf‘evldence that cOnflrmed hls hypothesls., Slmllarly,_ﬂacﬂlllan (1973)

R studled the relatlonshlp betueen status obelsance and PCI uslng L

isubjects from'uova‘Scotlan elementary'schools.v Thls researcher found
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that teachers who were serving in hlgh obelsance schools were o
Islgnlflcantly more custodlal than teachers ln low obelsance schools.x.
Even though the hlgh obelsance prlnclpals uere not more custodlal
"than the Iow obelsance prlnclpals. high obelsance schools were

slgnlflcantly more custodlal_than low obelsance schools.

Local-cosmopolltan orlentatlon. wl!llams (1972) found that"

’:there was a posltive relattonshlp (correlatlon) between a Iocal

1--f{orientatlon and custodlalism.
4

- Level of self—actuallzatlon._ Jury (1973) examlned the relatlon- _
i'shlp‘between teachers' PCI and thelr leve!s of self-actuallzatlon. The .
z teachers' level of self-actuallzatlon was measured by using the E

*~«—‘Pecsong1*lgyentory as developed by Shostrom Jury hypothesized that

e

teachers' level of . self-actuallzatlon woaid“be~posltlyel”
. | .
- wlth thelr degree of humanlstlc pupll control orlentatlon.L The '

correlated

hypothesls was tested uslng a Pearson pcoduct-moment oorrelatlon and

L the hypothes!s was conf!rmed at the .OOP'level of signlficance.".'

- The emplrtcal research that has been revlewed ln thls sectlon o
has outlined the relatlonship betheen the fol\ow!ng personal characteiyu?‘u
ﬁe; lstlcs of educators and- PCI.F" L - N ; - ,}
_. Experience - some research hes lndicated a positive o
| relatlonshlp betweeﬂ length of teachlng experience and custodlallsm. .
o Dogmatism most ftndlngs conflrmed a posltlve cogrelation :
$”_ betﬁeen closed'mindedness and a custod!al PCl. n '

‘N, 3 Traditlonallsm -'nore tradltlona] educators were also ’
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15.' Stetus obelsance - educetors who conceded greater deference '

*,;'to hlgher posltlons were nore custodlel

LR

L ':ﬂSQJ Local-cosm0P0lltan oq‘hﬂégtlon educators whoanerelmore fe d
d"local ln orlentaiﬂon were also more cuStodlal .‘T‘ "l‘ - N
l;f 6. Level of self-actuallzatlon - those teichers who saw them- - “‘;
.ff‘selves es belng‘more self—actuallzed were humenlstlc ln PCI R
v. ‘ A ;E : | o s _ﬁ,‘h_“‘ e
s“__gpnlzatlonal Cllmate and PCI

50me researchers have explored the relatlonship between selected
oranlzatlonal varlables and PCI. These studles haVe examlned varlables

f;Appleberry and Hoy (l969) lnvestlgated the relatlonshlp betwyen the el
”forganlzatlonal cllmate and PCI Schools were. ranked on -an- open_..._f§§°;7g?~
. closed contlnuum uslng Halpln and Croft s Organlzatlonal CIlmate
‘fihbescrlptlon Questlonnalre (1963) They reported that. elementa;y

':fh relat vely open cllmates were slgnlflcantly moﬁé humanlstlc

~an

;than thelr relatlvely closed counterpar F"" . l97l) found slmllar
| 'ﬁresults when he examlned the organlzatlonal cllmates of secondar§ o
a lschools.:gj? {7 - PR | | _vlv‘ |
:, The lnfluence of bureaucratlc style on pupll control ldeology
"'f:was studled by Jones (1969) Ne found that teachers ln seoondary ;_.-
‘ ':schools who prlorlzed\the dlmenslon of authorlty and uho were A
”f;%characterlzed by a punlshMEnt centred bureaueratlc style were more.

“}I;,custodlal than those teachers uho uere low‘on the authorlty dimenslon

ﬁi*:;end preferred representattve style schools.‘itlgox'




L teacher ”" h'm’°'f as P°93°53'ﬂ9 ajsreator sense of pouer.‘ Q:Ti}fih

Uslng the Pupll Control tdeology Form. Hoy and Appleberry

(1970) trlchotomlzed '&5 schools lnto flfteen 'humanlstlc' f!ftqeen o 1

| f 'custodlal' and ﬂfteen mderate schoois.. They found further
'ﬂ: conflrmatlon for thelr previous research thot humanlstic schools .

were more open In overall cllmate than custodlal schools (Appleberry -

—

'and Hoy, .1969) “ta the 'humaulstlc' schools, the principals were less ‘ o

" 'formal and hnpersonal anﬂ attempted to motlvate the teacher;s more by

'fthe 'huuanlstic' schoéls worked together better and felt that thelr

1 'soclal needs were be!ng met, ,they were enjoying a sense of accomplish-
";f.ment ln the!r work. - v .;':. o - o .“,

i Reseqrchers huve reported posltlve correlatlons between |
'”Il_,prganlzatlonal cllmte and PCI. Open cllmates and cl lmates that .

' alloued for a greater sense of power' by the teachers were assoclated

‘\'wlth more humantstlc pupll control orlentatlons. S

Some researchers )

':.'thher teachetss glve
eivf";;"lsclpl!ned. Hoy (1967)
‘lclpantS- e

the popn ,__control
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: "fteachang had llttle rmpaét on theAPCl f**rﬂ :
':gﬂstudent teachers. Those students who felt that they were much more

""fﬁforientatlon, than those students uho perceived }ess dlfference ln

| humanlstic fn pupil control than their cooperatlng teachers, felt

/ffgreater pressure to conform-to thelr cooperatlng teachers' custodial

:cnstodial dur!ng student teachlng..

‘.":

-2orlentatlons hefhre ind.after student teachlngt; Both the elementary
~and secondary schooJ student teachers became slgnlflcantly more
.chstodlal In another study, Hoy (1968) studled the Influence of

"fthe flrst year of teachlng on PCI He reported that both elementary -

‘ nr:;n__ Lo o 18

zlhand secondary teachers uere slgnlflcantiy more custodial both after

' ‘;,completlng thelr student teachlng and again after thelr flrst year L
', of teaching.' Those teachersfwho graduated with the ab0ve group but L
ffdid not teach during the flrst year after graduation, remalned |

unchanged on' the PCI Form uhen compared to their scores at the end

above results lndlcated Increased custodlallsm after student teaching

:fand‘agatn after the first year of teaching, the second year of

)

- Roberts and Blankenshlp (1970) studled the influence of the

',percelved pupll control orientatlons of cooperating teachers py

,_ftheir PCI from thelr cooperatlng teachers pupll control orientatlons.z

: ers found that most student teachers became more

Those stu -“ts‘who~dideno~ggecome

'aore custodial uere already signlficantly more custodlal than their ; ”

o ef St"d°"t t"‘“'“g- “°¥ (7969) further reported that although the o
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'significantly more humanistic than their cooperating teachers, their o

‘post-tests were not significantly different.";f

' Studies have reported that as - teachers were Incorporated

"v;lnto the organizational structure of the schooi system, their pupil -
controi ideoiogies became more custodial This _was especialiy evident
. as prospective teachers proceeded frOm studen; teaching to compietion

fuof their first year of teaching.‘ As the novice teachers were absorbed

,a

| 'into the schooi system, they became>more concerned with student control

o ;Htoatt;i'cAL-'rwsvoRx -

A basic function of an. organization is the raison d'etre for

organizations - to seek specific goals To attain these specific '

'goais, organizations must attempt to coordinate the activitles of

its members.t Deliberate efforts must be made by the organization to
ensure that ali members conform to minimum standards of behaviour.f, 2
Organizations use reuards and sanctions to support compiiance with
heir norms, reguiations and orders (Etzioni 196k 59) ‘

i N - eiementary schoois. principais are expected to enforce |

the minimum standards',f behaviour for teachers and students.v Even fﬁd'f’
though the principai may not be accepted as the final authority in
aii matters, the office of the principai has traditionaliy been seen

as a position of authority in the schooi's hierarchy Gross»and

Herriott (isﬁh i) have noted "The conception of the eiementary schooi

A ,_s“

how do principals causeftheir staffs and students~to~

Jiel e a

ds of behaviour? In the -
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‘prev!ous section of thls chapter, a conceptuallzatlon of educators""
_3orientations toward pupil control was presented : Prlncipals pupil.
.c0ntrol ldeologies lndicate hou they bel!eve students should be
‘COntrolled these ldeologies range fron custodial to humanistic.v
.:jPrlnclpals' basic assumptions about human nature as nncorporated in -

- -Theory X and Theory Y represent thelr bellef system about how thelr

.‘staffs should be controlled

.‘,Theory X-Y orientation

j“' Every principal brlngs a set oﬁ beliefs about hns posltion to

:the prlnclpalship. Hhat assumptlons do prnncipals make about tbeir

"‘x:‘staffs? HcGregor has suggested that "behlnd every managerial decisnon v

- phles as Theory X and Theory Y.. He maintalned that every manager

'?“oﬂnr.;;<'

bjor action are assumptlons about human nature and human behav:our"

"'(l960 33) HcGregor has described two ideal type management philoso-

/ . :

-}ywould llkely tend to agree more with one.. set of assumptions than the

The three basic assumptlons held by those who typnfy a Theory

';:X orlentation are._

. l.; The aVerage human being has an lnherent :
~.-disllke of work and will avoid ‘it if he can.:
- 2 Because of ‘thi's .human characternstuc of
'Qq,dlsllke of work .most people.must be” coerced,. .
-~ ‘controlled, direeted threatened with punlshment
" to.get them ‘to put: forth adequate effort toward - ceen
' fthe achievement of : organizatlonal obJectIVes.'- e o
. .3, The. average human being prefers ‘to be - Lo ,5\\\ _
R 'd1rected wishes to avoid responsibiilty, has ”f"n;h. ST g
~?relat|vely iittle ambitnon, wants securnty above PR
.all. (HcGregor, 1960 33-&)' B SR

——



) ’prlnclpal Tend support to the facllltatlon of the efforts of his

o dlrect‘lon of the lndlvldual. ‘.:.;_’g

ey

, to flt the needs of the organlzatlon. Hls supervlsory and leadershlp

_style are hlghly dlrectlve because hls bellef system about hunan

o nature dlctates that ulost people must be coerced to get then to work. :

"The control of the school staff ls coq:letely ln the hands of the

leader who, ln thls Instance is the. prlnclpal- T‘he control of the

- A staff ls external and does not take lnto account that people nay wlsh S

'.to.be self-deterulnlng. _ Ncsregor has polnted out ‘that Theory x
v. ”assuptlons fall to account for the. professnonal worker. - |
Theory Y adherents base thelr organlzatlonal behavlour toward
:' 'thelr subordlnates on the following° | |

R P The. expendlture of. physlcal and mental

.. effort in work is as natural as play or rest.

- The average human belng does not lnherently
dislike work. - o
. 2. Man. will. e.xerclse self—-directlon and .

* “self-control in the sevice of- objectives to-
whlch he .is committed. - . . -

j "3, -~ Commitment to ob_jectlves ls a functlon '_

- :of ‘the rewards associated with their. achlevenent., ‘

. k. The average human learns, under proper '
;condltlons, not only to accept but to seek - '
responsibility:™ N\ .

. 5. The capaclty' o exerclse a relatlvely :
~ “high’ 'degree of imagination, ingenufty and. K

- creativity :in the solution of organizatlonal
- problems is wldely, not- narrowly, dlstrlbuted

- in.the population. : S

6. Under the conditions of modern f' L

lndustrlal life, the intellectual potentlalltles PR
7 of the average human being are only partlally o

’ utlllzed (Hcl;regor, 1960 h7—8) e L

L Those who adhere to Theory Y assmptlons see: thelr jobs as supplylng
| oondltlons so that the efforts of hls Subordlnates are facilitated ‘
' -andﬁupported. The supervlsory and leadership style of the Theory Y

" staff. Theory Y proponents rely heavlly on self-contror and self-




o As pu'eviously~ nentioned, Theory x and Y refer to pure types

which may not be found in the e-ptrlcal uorld.' Principals make both

f Theory x and Theory Y asswtwn; but tend touard one set of assuwtions,!?i “
filchregor was interested in the basic beliefs toward hunan nature held ..
| by executives.v He -aintained that the basic tenets of Theory x were v
| ' | 1 .. | :the oniy assmptions that oould expiain the early principies of orgam- u
o zations. Some executives still bel ieve in and use these assulptions :

as a basis for thelr actions.

The Princlpai and hls Staff

Serguovanni and Starratt (1968 75) report that teachers
'reSpond to their prlncipals in such a way that they reinforce the
| ‘princnpals supervusory styles.. Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) have e
"a'.".studied thus self-fulfilling prOphecy and found that teachers' e
‘:expectations regarding students are often realized. : .- o \
. Principals uho agree mth Theory x asswtions about hman
._nature bel ieve their staffs require specific direction to enforce »
the -ini-un acceptable standards of behaviour.' The staffs of these » S
| principals reSpond in such a uay that they relnforce the principals'
| :beiiefs about their staffs.-‘ Since the staffs are cons:dered to- be
""irresponsibie andl mcapabie of self-oontrol they treat thenr
' m ‘"-”'_?-vstudents in a. sinilar nanner. These staffs believe their students '
' ﬁ uust be cioselylacontm"ed students are not capabie of seif-directlon : .¢
_' :.'_and self-discipline. Prjncnpals uho beheve that peOple uuet be S “
ooerced and threatened to ge*'the- to work (Theory X), also bel ieve o

—r«—'.

e “'-”""'i"fszgthat students -ust be cinsei)‘ control ied to get then to work (custodial. -

i "frincipais uith custodiai
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ipupil controi ideoiogies respond in such a lanner that the principais |
expectations are’ reaiized. Students cannot be trusted to behave :
| responsibiy or exercise self-discipiine. Teachers, .wbo teach in o
. schools uhere the princlpals have 'l’heory x and custodiai pupil control -
: 'orlentations. also wiii have custodial pupiijcontroi ideoiogies.
| Principais uho agrc\se with Theory \' assunptions about hunan
' nature believe their staffs can exercise seif-direction and self-
-¢0ntrol and accept reSponsibiiity. . These beiiefs of - the principais
) ,-are reinforced by their staffs. _The staffs treat their students in
| v'the sane uanner~‘students are capabie of self—direction and self- .

| discipiine. Principais uho beiieve that peopie do not inherentiy .

e E:disiike work and are not irresponsibie (Theory Y assunptions), assume

,_that students can display self-controi and be seif-disciplining

(hlnanistlc PCI) Students of these principals refiect their

"principals' eipectatlons and display increased seif-detemination.
1’eachers, who teach in schools nhere the principais have Theory Y.
o ,orientations and. hulanistic pupn control ideologies, witl have

hmnistic pupni control ideoiogies.

- nr.smcu mromjsses

L -» iFro- the preceding iiterature review and theor ticai frame-
work, six research hypotheses were posited. Hypothesi One was. intended -
Cto tost previous findings as reported hy Villower, Efdell and Moy

= (1973), nacnman (1973) and Kozakewich (1973) These researchers
found that teachers were significantiy -ore custodiai than principals. |




N

' oo‘ttto N principals belleved ln fheory Y assquton '_ ,that human l "

‘210.,:.

"Hl:. Prlnclpals of elewentary schools are more humanistic
than the teachers of elementary schools
» Hypothesls T’wo was suggested by the studles that had lndlcated
'teachers were ~nore custodlal than prlnclpals. ln this study, examlna-

tlon of the slmllarltles bet,ggen staffs and thelr prlnclpals on pupll

control ldeology were examlned.

H2: Prlncipails agd thel,r.-staf'—f"s ‘will have sllnllar';pupll.

contro} 'ldeologle's.'_-'_'_ R

- o, o

ﬂypothesls Three was developefd’ from the work of McGregor s ‘/’

/’/"//
Theory X-Y (l960) and previous flndmgs regard J’g/p’up ,_Lcontfol -

s
‘ ideology Hanagers who make Theory X assumptions about human na/tére

belleve people must be coerced to. get them to work because peo e

belngs do accept and seek responslhllity, they uould “ sume chat

students ooul’d exerclse se}lbf-control ana.. oould be tr ated ln a y - .
'f’ ‘". ,,"3 Prtnclpals who hold Theory x assim ions about human

nature u!ll l\ave a chstodlal- pupl'_ control ldeology. e
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Hh: Teachers in schools Qhere.the"brlholpals'heve Theory X
'orlentatlons to human nature will have custodlal puptl
control ideologies. Teachers in schools where the R

"prlnclpalsfhave Theory ¥ orlentatlons toward human  /

—'v;:.;{ ;_nature wlll have . humanlstlc pupll control ideologles. el

e

was ooSlted.“ . o f | _\

.'fHS:' Teachers who. have been wlth thelr prlnclpals for two or -K o
/.‘v more years will tend toward thelr prlnclpals pupll A

control ideologles.- _,.':’z,' 'ﬂf‘ 1 "\'.

‘ 1-v Ullllams (1972) found a posltlve correlatlon between sehool
“slze and the pupl] control orlentatlons of teaohers‘. Kozakewlch (l973)
"7dld not flnd that school slze was a good predlctor of pupll control

V;Ideology.L However, he surveyed teachers from three dlfferent types of

igschools (elementary, junlor hlgh and senloriilgh) ' FOP the present

-5[study, echool slze was . examlned but the type of school was kept E "f;ﬂlf
- ’ 2:-. : flcon‘stant.,,_,e | —. 41 v . . g SRR & .

H6 Tebchers ln large elementary schools wll] be more

potheses, further analysls »yif

v“following'varlables ;Q;f'"

uc.ldnal stans.fy: 'f




'

1. Sex
2. Age .
3. jtéﬁcation n
. Experlence' o

i

Preference to remain a teacher

. Preference to become an admfalstrator
' ",k:\

. Stafflng asslgnment . . L

ks

3
5
6

1 7. ‘Grade level
8
9

. ‘Teachlng area , “m

10. Soclo-economlc status of students..

v

sjﬂ"_‘
sunsary £

4_ B G

R]

L The model whlch ls presented in Flgure 2.1 illustrates “the

conceptual framework for thls study. Pupll control orlentatlons of

staffs are lnfluenced “Ucertaln characterfstlcs of the schools, . the

26

teachers and the principals. Hhat relatlonships exlst between these

, characterlstlcs and the dependent varlable, staff pupll control

‘)‘ 8

ldeology? These relatlonshlps are the focl of this study
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Chap.ter 3
lusraungnrifTﬁn, HETHODOLDGY‘AND RESPONDENTS
_This chapter describes the instruments. the method of data

coilection, the schools end the educators used in the study.
leSTRUMENTATION

iTwo instruments were/used in this study:
. Pupii Control Ideology Form, and.
2. Theory,XeY\Scaie.

'ﬁach'of the-instruments'has.been reoroduce: in Appendices‘cvand D.

Pt Form e
The principals and teachers 'were asked to respond to the PCI
Form. Responses to the 20 Likert-type Items ranged from "strongly

disagree" tO "strongly agree'' on a five*point scale. If strong R

o agreement was. the response the respondent wished to make. he indicated

by putting the numerai 5 beside the item. - If he strongly dlsagreed :

‘~with an item, he indicated this by putting the numerai i beside the '

. ltem.. The Aumerals 2, 3 and h were used to indlcate iess disagreement _

i.neutrality and less agreement respectiveiy. E:ghteen of the 20 items
were congr t with a custodiai orientation toward pupil controi..r

" Scores on items 5 and 13 uere reversed because these 2 items were
‘sindicative of a humanistic pupii controi orientation.' The 20

: -individuai'item scores were sunned (after scores on. numbers 5 and 13




7»Form_were.'

e, B Y

»

- L SRR | | |
. were reversed, that~ls; a flve was scored as a l 'a four was scored h
»as a 2' etc’) : The larger the sum of scares, the more custodlal

‘the respondent's pupll control orlentatlon was., The theoretlcal

o

“range of scores was from 20 to" lOO. Examples of ltems ln ‘the PCI

L ; B . . . -‘ . . . . . A ¢ ‘
1. It ls\deslrable to require pupils to sit in assigned |
seats. | | ',7‘: Yo -rf" ‘ }h \i
lO, Belng frlendly wlth puplls often leads them to become

too . famlllar.

Vhenever any of the respondents falled to respond’to an ltem

- or ltems,'the mean score of the ltems that were compﬁited was sub- S
_stltuted for each of the. ltems that were left blank. For example,

_lf 17 ltems were completed for a sum of 34 on those ltems a 'score of

2 was lnserted lnto the 3 blanks.l

The rellablllty of the PCI Form was checked by the orlglnal .

.‘Zdevelopers using a spllt-half method. Kerllnger (l973 k43) has defnned

rellablllty as '‘the accuracy or preclslon of a measurlng lnstrument "

L}

v.;Hlllouer, Eldell and Hoy (l973 ;2) calculated a spllt-half relnablllty

"coefflclent by correlating even-ltem subscores wlth‘odd~ltem subscores. =

?‘The resultant Pearson product-moment correlatlon coefficlent was -

' 0 9l (N - l70) Hhen the Spearman-Brown formula was applled to the

-'Pearson r, a corrected coefflclent was calculated to be 0. 95 When

‘A,these same researchers conducted further rellablllty measures uslng

By

'a}the resu‘ts from 55 subjects, Pearson product~moment torrelatlon N

zecoefffcl"nts and Spearman-Brown.corf’cted coefflclents were calculated',

and O 91 respectlvely., The same ooefflclents of. rellablllty




correlatlon coefflclents end Spearman—lrown corrected coefflc!ents
for the even-ltem and odd-item subscores.A The Speerman-Brown co- .
| efflcient was computed uslng the formula from Ferguson (1971 367), -
'r =2~ . In addition, the Kuder-Richardson test was applied_ to
the two PC_‘I. subscores (odd-item arid even-item subscores):
‘TABLE 3.l
CORRELATION COEFFIC!ENTS FOR EVEN-ITEH AND
ooo—lrsn suascones ON THE PCI roan o

Rellablllty Coefflclents

'Instrument_ , _N_ Pearson Spearman-Brown. KR4-26 A
" Principal Pt 29 o.74" 0.8 0.8
Teacher . PCI ,}.-319 et et o o

*-p < '.0_005_’. ('two‘ t‘atjle'd). : S S S ..

Table 3 l reports that the. Pearson coefficlents were 0. 7h and

"0 73 and the Spearman-Brcvm corrected eoefﬂcients were 0. 85 and 0. 8‘|
) for the prlnclpals' and teachers' PCA Forms respectlvely. The KR-ZO |
.rellablllty coefflclents for the prlnclpals and teachers' PCI Forms _
. were computed to be 0‘8‘! and o. 85 respectWely. These three measures
| 'of the lnternal consistency or homogenelty of the ltems of the PCI Form
were hlgh enough (p < .01) to conslder the Instrument a relatlvely

| ;‘rellable neasure of pupll control ldeology ’ '
; mllwer. Eidell and Hoy (1973) also reported on the valldity
.-"of the PCI Fom.- A nmber of prevlous researchers had noted the .

Lt
o coThe Tl

"r”-

N AT
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fapparent Importance of pupll control ln publlc schdols. Naller (l932) :

'1had noted the authorltarlan flgure of the teacher and the relatlvely

3fsubmlsslve po$ltlon of the pupll. Becker (196l) had emphaslzed the
. posltlon of authorlty that the teacher held. “Carlson (l96h) had o
lncluded the publlc school ina category in whlch neither the. cllent

-'nor the organlzatlon had much cholce over partlclpatlon. ln l963,

. wlllouer and Jones, had observed that" pupll control seemed to be an.

‘ I
“lntegratlve theMe“ ln publlc schools.‘ The PCl Form, as developed

."by Hlllower, Eldell and Hoy (l973 IO), was based on the above

llterature, thelr experlences in public schools, fleld notes from "

~prevlous research and the control conceptuallzatlon formulated by

‘ Gllbert and. Levlnson (1957) ' Constroct valldlty of the PCY Form was

- :_:based on these studles and experlences. Crlterlon-related (concurrent):

vyalldlty was- checked by uslng a panel of judges Who knew the teachers
'lnvolved in the orlglnal sample. The prlnclpals were asked to ldentlfy:

teachers who fltted the descrlptlons .of custodlal and humanlstlc .

T

_ teachers The Identlfled teachers completed the PCI Forms The mean .

'PCl scores of the ldentlfled custodlal and humanlstlc teachers were ~,j1:‘vd

-jconpared with the use of a. t-test. -The. dlfference inthe means -was f)i'fﬂ
'as predlcted and slgnlflcgpt at the .Ol level.’ "By the standards lnlfl ;
"usually applled. the Instrument appeared to us to be relatlvely B
l.rellable and valld“ (wmouer ct al., 1973. th).- o

| ‘ A test of the oonstruct valldlty was undertaken for the presentv'~“
- study A prlnclpal components factor matrlx wlth varlmax rotatlon Was |

",:7conputed for the 20 ltems lnathe PCl Fomm,.uslng the 3!9 responses from
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| ',_;‘;reletlvely well. Slxteen of the zo items did- load uniquely on -

Factor 1. ltems numbered 5, 8, l3 and 19 appeared to requlre further
jreflnement._ Factor I accounted for 66 52 of the vartance. This was

.oonsldered to be a very substantlal proportlon of the varlance '

]contrlbuted by the one factor in the factor analysls.

_HTheory X-Y Scale o ,
The Theory x~v Scale was orlgtnally prepared by J. H.A. waTIin .

*‘at the Unlversity of Brltish cOlumbfa. The original Items with a

modlfled reSponse format were utllized by Professor J H. Balderson.t
~ The lnstrument contalns 12, leert~type items wn}ch measure the -
"resbondent's managerlal phllosophy ln terms of HcGregor 5 Theory X=-Y
l.torlentations. The respondents were\requlred to. Indicate their

eagreement or dlsagreement with the Items by uslng a slx—polnt scale,;

“'iranglng from l Indlcating strong dlsagreement to 6 lnd!catlng strong’

l'agreement. Strong agreement wlth items l h 5, 8, IO IZ !ndlcated-
”Ia strong Theory X orlentatlon and a weék Theory Y orlentation. A
::tendenCy to agree with.ltems 2 3, 6 7, 9, ll indlcated a strong .
‘; Theory Y or!entatlon and;a weak Theory x ortentation. For scoring

'purposes the Theory Y ltems uere reversed 6 became l 5 became 2,

K K h became 3. etc., before the sum of the scores could be computed

: Uhen the 12 item scores were summed (after reverslng the Theory Y
1.item scores), hlgher scores lndlcated a strong Theory X orientatlon

Tand a weak Theory Y orientatton._ Low scores indlcated a strong

’?_Theory Y ortentatlon and a ueak Theory x orlentation. The theoretlcal o

'“&Jrangé of scores for the’ Theory X-Y Scale was from 12 to 72._ Examples
"of'rheoryxttensme.i»::w - IR I




l Host people need supervlsors who - wlll watch them closely
enough to be able to pralse good work ‘and reprlmand errors.
’]lz, Host people need to be/"lnsplred" (pep talk) or glven

_some sort of - "push" from time to time,

P'Examples of Theory Y ltems were:

" L 3.‘ By and: large the majorlty of people are naturaliy actlve,
pot lazy, they llke to set goals and enjoy strlvlng.

Host peOple enjoy learnlﬁg and lncreaslng thelr under-

standlng and capablllty. lt ls never too late to learn. |

| The rellablllty of the Theory X-Y Scale was assessed No
prevlous reports of the lnstrument s rellablllty were avallable. The
lnstrument was split into the even and odd ltems. The even-numbered
dsubscores (sums of the 6 even-numbered ltems) ‘were correlated with
- the odd-numbered subscores. The resultant Pearson product-moment :
':correletlon coefflclent (N - 29) was 0.57. Uhen the Spearman-Brown

-

_;formula was applled to the Pearson r, the corrected” coefflclent was

",calculated to be 0.73. ln addltlon, the Kuder-Rlchardson rellablllty

' ycoefflclent was computed to-be 0.72. These three meesures of the
relleblllty of the Theory X-Y Instrunent were considered to be -
‘ _adequate (p< .Ql) - The results ‘of the. three tests of rellablllty'
1 are reported ln Table 3 2 7 | _ N |
; ~ The construct validlty of the Theory X-Y Scale was assessed
X by factor analyzlng the responses to the ltems., A prlncipal components

'\i‘factor analysls wlth varlmax rotatlon was performed .on the 29 prlnclpals'

‘ ;l[Theory X=Y scores. Appendlx G oontalns the results of the factor )

-fanalysls.v Factor l accounted for 57;92 of the total varlance. Thls'
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TABLE 3.2

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR EVEN-1TEM AND - .
00D~ ITEM SUBSCORES ON THE THEORY X-Y SCALE.

& | Reliablility Coefficients
lnst_:ru'u'ent' : "_li’ N Pearson Spearman-Brown KR-20
_Theory X-Y Scale 29 o057 © 73" 072"

*p'< 001 (two tailed) -
factor could be named the l'heOry Y factor because five' of the six

" Factor Y ltems» loaded unlquely. on -Factor 1. Factor. 2 acCOunfed for

‘hi IZ: of the connilnalil:y.' Thls factor could be called the Theory X

factor because three of the six Theory X items loaded umquely on it.
ltems 1, 5 and 8 appeared to ‘require furtl:er reflnement becaus%of |
.thelr hlgh loadings on Factor 1. witﬁ the above quallflcatlons in

| mind, the construct valldlty was deemed to be acceptable |

'Data Processlng_
The data were processed/s/lng the facllitles of Computing

Servlces at the Unlverslty Alberta. Host of the analyses were.

conducted'by using the p rams found in Statlstical Packa je for the

L., |975)

Pearson correlation ooefflclents were couputed for palrs of

' Soclal Sclences (Nle, et

varlables uslng ‘the PEARSON coan subprogram (Nle et al., 1975 280-8)

li"l'hese coefflclents were zero-order correlatlons because no. controls

.A\ :
e

A
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v

"'for the Influence of other varlables were made. Pearson correlatlons

- are measures of the strength and dlrectlon of the relatlonshlp between

two varlables. - ;'f-_i_

; "3:’ For the factor analyses of the two major lnstumeqts, the

vsuhprogram FACTOR was used (Nle et al., l975 478-513). There were
'flve methods of factorlng avallable ln this subprogram. The princlpal
_factorlng with lteratlons (PAZ) was employed because "thls is the nost
‘wldely accepted factorlng method" (Nle et al., 1975: k80). Varlmax

trotation was used because "Varlmax is probably the best method of

analytlc (computer) orthogonal rotatlon“ (Kerllnger, 1973 680) . Only
h,t
factors with elgenvalues greater than 1.0 were examlned _
Subprogram FREQDENCIES (Nle et al., 1975 194-202) was used

to compute and present frequency dlstributlons for categorlcal ‘.f’

- varlables. Frequency dlstrlbutlons uere requlred for reSponses to

the personal data ltems in the teacher s agd prlnclpal's questlon-

nalres. (See Appendlces A and B)
To compare the means of two groups of respondents, the t- test

was employed The t- test ls a parametrlc test "that is used to
determlne Just how great the dlfferences between means must be for L
lt to be Judged slgnlflcant, that ls,_a slgnlflcant departure from .
dlfferences whlch might be. expected by chance alone" (Popham and ‘<

Slrotnlk 1973: lzh) The: subprogram T-TEST (me et al.,_1975 267-75)

b.was used when t-tests were requlred The t-test Nassumes that the

dIStrlbutlons of the' varlables ln the populatlons from wh1ch the

samples are draun are equal...(and) that these pOpulations have equal

varlances" (Ferguson, 1971: 153) The homogenelty of variance test.

(F-test) was applled to- the data to check for slmllar variances. - lf[

hid
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 the F-test proved to be slgnlflcant (p 4_ .05). the varlances were | .
not honogeneous and’ the separate varlance estlnates of the t-ratlo, ,. :
degrees of freedon and probeblllty level were reported. If the F- |
N .ftest was not’ slgnlflcant (p <. .05), the varlances were houOQeneous L
- and the pooled varlance estl-ates of the t-ratlo, degrees of freedon
probablllty level were reported. " s |

N The chl-square was. eq»loyed to deter-lne if the expected
frequencles were slgnlflcantly dlfferent fron the obserVed frequencles.-
This test is avallable ln the subprogran cnossmss (Nie-et al., 1975. ‘
.2]3_1,3) : .. T e . A ' ‘. 

An addltlonal progra- was provlded by the Dwusuon of .

Educatlonal Research Services. 'lhls progran was used to calculate
_ the KR-ZO rel lablllty ooefflclent for the even*-lteu and odd-lteu :
K subseores of the PEI ror- and Tlleory x-v Scale.‘ |
_ {: » Unless othenwlse stlpulated the probablllty level that was

deened acceptable ln this study was p < .05. ,
_m:'monol.osv__

Thls sectlon descrlbes the detemlnation of the research slte

and how the data werd collected. - 1- ‘

s 'neterntnauon of the Research ! site |

| In January, 1974 nlne school syste-s wltl\ln the greater :

- __'--etropolltan area of a western Canadlan clty were ldentlfied as

.potentlal reeearch sltes. After dlscusslons and correspondence Qm
| —';‘l'rvovlnclal Depart-ent of Educatlon offlclals ‘and with District _

B Swerlntendents or thelr representatlves. tno systens provlded eonsent : |

- 'for the oqllectlon of date.v Slnee only one of these syste-s was ln a



| . b3
. posltlon to provlde date for the I973~'0 school year, lt was chosen as |
the research slte. The School Board of the system o_fflclal_ly endorsed

: the project.‘

: Arhlnlstratlon and (:ollectlon of Questlonnalres

A neetlng, called by the Superlntondent, was. attended by the
prlnclpals of the systeo's elenentary schools. -At this neetlng. )

general descrlptlon of the project was presented by Professor J.H.

Balderson. Questlons regardlng the nature of the study were answered_
by the dlrector of the project, Professor Balderson The princlpals

p took packets of pre-coded questlonnalres to thelr schools for dlstrl-;'

’ butlon. At staff neetlngs in ‘each school, the prlnclpels provlded
lnfor-atlon about the study and dlstrlbuted questlonualres to teachers. . ..

_Each school was provided ulth coples of a- gulde for the adninlstratlon o

'--of the questlonnalres. ‘artlclpatlon by lndlvldual teachers was |
_ voluntary and anony-itf of indivldual teachers uas guaranteed._ Host‘t’

: :of the schools allowed approxioately three or four days for the

| questlonnalre to be coupleted. ,_ o

The questionnaires were col’lected by the secretary ln each

.‘school.‘ Uslng the systeo s express servlce, the secretaries forwarded- )

" . the qneStlomalres to. the central office uhere they were deposited for,

'oollectlon. There was. one. exceptlon to this procedure. the questlon-
\ lualree were collected directly from one school on the last day of . the
sr.hool year. | | o | o |
_ | . A code nusmber was asslgned to each school in the followlng ’
-nner After arranglng the naes of the schools ln alphabetlcal order, "



- as 'Sc,' l l..; Thls process was conttrmed untll all hl schools were ’
.. ‘As a result, no systematlc relatlonshlp between the origlnal
rabetical - llst and the asslgned numerlcal l!st exlsted |

After the school codes were establlshed. these were afflxed

"to each questlonnal/re in each school 's package of returned question~ "?

'nalres. The questlonna!res wlthln a package were numbered consecuti\fely‘._'

from | to. the total number of respondents from thar. school Therefore, - "

It was lmposslble to ldentlfy lndivldual reSpondehts through the use

- of a code key. Only the orlgina! data collector, J. H Balderson, had

‘ ~_'access to the ‘code key by which identlflcation of schools by name

.»couldbeaccomplished ' ’, ’

Response Rate' S 0

As prevlously mentioned, there were lﬂ schools ln the school
_"system wh!ch Nas the deslfgnated research site. Of the 600 teachers |

| s these A schools ‘CZG returned questlonnaires for a Il% overall

- rate of return. ln order to: qua!lfy for this study, each school had

"to reach an arbitrarlly~imposed 60/60 Ievel. A school had to rethrn '

"nsable" questionnatres from 602 or more of lts full time staff "A,'

| '.:i',-"usable“ return uas here deffned as a queSﬁO""a"'e ‘" "'mch responses

S 'were glven to 602 or. uore of the items in the 2 major lnstruments -

‘. the PCI Form and the Theory x-¥ Scale. ms meant that the teacher-

L --',respondents had to complete 603 or nore of the 20 items in. the PCl

R




' f5 :[32,f;‘;

17 18 21, zz 2# 4!0 and 36 Thus oF tha

:ffi;jrespondents in the 31 schools were elimlnated because they dld not ‘; J

i7f7rgspond to 602 of the~ltems on the PCI Fonn.‘-Of the erlgtnal k26

en j  .the PCI Form._ See Appendix E for further informat!on én the

‘:4‘9;~*¢.4»~

‘ ”%schoo1 ;nd:the other school was the?satelltte school The followtng

A‘ncipal was also excluded from the study.“ This would ;

:ﬁ'visuggest that tbere were 31 principals in the study. However, because




| ’\f ed in Table 3 3.

R ko

the. Theory X- Y Scale.' The teacher§~ln schools 01 and 3k ‘were treated ‘

, 'as one staff as were the teachers ln schools 05 and 20t Therefore,_

unless otherwlse noted, the analyses In Chapters 4 and 5. treat the
SIS T

:responses from the 319 teachers as lf they were In 29 schools (notv, ) »

- with-29 princlpals.
RESPONDENTS o N

ln order that the ‘characteristics of the educators could be -

A U
' 4

:descrlbed, they were requested to supply background data.

-

of the responses are presented below. .' i ' .{ S
’ " - Sex - :“\:.l . ’ .M . V : " in ) ’ \ v
~ ' ' “ v : N

The sex of the 29 principals and 3]7 of the teachers is repont-

-8

CompllationS}

~TABLE 3.3 ‘ :
Y SEX.OF THE RESPONDENTS .

- Prtncipals - E[ B *iéhchersj

» f Numher Per Cent of Total " Number - Per Cent of_Total

Male . - 28 e 69 2.
Female”” 4. .73 . ug. . 78 )
~ No response T~ BT T S SR RS
Table 3 3 lllustrates the dlstributions of principals ‘and

‘ téachers by sex., The majorlty of principals were male but the véégzé )

;.ezéaze:



majority 6ffteachefs.were'fema1e; Males have tradltlonally been

appolnted to the positlon of prlnc!pal

'.593 ” | . A
Table ‘3. 4 dlsplays the number of re5pondents ln each of the
age categorles The teachers were younger than the prlnclpals. Slxty-
 five per cent (652) of the teachers were 35 years old or yOUnger, buF
only 3% of the principals were 35 or fewer years old The modal ;3:‘f7

decade for the teachers was from 26 to 35 but the modal decade for the

principals was from h6 to 55 , R .

| . - . .
|

- TABLE3.4 - .

AGE OF THE RESPONDENTS -

I~ ' o o

Tewo o, L Prlncipals T Teachers

B R SN ‘.
o Age N Per Cent of Total .+ - N Per Cent of Total

vFes5a£haP»?6i e 7;,i f"t. o ':‘f; 61 . 19
W03 1 3w s
S 3Brols 7 oA e as
cMtess w8 m

| 56'to 657-h A 24 t ;f,'. e 6

B Hore than 65si']'ej'ifh: i_'”4::_ f~7' ' e;;' L - ,';v

:’3"9 response - ~-gﬁ-;j;g" h7;‘-" C f_ L T

. ’ . : . N : ‘/ - i ‘. .'




'<~ﬁ;g5§ [ o 'Y
Grade Level

“.Publlc elenentary‘schools ln'the‘orov!nce from whlch the
educators were drawn Include klndergarten to ‘grade seven. The
‘teachers were requested to Indicate the grade level to which they
were asslgned. Tahle 3.5.contalns a compllatIOn of‘the responses to
'thls-questlon. Thts~studyvhas“a repreSentatlon~of teachers from each'
of the grade levels offered In the schools.f Theﬁhother" category

lncluded remedial teachers, Iibrarians and any other teachers who

- did-notwflt’the gradev]evedgcategorhes.

Academic Qualifications -

Tbe teachers in_this study had iess formal universlty train-
ing than the prlncipals. Nhlle 782 of the teachers had a Bachelor s
-degree or less, SOi‘of the prlnclpals had more than a Bachelor s
degree. Twenty-four per cent (242) of the prlnclpals had at. least a
:5Master s degree but only 4% of the tAachers had simllar quallficationsr'

R A summary of the academlc backgrounds of the educators ls reported in
ﬂm"rablese |
/ ’ Principals! salaries were substantlally higher than teachers'
All of the'!tlnclpals earned in excess of $20, 000.. Elghty-ninevper»'
A“'cent (892) of the teachers‘ salarles were below $16, 000. The salaries

‘e:of the educators ls reported In Table 3 7.

P
g

v o

. ol

ek



/.  TABLE 3.5
oo R . o
GRADE LEVELS TAUGHT BY TEACHER-RESPONDENTS

Teachers

Grade Lerel:- : - “h Number  Per Cent of Totall
Klndergarten : : - 24 o 84_' o
.asrade l“. B '} 4,;1. :‘45 N *v‘f;v-*. hi T
‘ Grade 2 | L ‘. 30 . 9

Grade s e 33‘ L o
Grade & 1";t' N "'. 237 12
Grade 5 | S ﬁs L ’_J .. 3
Grade 6 S 32 S [
 Grade T, 3 o 12

1

Other category Included remedlal teachers, llbrarlans and those
teachers who dld not flt ‘the grade level categorles -

. ’



TABLE 3.6

ACADEMIC. QUALIFICATIONS - OF THE RESPONDENTS

'”'ﬁrlq¢lpais SR Tgacheré

‘  Quélifféatlohs . Number % of Total  Number % of Total

Less than Bachelor's =~ T S
Degree. _ == 108 34
A . ey

Bachelor's Degree .. ‘ A>'.§ ;:. 10 | - 139 T' by ]

S

More p Bachelor's -~ o C
e 13 e - . 55 - 18

i'ﬁbre than Master's - o - o
~ ‘Degree. o -k o | 0

 .Doctor's Degree . . - - I R o

Mo response o= e g
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TABLE 3.7

,‘ K . . v - " . . .
" SALARY OF THE RESPONDENTS .

v; ~$alarj"(énﬁuél)
Le;;-thsn-SS;OOQ
$6,000 to 7,999
"$8 DOO to 9 999

3]2.009,t0413.999,
$14,000 to 15,999
SiBfOoO't¢§19 999_*

- $20, 000 and more-

$20,000 to 21,999l
" $22,000 to 23,999
. $24,000 and more -

No response

c8

Principals -~ Teachers

- T 52 16

$lo 000 to 11,999 e S e 36

-'Ndmber . % of Total i Number % of Total

- -2 B

N

LM g

B I 1k

- e , .5 ‘ 2
WA NA B3

s 7 N WA
2w WA WA

12 M WA wm |

. WN/A ls lnserted where the princlpals and the teachers were not glven
»;that alternative response.-~ R .



. Experience .= . S T

'-v.The prlnclpals and the teachers were relatively slmllar in

the amount of experlence ln thelr respective posltlons Eleven per;}

' cent (ll%) of the prlnclpals and nlne per cent (92) of the teachers
had fewer than 3 years of experlence ln thelr posltlons. Table 3.8

hlcontaiﬂs a summary of the years_of,experlence.of‘the:reSPQndgntsjz

Years in Present School

The prlnclpals were a relatively stable group, almost one

'half of them (h72) had . spent 6 or more years ln thelr present school

This compared to. approxlmately one quarter (262) of the, teachers B

- who had taught ln thelr present school- for 6 or- more years. The

number of years of experlence ln present schools is reported ln

- .. Table 3.9.

K Socloeconomlc Status and Ablllty of Students

A noteworthy feature of Table 3 lo ls the strong agreement L

‘among the perceptlons of the teachers and the prlnclpals. Host of

'.these educators agreed that thelr itudents were from a. general

- cross-sectlon of sOclety and that the academlc abillty of thelr

. A6

';'students was halfway between the extremes of very low and very hugh o

“StafflnggArra g nt and Teachlng Area

Approxlmately 942 of the educators saw the stafflng arrange-

ment wlth whlch they were’ lnvolved as belng mainly one teacher per

classnxuh Slmllar agreement was’ evldent when the respondent, were_

~

' lasked to descrlbe thelr type of teachlng area° 882 of the totﬁl"

ad
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i

' EXPERIENCE OF THE RESPONDENTS IN:THEIR PRESENT POSITIONS

o ijn¢ipé]s ']* __ o  Teéchers_‘w

‘Experience’ Number . % of Total =~ Number % of Total

) ..ylea‘;"f-b SR 1 B P 29 e

‘v:é;9§$r§;  ; ; :}: ," f 'z>;Vi  ;27}  'f:}{ ;’_is.* > - 5
3 tﬁisi?éaf%“ - '.;.fjj   ';va*“i° ';" : ; 79 o t 25

: 6to 9years lo 3" o 22 o
10 ;gﬂikﬂyga;;;5-    :2 ;4*;’f',_;Ei“; CE :}5717 e  18;,~ 
. gqandmreyears e e -

s e

D Moresponse - e
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;‘TABLE:3,9 

" EXPERIENCE OF THE EDUCATORS IN THEIR
" POSITIONS IN THE PRESENT SCHOOL

. princlpals - Teachers
:Egggfléhce' ¢ 4 : '4'Ndhber;j

$.of Total = Number % of Total

Czyers 6 A m s

3toSyears 8 .- 28 95 N ,30 '

. bto9years . 12 m s 16.

/

L Bdeziyes 1y 9y

 Miandmoreyears. - L. g

juggfesboﬁsé;f;\ ,1'5 5_ff{é;ﬁ3-~ S I

e
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g “'TA_BL_E ',3". I'o‘

STUDENTS' SOCIOECONOH!C STATUS AND ABILITY LEVEL AsS
PERCEIVED BY THEIR PRINCIPALS 'AND TEACHERS

t.‘ Principals Teachers

“StatUS \ . Number - % of Total Number ¥ of Total

All Professional‘and : , i
White Collar S . - 5 . 2

Most Professional and : ' A E E
White Collar .5 17 43 13,

 General Cross-Section _'miév L 62 201 - 63

’_Host,Fiéfory.and . S o
- Blue Collar ‘ 5 g 17 o 48 15

~All Factory and . S o = .
Blue Collar -~ . . .~ v '3 18 6

Rural ,.,_Hf” T; ?f ,ﬂ14::“_-  o - N 0

No-response, S 'f _f;.f_£Q”qj S 3 1 )

' Ablllty Level '

S Geryled 3 s 3
R T R 81 25

3
ook e
. | ;5.__' By ‘. 7w "","'57“ R L
No

T'f response o
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TABLE 3.11

STAFFING" ARRANGEMENTS AND TEACHING AREAS IN THE SCHOOLS

, . | . /
o - - . N A’ : e . . . . .

‘ P'rlnélp,p»l'!t .. Teachers
St'afflhj Al:ranganént" " Number % of Total  Number .3 of Total

Al ,T«,rad'itzoné'i" . - s a8
Mainly Traditional' .‘ o 2:7 | - " 93 | 243 | 76
‘l'iiainly Teams 5 T o 3 - 10 ' | . 3 :
AN Tews - . A - z

ﬂoreSponse- - 1 : 3 -2 o 1.

Teaching Area

Al Traditional 8 | 28 o 8 5 o
Mainly Traditional . . 18 6 S 199 . 62 f
ﬁs:n‘ny.oge.._ .. N 3 g 0 ‘ -"2k_ i ~ . 8




.sr
educators considered their teaching area to be uostly or all tradltlon—
al classrooms Table 3. ll reports a summary of the reSponses to the

descriptlons of the staffing arrangenents and teaching areas.

The two major “‘3}’ y ‘tlilfs study (PCI Form and.
‘-Theory X-Y Scale) were.dgscrfbéd~‘h§:' s‘chapteat:.?he'deuelopment of
-.the two instruments ﬁas also presenteth To test the reliabilnty of -
. the lnstruments, three statlstical measures were computed. - All
reliability measures were significant <. Ol), the instruments
 were consldered to yield reliable'results.’ Factor analysis'of the
}PCI Form produced one .major- factor, the same procedure produced two
major factors in the Tbeory X-Y Scale. - The construct validnty of
.T,;both instruments was consadered to be acceptable, the instruments
dld yleld valld results. 4 ‘ .
How the research site was deternined and how the data we?e
_collected coded and processed was descrlbed in this chapter The»

-‘respondents were descrlbed by using their responses to the background

questions.



SR

T

' Chapter 4 -
v.if?' AMALYSIS OF:DATA o
. The anaiysls of the data to test the hypotheses previously
posited ls presented in t%is chapter. The presentation of the ﬁind-

ings Is- organized on. the basis of the original six hypotheses outlined .:'

- in chapter 2, S

:HYPOTHESIS ONE
ST N

" Hl: Principals of elementary schoois are more humanistic :

than the teaching staffs of elementary schools.

The t-test was employed to compare the principa]s and teachers'

L]

‘.PCi scdres._j‘ .

Table h i reports the results of ‘the anaiysis for Hypothesis

‘: One.i The computed 't' of -2 Oi was significant at the p~<. 05 ievei
7_ﬂfThe Nuii Hypothesis was therefore reJected. Since the direction of
V; ythe statisticaiiy significant difference in means was as predicted

| [;Hypothesis One- was confirmed For these eduCators, there was a

"-3lreiationship between organizationai position and pupii control ideology.~

' :e¥Principais tended to-be more humanistic in their pupii controi cdeo—

'logles than were teachers._ ?7’ ‘A. . l.F |

_ HYPOTHESIS WO iﬁ
Ry ) B4 -

. Hz Principais and their staffs wiii hagp simiiar pupii

- ™
“ FE]

| control ideoiogies.




- TABLE“_‘O.‘I‘
A COMPARISON OF THE: PUPIL cormzon. meo:.ocv SCORES OF
PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS

“o*.
"j,s*gg_s_i__c_g_c_,_r_,h N "ﬁean‘PCll' Score’ ~ Standard.Deviation- F
'»Prlnctpal 29 k. 8 .. 9k
[ Teacher ; 3:9\ e, 83, R X
7'QuSeﬁefetera;jancejEstlmate: ‘ v
S A - ." % . . : ,
3% .. -2.01
[ 4

N

s 63 (one nattea

ln order to deténnine if a systematlc relatlonshlp exlsted

| :5;ﬁf:between a principal's PGI score and his staff's mean PCI score, two

_-’,v

'Egtests were used the t-test and a PeanSOn product-moment correlation.
‘In Table h 2, results of the analysis indicated that there

"Twas no Statistically signlflcant correlation between the princlpals

Lo

”{fhfPCl scores and the staffs' PCI sc%@éﬁ; - : o

A t-test was also used to measure the mean dlfference on PCIl

"Y

zf“between staffs of custodlal princlpals and staffs of humanlstic

-

'xtvlprincIPals. Custodla1 princtpals were arbitrarily defined as those :

B who scored above the prlncipafS"mean PC! SCO'G (b2, 98) Convirsely,




‘.

TABLE 4.2

+* Lo E . ‘ . .
SR PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN

_ PRINCIPALS" PCI AND STAFFS' PCI SCORES

¢

S pel Score . N Pearson Correlation  p (one tailed)
Princlpals' PCI 29 .~ o0,229. 2
staffs' PCl - 29 | .

. the humanlstic prancipals were. operationally defined as those who ‘

v scored below the mean.' Table 4 3 presents ‘the results of the com-

ﬁ:* istic prlnclpdlsk

>

parlsons of staffs' PCI scores for schools with custodial and human-

4,70

&

- b.75

27““ a-o3z

. i

"St. Dev.

F

1.02 -




_“Theory X‘and Theory Y assumptoons about human nature. ;Y.A,Aff

. .,.Sian'f“‘ca t’at the p < 05 ‘eVE'- bi

o Table h 5 The P}Tnclpals were divided into two groups uslng the

, directlon of“a possible dlfference was In the dlrection opposlte to

of;humanlstlc.prlnc{pals;

- s

The dlfference between the means was 'r'lot statistlcally

[,s]gnlficant (P < 05) Furthermore, the data suggested that the =

that hypotheSized. Therefore, the Null Hyﬂbth&sis assoclated wlth .

-

H2 wes accepted. There-was:no statistically s}gnlflcant relation—

shlpthetween'the,principa!s'.and their staffs' PCI scoresr-“The'\

ﬁraotutsls THREE |

.H3; Prlncipals who hold Theory X assumptions "abolig human

I

v'nature will have a/cqstodial pupll control ideology |
Prlnclpals who hoYd Theory Y assumptlons wlll have ah

/
_ humanistlc pupll montrol ideology.--
: J _ &) L

Hypothesls Three was Fubjecteﬂ to analysls by!enploying a -

- [Pearson product-moment corre}ation coefflcient and a t-test for the

Wi

'f;"?\difference between the mean7 on .. PCI scores of principals who prefer“'

o

. Aﬁefg
. w ! : T ‘u ',.'

f‘ anglysis of the data using a t test is presented Fn

4 e

_/,r -,

mean on the Theory X-Y Scale. The 16 prlnclpals uho scored above‘h

'staffs of custodial prfnoioals_wer%rnot'more custodialrthan,the staffs

the mean (32{58) were defined as Theory X pglncipals while-those o

below the mean were defined as Theory ngrfnclpa!s.-
&

S 4 . o . B2 A s

PEA SN . *

o ) ' - - ‘ Falld ~ PR - o ..M
'.m. : E L e oL .
-a ik e - . . e i e s - LA

‘l ..
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IR ;TABLE 4.5
.'.‘,,_" " : . - .
. A COHPARISON OF MEAN PCt SCORES FOR THEORY X
Anu'tusoav Y PRINCIPALS E "

o

“!; . Mean PGl Score St. Dev. F
P Y , .

. X-Y Orlentatlon ,;
O Prlnclpals N Rt 8577, “_,8.3159'
13 a3 - 980t .

‘Y' Brlncipal§ 

-

.i::’"“" C

‘Pooled Variance. Es‘ "l makt.‘e U §
. . T e - . “; ‘

.
p = .O‘i (one ta led)




!

 The results ln Table 4.5 show that the mean PCI scores were
, slgnlflcant at the $‘< .05 level. Given the results of these tests,
the Null Hyp“ubsls was rejected. As prec ted a posltlve correlatlon :
1exlsted between the Theory X-Y orlentatlon of prlnclpals and thelr PCI
‘l‘orlentatlon. Theory X prlnclpals tended to be custodlal and Theory Y

principals tended to be’ humanistic ln’thelr,pUpll control orientations.
Hyromsé-rs FOUR

- Hhbe Teachers ln schools where the prlnclpals have Theory X

1 orlentatlons to qGran nature will have custodial pupll
«<ontrol ldeologles?» Teachers in schools where the
"J prlnclpals hold Theory Y orlentatlons toward human nature
.AC wlll have humanlstlc puplI control ldeologles
;; . . ;

ln order to determlne whether there was a relatigg!hlp between

prlnclpals' Theory X-Y orlentatlons and thelr staffs pupll control 'E,}ﬁfﬂ A
. Vw‘ T
Y

orlentatlons, a Pearson prdduct-moment correlatlon coefflclentagss
computed Hk predlcted that the correlation would be npsltlve and
slgnlflcant. - ”C ;_ ,‘.;i - R _’;A‘{ T';V, R R

Table h S reports that the Pearson correlatlon coeffnclent

between prlnclpals' X-Y Orkentatlons and thelr staffs' PCL/Was .42

i
The Pearson r was signlflcant at the .Ol level wlthln the acceptable

P
S~

'P<.05 leve] C T : . .

ln addltlon, a tftest was employed to determlne if there was

\

- a slgnlflcant dlfference Th the staffs mean PCI scores, dlvlded
)

:f,r"ﬁﬂnto two groups on the baslb_of thelr prlnclpals' Theory x-v scores.

'l'he l6 prlnclpals who soored"
o ;r~nmﬁ~"



i TABLE 4.6

PEARSON PRODUCT*HOLENT CORRELATION COEF%ICIENT

BETVEEN PRINCIPALS' X-Y SCORES AND

THEIR syAFfs' MEAN PCI scoass
Measures N Pearson Correlation - p (one tailed) . . ..
o ' R N ‘ - o
Principals' X-¥ . 29 o.k2 | e ¥
‘Staffs' PCI 29 P L - »
Scale were considered to be Theory X prlncipals. The l3 prlncipals who
scored below the mean on the Theory X=-Y Scale made up the group “of
. Theory Y”prlnclpals. : ‘
TABLE 4.7
] s -
A COHP@R]SON OF STAFFS' MEAN PCI SCORES -
_FOR THEORY X AND THEORY Y PRINCIPALS =
: X-Y Orlentatlon N Staffs Mean PCI Score - St. Dev. F
e Principals 16 B 48,22 5831 16y
<;_'v' Prlnelpals '5» B w2 .80 |
| ‘ S RV ' o
;Pooled Varlance Estllnate Lo '
df t ; .
A\ S

P = .0k (two tailed) S . =
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Table .7 reports the results of the analysls of H4 using a -
t-test. The: computed 't* of 1.77 was’ slgnffleen& at’ the p’ < .05, ; o
level. Slnce both analyses of H‘l resulted in statlstlcally slgnlfl- :
cant results (p< .05), the Null Hypothesls was rejected. For these .

educators, there was a relatlonshlp between the prlnclpals' Theory

XY orlentatlons and . thelr staffs! pupll cont*WO;lbgntatlons

Teachers whose prlnclpals held Theory X assumptlons, were slgnlflcant-

ly more custodial than teachers whose. prlnclpals held Theory Y.
assumptlons. Teachers, whose prlnclpals held Theory Y assumptlc:ns, :

were sl_gnlflcantly more humanlstlc than teac_hers whose p:‘lnclpals held

- Theory X assumptions.

g - A ‘;HYPOTHESIS FIVE

IlS: Teachers. who have been with thelr prlnclpals for two
" or more years, wlll tend toward thelr prlnclpals pupll‘ o

control orlentatlon

To e&ahlne the, relatloushlp between teachers' length of servlce '

wlth thelr prlzc,lpals and staff ,PCI a Pearson product-moment cor-

&
relatlon coef?lctgnt vas computed To be lncluded‘ in thls analysls, ;

teachers had to l‘p‘\ate tﬁat *th&y hd been wlth thelr present

’prlnclpal for 2 ?rm years Oz*tbe 3]9 te_achers ln the 31 schools '

!\-y &

j‘227 teachers “( ﬁ.ix) responded that tbey had be'ef'h wlth the same
'pr".clpal in thelr pr%sent school fol{&@npre ,years.f. when the

*

' crlterlwz or m&re years of teachlng"experlence wl th thelr present o
. L) o
-prlnclpal was used two schools had to be Med from the analysls

becaus,.g.ll of the teachers reported they were ln thelr fl st year of




f

N “60,:

’teachlng wlth thelr present prlnclpal. ‘Schools°07 and 31 had to be

ellmlnated Thusathere were 27 prlncipals and 27 staffs in the

analysls.

| 'TAB_LE 4.8
PEARSON Pnooucr-nonem CORRELATION coerrtcnem BETWEEN PRINCIPALS'
(  PCI SCORES'AND sm-'rs' MEAN PCI SCORES (TEACHERS WITH 2 OR

HORE YEARS OF ASSOCIATION VITH THEIR PRESENT“PRINCIPAL)

ﬂeasures I “'-ﬂ_ ~ Pearson Correlatfonv'-: .p’ (one tailed)
Principals' Pot - 27 007 0

Staffs' Pcl 27 L ‘& B

% . . .
o W
P
0 .

Table h 8 reports the resul}s of the analysis of HS using a

iPearson correlation. Slnce the Pearson correlatlon was not slgnlfl-

, cant (p < .05), the Null Hypothesis was accepted For these educators, T

.‘Vthere was no systematic relationship between the pupil control

o orlentatlons af .the prlncipals and the pupil control orientations

Ay

~;?;of the teachers who had been wlth them for 2 or more years..

uyleomssls;”s.m . o

ot
ﬂ‘i -

. H6 Teachers In large elemensalxschools will be more

custodiel than their col}eagues ln small elementary ;



';1the staffs' nq'n.PCl scores was'slgnrijcant.

s

Small schools were arbltrarlly deslgnated as those wlth fewer

than the mean number of teachers. The 31 schools-had h20 teachers

' for a meantslze of staff of 13.5. Therefore; the 18 schools with 14

or more teachers combosedithe group of large schools. The student

populations of these-large schools.ranged from 315 to'SkO. fThe 13
schools with 13 or fewer teachers‘were'deslgnated as the small schools.‘

-’.jThe student populatlons ln the small schools ranged from l20 to 300.

&
Even though #$ had not been predetermlned all of the schools would

bave been slmllarly d;;lgnated 1 f student populatlon had been the

crlterlon used LargeAschools could ha"idescrlbed those wlth pup]l

;populatlons ln excess of 300 puplls, small schools could?haVe been

- those wlth less than 300 puplls

To tpst for a: relatlonshlp between school slze and staff PCl,

a Pearson product-moment correlatlon coefflclent between the. number
- oof teachers in the schools and the staffs mean PCl score was computed.
: For thls analysls, all 3l staffs' mean PCI scores were used Thus,,

'the scores of the prlnclpals who adminlstered 2 schools were used ‘

# S L.

__"'twlce..- - ;*f,-;, e T R

v b . . . . . . ‘ ' # .
o The results of the Pearson correlatlon (r = .50) are report 63"4

ln Table h 9.; The Pearson r was | slgnlflcant at the p <.05 level
A t-test uas also computed to determlne lf the differencé ln

)

Table h lo reports the results of the second te§t for H6.

Ticnmputed 't' of 1. 88 was slgnlflcant at the p'<..05 level. Slnce both :
_'Tthe Pearson o andmthe computed 't' were slgnlflcant (p'<. 05), the .
' ;;Null Hypothesls wes rejected For these educatoss, the size of school

did lnfluence the pupll control orlentatlbns of the staffs.'.L‘*

«"‘.‘ N h : R N S - . .



. TABLE a9

L4

PE‘ON PRODUCT-—HOHENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENT

BETVEEN S1Z2E OF"*SCHOOL AND STAFF PCI

L A

7Y

Heasures R N Pearson Correlation
—=asures .= . —==I50n Lorre

Size of School 31 - - 0.50
Ustaffstecl, o3

p (one tailed) ~
< talied)
002

R ;?nsLs’h.lo ,

FOR LARGE AND SMALL scﬂdﬁts

| A CNPARISON OF STAFFS' MEAN PCI 'SCORES .

Cw
X

T ,Slzé‘of»Schooi A N :Staffs"nean‘Pé}tSCOre“

PR
S

Large ":_l8vtﬂ_ _7?§?"h7;95=
small- g3 I Y%
As?poled.Varléncé Estimates

29 .88

St._Dév;

3793 B

. 5.51

Im I

1.90

RIS
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DISCUSSION

.f- The theoretlcal framework which formed the basss of this study
’fappeared to be. accurate in relation to some of the hypotheses. Uillower,
']»;Eldell and Hoy "hypothesized that those directly responsible for the
A {icontrol of unselected cllents would be more custodial in their control

r:ideology than thos less dnrectly responsible for client control*
(1973:6). These researchers proposed that, since teachers were in more -
"dlrect contact ‘with pupils, they would be more control-orvented. This e
‘hypothesns suggested that the position in the organnzation was
”lmportant in determining the control orlentation of the educator.
vThere has been no report of an investlgatton lnto the control ldeologaes
of teachers who are promoted to the posntlon of prnncnpal Were the ’
prlnclpalsi\osen because of their more humanlstlc orlentatlons‘l Did
the control orientations of prlncnpals change after they assumed the
posltion? 1t was also possi&}e that- teachers who were more custodial
in tbelr PCI went to teach at the junior or senior hlgh level because
ff& ey could control students ln thns study. ut .was found- that prnncn-
»pals were signlflcantly more humanlstoc than teachers. Because of
'ahls posntlon Lt was proposed that princtpals pupll control ldeologles :
"could influence thelr staffs pupnl control orlentatlons. This. was
'found to be an unsupported proposntlon' there was no sngnrficant |
.correlatlon between the pupll control ldeologles of prcncapals and :
,thelr staffs.i As a magier of fact, ‘the staffs of custodnal prlnclpalsf
|soored slight}y lower (more humanistic) than the staffs of humannstnc

’ 'i‘{prlnClpals.’ Thls dlfference between pr:ncupals and staffs pupll

- esnntrol orlentatlons may cause confllct between prlncspals and
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teachers over how pupils should be controlled ’ NillONer, Eidell and
Hoy suggest that .the organuzational structure and task of the public
| school operates to reduce overt confllct and to increase personal
tension for. certain indivuduals" (l973 :32). i It would be lukely that
those teachers, who were cons:derably opposed to the principal'
orientation to pupnl control ‘would eventually transfer out of the
school The results of ﬁ&potheses Dne and Two lndicated that the
position of the |ndlvndual in the organlzatIOnal structure of the ;ipi;f

‘

~ “ school influenced ‘the PCl of the educator but prrncnpals and teacherS'
’ in the same school were not |n agreement wnth pupul control ideology. f;g
Significant results were qptained when the research hypotheses;jr -

- dealing uith Theory X-Y orientations were subJected to appropriate R

' tests. lt was proposed that prnncipals who had’Theory x assumptions

. about human nature Nould have a custodlal pupil control 1deology.
v;;incipals, who assumed that peopie were b!gically lazy and must be
. coerced to get to. uork also felt that puplls should be closely
-f:;ntrolled because ‘they uere basically nrresponsnble and incapable

of self-discipline.- ‘The staffs of the Theory X prnncnpals were also
custodlal in their pupil control ornentation. lf prnncupals belleved'
that hunan beings were basically lazy and irresp‘hslble, it was llkely”
'that they uould treat their staffs ina highly dlrectave manner. Thisi
treatnent may have influenced their staffs to belieVe their pup:ls

Even though custodnal

. should be.treated ina custod

B principals were not found to. systematically assoc:ated mtlﬁ

D

'custodial staffs, principals uho believed that thelr staffs had- tdﬂge_

| ciosely supervcsed had custodial staffs._ lt uas also proposed that o
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--principals who had Theory i Lssumptions about human nature would have,

humanlstic pupil ‘control |deoiogy. Principals, who assumed that
‘human beings did»not-inherentiy disiike work and could exercise self-
direction,'aiso agreed that pupils could be selfrdisciblining, ‘Thelﬁ
ssaffs of the Theory Y principals were also humanlstic. Princspais J
who beiieVed that subordinates could exercnse self dlrectnon were

less likely to treat. thenr staffs In a hlghly directive manner ' This

treatment may have |nfluenced the staffs of Theory Y prnncipals to

belipve their pupils shouid“e treated in a more humanistoc manner.
The Theory x-v assumptions of the princlpais were a better predtctor t

of the pupil c0ntroi orientations of thelr staffs than thelr pupli

Prr
e m L]

. )
SR

control ldeoiogues. 3?.

RS . :gsk_

:ideologies would be.; Iheﬂpupii controi ideoIOgles of the princlpais
wege pnevnousiy found to be poor prednctors of the pupii controi

orientations of thelr staffs. Even when the-new (new here meant

[

',the teachers had ‘been with theur pr:ncnpals less than 2 years) teachers :

~

were - ellmlnated _there uas no. signlficant relatioushnp between the Pcr

"lof the prlnclpais and the PCI of their staffs.

_ The size of the schooi was a good predlctor of the PCI of the

”staff Teachers were . more likely to knou most of the pupils and hence

v

uouid feei less threatened ln the smailef schoois. This flnding

..

| -— t
: supported the study conducted by Hiilrams (39727‘*‘~ .4~ o
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e

This chapter reported fandlngs pertaining to the sux hypotheses

which were originally posited.- The prevlous finding that elementary

: principais were more humanistic than elementary teachers was confirmed

A principal's Theory X Y orlentatlon was a good predictor of his own

PCI. score as well as the mean PCI score of . his staff A pranclpal's

PCI score was not a good predactor of his staff's mean PCl score

: Even when the teachers who were only-spending theur first year with

‘ their pruncspals were excluded the prnncipal's PCI did not correlate

.bsignlficantly with the pupil control ideology of hlS staff School

R
h JV
ot

'size was related to the staff's PCI score, teachers in large schools

LT

‘were significantly ‘more custodial than teachers in small schools.

ln conclusion, the hypothesized flndlngs that were found to

__be significant were:

Tbachers in elementary schools were more custodnal ‘than

.princnpals in elementary schools. f .“. L ,;i __f

’ 2 Principals who had Theory X assumptions about humanlnature h‘

”‘uere morqwcus§odnal than princlpals who had Theory Y assumptlons.-" |

{inature had custodial staffs. Principals who had Theory Y assumptlons

'1"fabout human nature had humanisttc staffs..l

V*cf}teachers more than 300 puplls) uere more custodi

B 34 Prancipals wha ‘had Theory X assumptions about human

-/

: h Teachers in iarge eiementary schools (with lh ) moreA

than teacherslnn:




DR .. . Chapter 5

FURTHER ANALYSIS OF DATA -

¢ A ‘ B ) ‘ . |

The analysis of the data related to the six research hypotheses
[ 4

. wWas presented in Chapter b, This" chapter presents furthgr examinatlon
-of the dependent variable (staff PCI) * Thé results of a regressuon
‘analysis on the dependent variable are presented. In addition, the

Wl

iinfluenee'of cgrtain personal and organizational variables was examlned

'and the' r

bs of these tests are reported
T C e e g R

-AFURTHER ANALYS[S‘O? STAFF PCI

.h '
K

The dependent variable in this study (staff PCI) was further
thehamined to determine whicH of the four independent varnables'was the-
best predictor of staff PCl For this, analysis, the mean. PCI scores
: of the teachrng staffs of each school were used The four nrediCtor
.ihmvariables were., prtncipals' PCl scores (PRINPCI) principals Theory
'idX-Y scores (PRlNXY), number of teachers on staff (NOFSTAFP) and the .
vdd‘PCl scores of the teachers who had been with their princupal two or
rf;'€¢- more. years (EXPERPCI) The PCI scores of the prlncipals in charge of .
Sffi; two schools were |ncluded twtce for this multiple correlatnon analysus;_}

Table 5 1 repBrts the results of the multiple correlatgon 1

.:'ffufts.g As can be seen in the table, the number of . staff was® the '~:l;'.§’“

N besf'correiate-with staff PCla‘ Twenty-fove per. cent of fhe variance

.;f In the staff PCI scores wés attributable to the‘number of staff Aéy
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TABLE 5.1.
. SIMPLE AND MULTIPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FB;k _STAFF PCI

N ? el |

"y . w N | A

y
re

Slmple Correlatlon Coefflclents ':,- ';'.3‘
"

“'PRluﬂP‘Cl .PRINXY 3 NOFSTAFF EXPERPCI'l STAFFM

g

R )

PRINPCI o, ooo 0,560 i =0.1727 T -o _"h'? S0.15)
68 0.378

" PRINXY (c, S ood e0), 0§5
0.502 o

'norsTArr, o | 1,000

s EXPERPC) T 1.000 - “0.398

';STAFFPCI o | o © 1.000

. v - . .
L6 S - - o . -

Hultlple Correlatlon Coefflcents ,

[

Varlable- LMultlpleR " R.. Square RSQCh nge - s:w r
Morsmrr% .50 28 - i i 50 .

PRINXY 8 e el s

- further seventeen per cent of 'the varlance was, aecounted for by the A

l_._

', o ver,!ancem :“,n, ’ﬂve) staff PC l v




,M 4

R s TMWES.2 ..k

. : ¢.df Sum of Squares ad vara - C
" Regréssion - T "‘6'1— WTER 9. 78'0 ‘ o

: M ! ple R R Square Adjusted R Square o 'Stag‘dér%&rro‘r'“"."' o
. 38" - 0_52]_35 0 3§03F - T3 3 — L ﬁ lv"‘v,
. . CIE

'_'.&al‘/sls of Varlan&- K SRR S DR ) ’vvj.‘- 3

“»’367. g lnz T _.-.1061 , .
”Avmabne enteredon step 3: EXPERPCI PSS et

Multiple R R Souaf‘c © Adjusted RSq'uare 'St dard frm’ -
'_"o".'ss‘ B : v 5‘5 ‘

.. 69

gy o ,~".'a—‘,1_» o . A : L N
s, .0« . REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF STAFF PC) - I L

\ .
. PURE . . . oo . . . . [T T
e " . ' . g ' ' T . o . R .
o v . ‘ . - R ;o 4
v o . . ’ . i .- . : Lo o

- ‘ T ‘ — _
Variable entered on step 1: NOFSTAFF - o

% .
Multiple R .. R Square __iusted R-Square Standard Error
225 - 0.25226 SR 22908 ' . ~5.§3 7 .

Analysls of Variance T

Residual ~ . 29  “~532.86668 . .- . o183 W , AP
‘B BETA S.tandard Error of B " Constapt * - e - L
4370 TBoz T IRLEEL AN = 'ﬁﬁ?gfg*gy ‘ ‘%-7- , IR

Varlable entered on: step 2:,. PRINXY , C Lk

X 1 L B R
B »

‘ o df Sdm of Squares ¢ ¥oan Square:, A A T o

Regraés_i_on R T 36051330 . TY50.¥%% 85 ', 8.203 . L

Resigual . Pz_ - h12, 12299 L 7!868 oY Lt e
B - BETA Standard Ervor of & D TR L :

Analyslsff Vartance.

— s _d_f_ T Sum of S uares Hnlm Squar.e " ‘-_F‘ B RS .
.. Regression’ . T3 """3 dg"‘z'oz's!" +193.06753, . 0.882

'-"f_‘:".ol‘? ’ ‘Tz‘é‘

. Residual- -~

:‘Vartable entered on step k .
‘__Multl te R‘

. jf-‘Regress ldn
“Res ldual

o K372 -;--:4~ 14.94199 R
B BE-.TA T Standard Er‘ror af B Cg;s—t;gt - . 1 -: \:\4

R°S§;ar§ -

- Analysis of Varlance. L,
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‘“‘ Twe 52 i contelns th&esults of the regresslon enalysls _
l&tor of steff PCI was fhe number of

EA TR .
: dther predlctor to meke a slgnlflcant S

T
L

of steff Pcl& iv'[he b"est _p'v d

teachers ln 5!0 ,school. 1
(p <...05) *tﬂbﬁt‘loh to thepdependent vrrieble was the prlnclpals'

.\}‘

- Theory X-Y ortente‘y%rm the multiple correlatlon analysls m‘a the

-

regresslon analysts, erlables emerged es gooa,,p?edlctors of staff .

v pupll control ldeo]ogy." 'I’he lnflueq‘ce of thﬁnumbervof tepchers aﬁd
T

) the prlnclpals.gThe‘?ry X-Y oﬁentvaﬂons an sttff PCl- l""__'
‘x '

R & .,
g -

. support to. lﬁpotheses 'I i%d 6 % Y -g
‘ oo : ,'.\, LA

e o
o Tt T PsksouALvnl@aLis Ano Pq; e«Q

. el e - ) ) s - e
AT A g e ",,‘ ﬁ«‘ N
Y ¢ ..

k -' } ?‘, fhe *or]w'ng n\mtlgetions of the ln'flugnee of personafl

"'_w.' var'lables an steff PCI the totel nunber of teachers waﬁ used Unless
otherwlseistated the N of‘ t.eachers 'for the i
o ) g ‘.’ .. o ) . .‘_"":’

e . ; » e S
v . ‘Sex. ’ : ’
s ,,?_ :

N

\ . b oo o . o LR
E 'Jl ) v)‘

Hel’ (1971‘3 M) réporged that sex and pup“ ct)ntrol tdeolagy
were slgnlflcantly releted.': Wllower, Eldell and Hoy (1973 30) anso

RS tndlcated thet "the _most substanttal dlfference in the pu‘bll cont.rol

&

: ' ‘ldeology of male an& female educators occurred when alt male teachers R .

‘ ‘-,:., .
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were only elementary teachers so ihe lntervenlng varlable that was

a ' clte¢ cou’ﬂl not affect the resutti. L e e

e

t

e Ce RN ,-.3, R T R
'. o A . A ., [ ) : T . . : . . ' .
G - R o v A" ' >. PR *
R “sex anp. ms:;}. CONTRbL' osolﬁv IR
G a

-..,:‘4- : Lo - ' PR .;’

Sex _’_‘_%\ , Hean PI:l Score s
. “ﬂle 69* “ﬁs 36 Ty
: lee ’1!4 2’3 ‘06 77 o

.Au - * .
T - 5 R ¢
L4 ) ! B Y R
- FECIN :‘: E .
s

POOl»ed Vertanggmg% : C e

S e T e
- . :" - v 9*“ ){‘3‘5 ". ¢
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,’._L., . s St e '-., e 3 o oLl
R NS

e T

§2 teachecs dld’ hot respond* to thrs questton

.l@&ﬁo tehed) A v S

e

-"“Table 5 3 reﬁorts th& results of the t-test fcr the dtffﬁfences
L

“between ,the mean Pcl scores for male and &u\ale teachers. ” ~The computed




Holmrth (l’(i) reported ‘that all tbe teaiher‘: who- were 50

o e
yeers of ege lnd older hld custodlel orlentatlons (scbred Sbove the

"-.; A *.

medlan on the ICI Form) and greater percentages of humanistlcally
L o
orlented toachers were In the 20-29 age group An attempt was made to

';?.‘; cﬁeck Holzwarth's f]nﬁngs. ._g - o R

A :Aéﬁmru?i u’»,_cs?m?itjﬁ“!3‘?0106*1» |

: ,' Ne Hoan lil Score “'st-;.. Dev, -~ F- .

25 years Q‘hd ies;!” e : h8 hs . 10. 17 NS 1 I
26 yeers end mg'iA iy _' »- "5 “5 e " "‘ "“




Table 5. h reports the results of the analysls uslng a t-test.

In both lnstences the cowuted t-ratlos were not slgniflcant at the _
p< OS level The chi square assoclated w!th the cross-tabulatlon of .
| . age end PCl score wes.926 81 wlth a slgniflcance level of p= .37. For

5. 4
the preseng g.tudy. '

wre w&s no slgnlflceht relatlons*hlp between the

L8}

age of the temche

Educa i DR o

d thelr pupll control ‘deologles.

Vlllower. emn and I-loy ’(1973 32) concluded that as the -
amoggt %ﬁ, fﬁft!m of elementary teachers An ed c%todiansm In
. pupll s "'!deology decreaeed Thig\ﬂnﬂdj was c‘hecked. Even . )
o though acaduui¢ backg.fOund’.was qh o*ﬂ\a! vﬁeblé a Pearson cor-

-'re'lat“lbn coefﬂclent Bemeeryeducetion ana PCl\was%nmpu&d Thls.
L _f'coefﬂcleuf'wls lnterpreted cahtlodsly as Nle et al., (1975 276V,hav* L

::fi';':“°t°d‘- L e

ST Sevenl sochl sctence npthodolog,»lsts e
SLieelvargue ‘het the Pearson correlation coefficents . B
St m (and othg rostatistlcs orlglnalty designed: for .0 L

R 1$Vel variables) may be.used-even .If:" R L
T tbmdete datisfy only the essumpttons of - prdjnal- ',;- S o
e ie\ml medsmement. _ Since such-a _usage 15 ni g: '\),, Co T
'_E BN W Vstlmderd procedure Cusers hourd :puuye it S SO ’




o ' -
oowuted The slgnlflcance of the chl square ‘was. O 57 For the present
V .

study. ther‘e was no concluslve evhfen“ to suggest that a ,i;elatlonshlp

‘ exlsted between the amount of educatlon and the teachers' pupil control

+
- . ldeoIOQy. S ' LT e Ry g
Experlence Sl L

.\ . . . -< ,q:“ v . R
) 5

A nunber of researchers have examlnd‘a the eff,ect of expertence

on teachers'~pupll control uﬁlogles. qu (196ﬁ f’ound tbat ﬁeachers

. 1‘# o Rcid

became slgnl'i‘feantlyﬁore custodla! as theygmoved from 9tudent teach-

rs

1
Ris

lng tnto full-tlme teachlng in the -classﬁoom Nlllower, Eldell and Hoy

oy @
(l969) mpﬁred teachers vﬂth flve q er years teachlng experlence

' «wlth those having more than flve’*‘}ea

a\

' of experlen g found” that

.V

teachers wlt.h more experlence were slgnlflcantly mor': cﬂsmdlal
Helsel (197la) confirmed that there was a significant correlatlon k
. D v Yy : ‘l 1 . 4 '
ro between teachlng experlence and custodiahsm. To test for a.

Y, N 4

slmll,ar trend the mean PCI score of teachers wi’th five or fewer years A

N

of experlence was compared wlth th/‘lnean PCI score of teachers wlth o >
more than flve years of Experlence."; SR

Table S 5 reports the results of the analysls uslng a t- test.

',;; The coupuged ’t' was net‘slgnlflcant (P“ -05)» the Nul‘l ypothesis

that‘-there was n“lfference in the two means was accepted' These - 2

<

_-: i‘_..reSIin)'gs; wire certa‘lnly t':simllar to"“"those rep(wted by prevlous
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Preference to Renhm Teacher - | SR %

3

'v% In addltlon to supplying °personal data, the teachers were

. ‘requested to glve personal p‘"t'eferences. One of Wye ereferentlal items
, . ./

. was “Your preference to remaln a full t,ime teacher in publlé educatit

rd

; i ‘5 Vef“l weak 1 .2 3 1&' 5 6 very strong. : Prevlon.1s research

) studles had shown that pupll cop rol was a concern in public schools. _

e

" 'Those”_ respondents who:indicated I 2 or: 3 formed the -




: good predlctors of thelr pupi’l control orientations. N K

p= ;sgf.f(;twd, -t‘a,tfl.éd)

The colnputed t.' reported !n Table 5. 6 was - not significa‘nt

;U

(P < .05) There was no slgnlﬂcant dlfference in e mean PCI scores

P '(Ut‘

The teachers' preferenc%ftp remain in the teaching force were . not

,' Preference to- Become ah Administrator

.-'_A

Another ltem in the ques\tlonnaire asked the teachers to record
m» ..

T e r,,,,o,,£e of l lndicated a yery weak preference and _a "esponse °f 6

.:.‘preference. . The slx-polnt s .' le was halved and

for teachers who showed -strong or. weak. preferences tq,,; Qmain teachers. -

s -
B

L
B 'rABLE,s;s* T e T
‘ ] ‘W- i ’ ) ‘ &
Pnsrsasuu To aemm A TEACHER AND
PUPIL coammt. IDEOLOGY L .
;. T L ! ﬂ&»} -
Prefefence .~ N = Mean PCI Score' ~Standar.d Deviat'l'on' - F _
Strong . 240 . hz T aes o 13s
Weak . 79 . w82 ri‘n \
' & Pooled Variance Esfimate:
. . . . N . . . ‘ . ) .j
"'-, : ‘:'.:'.') M . . - i-’- Q \- B
. . =1 2R
e ] N B ’

o on a slx-point scale their preference to become an admlnistrator. Again



TABLE 5.7
. _ o . : - vf -
" PREFERENCE.TO BECOME AN ADMINISTRATOR -
Y " .. AND PUPIL CONTROL ‘tDEOLOGY

- .

. Preference ~ N Mean PCI Score« " . Standard Deviation

Stmg,, n ;, h7 55 o 22 1.0

Im

. Pmleddamance Estlmate' SO e T T PR :
e - E LR S A

( N

l_p-L.'alfAﬂ(mq’t’”a‘iféq)j T R AT R
oo . '. ¢,  ‘ The results of the analysis are” reportad ln T)Me 5 7 The

computed *t' was not slgnlficant (p< 05), the Null Hypothesis was _

accepted l-‘ar this stydy, it uas aPParent that teachers' aspirations

(XN

toT;ecome admlnistrators !n education did" not inﬂuence their pupil

_ control orientatlon.n CA . T SR o
SRR .ORGA:NIZ_ATIN_IAL_S'VARIAQLE_»S_AND POL

\ - . DR et
: . e .

The relationstiip between four organizatlonat Variabﬁes and

teachers' pup! I contl‘ol )

"deologles was also axamlned Unless other,

‘ii'.‘ d
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' Grade Level

'dents and thelr pupll control ldeologles, mention was made of a posslhle
kntervenlng erable. Slnce nost of the male teachers ‘were ln the
1 upper grade levels of the elementary schools, the effect of the grade '
: _Ievel on pupkl control orientat!ons was lnvestlgated The 187 teachers
~ who taught grades '! to 7 or were llbrariahs and remedlal teachers ‘

couprised the "’ one arbltrarily defined group of teachers. 'Fhe rematn- -

»
'used to measure the slgr\mlficanﬁe of the ~di

: scorewf the two groups.
o s
""“’“E"EL "y PUPlvAlll-_;‘;O_hThdlA.?jl'!iE‘o,L.-‘fi_;Y o
| Brade Level ' | ’! L‘ejn ‘ﬁét"‘iséare" ,

‘e

e Kl marten to S e LT " e
e 335% 3 '32 '-5 83 966 g T

crades*k to 7

S L . g - s e g
LT - . - . . o
)
.

o

Hhen exan!nlng the l‘elatlonshlp betﬁeen ther sex® of the respon-

f

lng l32 teachers taught klndergarten and g;jes l to 3. ”:t"-t‘es't;rcas[ S
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Ny Because the conputed "t! was. slgnlflcaqt » <:.os) the Null
Hypothesis that there was no statlstlcally slgnlflcant difference : | '
._, between the @ means was rejected. . The teachets in the primary!.
| e gnades (klndergarten to grade 3) were’ slgnlflcantly mre“hunnlstlc
tﬂan the teachers who taught grades h to 7 or were llbrarlans‘lnd

X runedlal teachers. A Pearson correlatlon coefflclent wds ﬂso co&puted

: teachers. \>Pearson r (r = .ll) indicated 2 posltlve cof g
- between the two varlahles. SO ‘ |

E The sllbtly greater mean for the“

-vﬂously reported could have resulted froh Qhe fact that most\,ov J
L n#le teac‘hers werea ln the upper grades dnd the teachers in the z_._‘ _
mer grade levels ﬁe?'e mq'e custodlal than the teachers ln the lower N

grade levels._ Vlllouér, Eldell and noy (1973 7) had hypotheSlzed ;ha:myl

e k
s older students mld pose a greater percelved threat for teachg’s. \ \

ST

These reséarchers found that secondary ”achers were more custodlal . .

,‘ v than elementary teachers. . ln the present study, teachers l@l‘; o ‘
.' ‘ EEE R
upper levels of the elementary schools were sl,gnlflcantly more S

i »

%todlal than the teachers ln tl)e 'pnmary grades.

. J . . . VEEE ‘ . N ) C i AR
h‘g Stm ASSL&" . .. ‘ ..- “' _ L .i.‘.f: . g ) ; | - ,»‘ .‘.;, " = T ‘ ..'yv‘ Lo
‘ ) s e AT SR P .

. "‘:.I' M

* ’l’he fol loulng lnvestlgatl’on u's of an. exploratory nature. : Each

::’~;~, of the teachers lndlcated which' of:t . fo‘loulng responses best -

.

s &,scrlbed'thelr staffl-ng asslgnment- \ /’ ;
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”-To dat’ennlne iIf tharé was‘ _l»ffe‘r'ence'."in pup‘ll‘control' l‘aenl'og'l.és .

between teachers who were in a one teacher-;:ne class situat!on and N
C p

.

ﬂ\ose who used- a team approach (several teachers wlth several classesf
a t-test for the difference between mean scqres was used The responses

were d[chotomlzed by krouplng responses 1, 2 and 3, t,..," O ‘-,'" f

“;' . '”,:‘.‘ T”LES.B T ) o

. R . .
RN . R . . . . H . N e
X N : e e . . I Do oot 4 st
[ . . B ! . R : ) Ly . T =
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*gfflng Pattern . ,:‘&,-,___ J‘Iean PCI Score*:,; St.. Dev. EY

Traditlonal S éoz;;f 47 “w Cl lo 8 Mg

. i X .

3ff Taaﬁ<7z‘ : }‘_ o fjf17“;,v ‘--,ho.os, D i ¥ 12 'f‘”.f .

Pooled Vartance Estimate SRR ff'i;f.'f#;g j“i_iyu"a ,*av‘,];j., o

TR

) :o X : :‘ﬁ/“ ' S R
Table 5 9 reports the results of the t-test. Th "‘lun Hypothe-f

""no'lstatlsticat’ly slrgnlﬂcant difference between the
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A dichotomous varlable was constructed by Q[‘ping the responses l 2 ‘
and 3’, 1}‘ A t-t;st was

T
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Students' Socloeconumlc Status

. Gossen (1969) found that the mean PCl _score of elementary
teachers ln low socloeconomlc status schools was slgnlflcantly hlgherf
(more custodlal) than the mean scores of elementary teachers in the
mlddle and hlgh socloeconomlc status schools. Uslng a sample of hlgh
school teachers, Andrews (1973) found ‘a significant posltlve cor-
relatlon Between hlgh socloeconomlc status andga humanlstlc pupll
control Ideology. ln the present study, the te%chers were asked to
lndlcate thelr students' soéloeconomlc status by respondlng to the -

}
followlng ltem. The students you teach are best descrlbed as:

‘l 14' All chlldren of professlonal and whlte collar workers._
2. ;Mostly chlldren of- professlonal and whlte collar workers.
.3f. Chlldren from a general cross-sectlon ‘of workers.

b, Mostly chlldren of factory and other blue collar workers.
5. AN chlldren of factor and other blue collar workers. |

6. Chlldren of rural famllles. 3

. o
b

r.Froh\theuresponses ér‘the teachers, thefsocloeconomlc status of thei
‘ parents was lnferred. It was prevlously reported ln Chapter 3 that
‘ there was a great deal of agreement among the teachers and the prlnclpals

as to the occupatlons of the parents of the students.' Responses 1 and 2
' were grouped together and labelled hlgh sqcloeconomlc status' ‘responses

4 and S were grouped and Iabelled*low socloeconomlc status. A t test

for the dlfference between the mean PCl scores for teachers of the two

3

grouns was performed. | N fl¥\‘,fff “f'fl
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' TABtE 5.0
STUDENT SOCIOECONOHIC STATUS AND
2 PUPIU GO“TROL IDEOLOGY ‘
- v .,‘ ‘
Socloeconomlc Status ‘N Hean PCI- Score . St. Dev. F
"\ & - ‘. “ ! !
High gt bh29 ooz s
Low Ut 66T he.sB 10.50
‘ Popléd Variance Estlmatera"f j s L
et -
S v : _ -
R , e |

The N was drastlcelly reduced because many ?f fﬁ”respondents chose ~

response 3.

p ==‘.Ol (two talled)

The results of the analysls wlth a t-test -are reported In

Table 5.11.
‘-(p~< 05), the Null Hypot

sqcloeconomlc status sch

Because the computed t-ratlo (2 53) was slgnlflcant

‘ls was rejected Teachers ln the low

s were slgnlflcantly -ore custodlal than

thelr colleagues ln hlgh socloeconomic scﬁools. These flndlngs

'A‘rews (19731

”conflrmed the prevlous research studles reported by Gossen (1969) and o

[
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Further conflrmetlon for Nypotheses Four and Slx wes presenteq

| ;lh thls chapter. Hypbthesls FouH predletéd that teechers ln schools

"uhose prtncipe!s had - n Theory‘x orlentetlon would tend toward a

R 4

o cua;odlol PCI end that teachers ln schools‘whose principals had a
. ‘l'heory Torlentatlon npuld tend towerd a huulenlstlc PCl. ln HYPOthesls '

\“Slx lt wes proposed fhlt teachers !n large elementary schools would be

2
ndy l

(:gqore custodlel then teechers in sma!l elementary schoolé when the

deoendent verlable (#teff Rﬁl) ues subjected to a multlple correlatlbn .wk "
.;fonalysls. the ;Ize.bf the steff emerged with the h!ghest multiple |

, ‘correlaﬁlon coefficlent and accounted for the lergest amount of

. ‘7'varlence._ The prlnc&pals' Theory x-v orlentat!ons contrlbuted the "“g/
:? second largeet amounq of varlance The other two Independent varlables ;e

N
control léeologies-éf the prrnclpals and the pupl] control

L (the nupt'

j“U;ﬂdeo ogles'&f ehe t achers who hed two or more yeers of experience witﬁ
. “E;their-prlnchpals) contrlbuted a. negllgible one per cent (IZ) to the g
ﬁ;3“change In the varlence of ‘the dependent varlable. - |

The s!ze of the staff end the prlnclpals' Theory XY

‘ﬁ?xorlentet!ons entered the regress1on anelysls tn the same order as the -

lple correlatlgps Fndlcated. ﬁﬁoth of these varlables contrlbuted o

slgnflcént (p 4:,.019 qmount‘t' the regresslon equat&on.; As the
so dw tbe custodlal fsm of

e‘;tnumber of - teachers\on a steff ln,ﬁh
the steff. The pupn conq-ol “orient
' pwlnclpals who held Theory ) :
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| ,‘ . * ?revtous r‘mfch had' shdm »‘h posltlve oorrelatlon between sex

B and pupll contro‘ ld oﬁy. For thls study; thts relatlonshlp wee not

i

‘_ . evi'dent. There Qtu a posltlve cerrehttoﬁ between grede le%el end PCI. o

SInce the mﬂorlty of éhe mele teachers were tn the upper grhde IeVels e

H

«(m'edes b, 5. 5 7 Of fhe elemeptary scl\oole, the prppos\ltldn thlt
grade:"‘level my hwe contrlbuted tn the lncreaéed cnstodl;llsdp of males

4

There wes no slghiflcant dlfference in PCI between mle

| ms wuggested..
fmle teechq,rs ln theupper grade levels. - . \\,\;_./.': =
' There ms no slghlflcent relatlonshlp between age end pupil

X

qont;ol ldeology ﬂor tﬁese eduators. Holzwarth (19710) pad repai'ted ey e

flndlngs that showed teachers flftyWyeers of epe and over were more 4

“ : ‘3“ \' GO

| dld a humanls‘!jc puptl control ldeology Siml!er flndlngs were not __ -4
reported ln the present sfudy Teachers with more then Bachelor‘s .

..Aﬁ'd,
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: l!ﬂ tea&:hérs who taught 3n open ajea
: A

classr&ms scored more tpward the humnlstlc n.nd o? the cont(nuwn

(‘I‘Q 52) than the ceacﬁers ln ‘e

PR

vstudy df these two orguut’lonﬁl varhbles mould"be necessary to

hclqsed c!asst@oms (1;7 6‘;) Fyrther

- wy

’r'-' - .

\'have wrbl‘aﬂouslﬂps w! th the pup“ll
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K 'l’bc muytml mdel dlagramnd in Chapter 2 outllngd the

0

Y three m!n .areas of Interest In thls study. Characterlstlcs of

o the prlnelpaly,

chers and the organlzatlvns (schools) and- their

fomulated to gulde }tbq ‘researcn LY thls study.‘

The stated problem was:

8

R
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Procedurej . . _ s
| Respongas to thevPCl Form were obtalned from 420 teachers and f‘
_‘hl prlnclpals in.a suburban area of a western Canadlen provlnce. The.
”':hl prlnclpals also provlded responses to the Theory X-Y Scale. A
‘160/60 rule was employed to dlfferentlate between usable and non- -
t'Jusable returns. In order that a school be lncluded ln the study, 602
of the teachers of a school had to respond to at least 602 of the‘ltems‘
fln the PCI Form ln addltlon the prlnclpal had to respond to 60% of
..»the ltems in the PCl Form and ln the Theory X-Y Scale. “In thls\\
l,vmanner, 10 of the orlgunal kl schools were ellmlnated The 319
?”'.teachers lncluded ln the - study completed ln excess of 952 of the
- requlred ltems, the 29 prlnclpals ln the study responded to more than '
99% of the requlred ltems. 'v"t"“.. | j‘ e v» 'H‘- 1,2* -
' The responses were transferred to lBH cards for use by the “'

'-"coﬁputer The slx hypotheses were tested by uslng Pearson correlatlbn .

‘Tcoefflclents and.t-tests,“

ey
. AN . .
o

el ~"ﬁ“f¢usuﬁuhsv dr-uAJpnvrihbihcs

To summarlze the maJOf andlngs ln thls study, results df

the examlnation of the two sub-problems, slx hypotheses and post hoc

."jcomperlsons are presented.., E

o -Sub-Problem One i?tf'i;infléff'nf;'i;fil'fﬁrﬁf.'? .i ’.TV”’}”“

cantly more custodlal
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f.than the\staffs of humanistic principals. Converseiy, the staffs’of

humanlstic principais wer’ not signlficantiy more humanistic than

L

the staffs of : custodiai principais. The pupii control orlentations

. v’of the principais dld not appear to be good predictors of the pupli

o controi orlentatlons of their staffs.' There was no reason to believe
that'the staffs pupii controi orientations were associated with their

-prlncipais' pupli control ideologies.

o

E Sub-Problem Two ‘ ; '
s The secund sub-problem asked whether a systematlc relationship
I, existed between the. princlpais‘ Theory X=Y orientations and their
‘staffs pupii controi orientations anaiysis of the data did indicate_
a systematlc reiationship._ The staffsﬂpf principais who heid Theory X
lorientations toward the management of people were significantly more -

custodiai than ‘the staffs of principals who held Theory Y orientations.
‘ The principais' Theory X-Y orientations were -good predictors of their
;staffs' pupii control orientations. How a principal felt his staff had

"to be treated in order to get them to do their assigned tasks was o

l

v:-fassociated with the staff's belief system about the controi of students;;,

.if the principai presumed that his staff had to be prodded and coerced‘
"to get them to work the staff was more prone to beiieve ‘that students;
- were not to be trusted and that they needed externai controis. Con-:
-liversely, if the principai belleved that hls staff couid dispiay seif—"°
“”dlrection and self—controi the staff indlcated that a more humanistic o
_Jtreatment of students wouid resuit in the students‘ abiiity to be more

‘self-determining. -svﬁ_?‘.-f4
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A ' . o [

E Hypothasls One N .

. humanlstlc than elementary teachers._ Analysls of the data resulted

,Hypothesl s Two

'prlnclpals who assumed that people w

o Hypothesls One predldted that elementary prlnctp,ls were’ more

0,
&

In conflrmatlon of thls hypothesls.‘ Prlnclpals lndlcated more agree-" ,

| " ment wlth humanlstlc approaches to pupll control than dld the teachers.

'wlllower Eldell and de (1973 l9) found that those who weie more

dlrectly responslble for students were more custodlal, support for

-thls flndlng was establlshed in the present study.

v

The results of the testlng of Hypothesls Two were’ reported ln

‘;"Sub-problem One.,_:

1 ﬂypothesls Three

A posltlve relatlonshlp between prlnclpals' pupll control and

:Theory X-Y orlentatlons was predlcted in Hypothesls Three Support a'

o:for thls hypothesls was»found. Prlnclpals who assumed that people

were baslcally lazy, agreed wlth a cxstodlal pupll control ldeology, f

re Inherently‘actlve agreed

‘,ﬁwﬂth a humanlstlc pupll control ldeology.~ Both Theory X-Y and PCI

measured the prlnclpals' bellef systems about the,amount of control

‘fthat pedple requlred. Prlnclpals who held Theory X orlentatlons and
_1; custodlal pupﬁl cbntrol ldeologles‘ belleved teachers and students

Jf‘reQulred external controls to get them to do thelr work. The

’bif-fprlnclpals who made Theory Ya'ssumptlons about the motlvatlon of people

- -t;and held humanlstlc pupll control ldeologles, assumed that tea;hers ‘.;

"?iﬁiand students could exerclse self-contnol lf glven the opportunlty




..t"Ypoth°’1s Four. o ;tJf: "‘}‘“~r95,?"“, . ff?'z:*. . _;'?QZ' L
. . ° . '., ,;;l]‘;(
Results of the testlng of Hypothesls Four weeﬁ reportea “fw‘tt-wl

h'Sub-problem Two. N j' fo J.,Agf.j;a;,"f L ‘f: o Jj§%§x

Hoy (l968) (1969) reported that teachers became slgnlflcantly“‘“
more custodlal as a result of thelr flrst year of teachlng In the
: presenf”study, the assumptlon was made that lt took at " least one year

"'-for teachers to be lnfluenced by thelr prlnclpals' pupll control f.

.l‘-ldeology. Thus, the flrst-year-ln-the-school teachers were ellmlnated

X

‘..to test Hypothesls Flve.A There was no assoclatlon between teachers :
"ﬂglwho had taught wlth thelr prlnclpals for two er more years and thelr_d"
ﬁj;pninclpals on pupll control ldeology.v Even when the new teachers were

lfellmlnated the Cbrrelatlon between prlnclpals and teachers' pupll

jicontrol ldeologles was not slgnlflcant.'vf.n 3; o
-‘1ﬂzp0thesls Slx S

RIS Studigs on the relatlonshlp between school size and 4] reported -

| ’varylng results Kozakewlch (1973) and Hacnlllan (l973) reported that v
there was’ no statlstlcally slgnlflcant relatlonshjp between the two
_p‘_varlables.: Hllllams (1972) found a posltlve correlatl0n between school -

'slze and PCI Testlng of Hypothesls Slx resulted ina slgnlflcant :‘

L '3 correlatlon (p < .05) and a slgn‘l" __t' dlfference (p < .05). ln the

“vj»meen PCl scores for staffs ln;large and‘smallxdchools thle staffs

ngJof'?arge schools tended to be c' todlalf'staffs of small schools ~f' 'fhgr

”x”ftended to be humanlstlc.,

Schoo :slz 'was a:good predlctor of staff | 'fse

'jfj,_.‘.fpupj. con'trol ldeology.,v. ‘
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Perso al Cheracterlstics.of Teecher: 77' 

V‘“ﬁ";x of the teachers and ;
| ¥

thelr pupll control ldeologtes wes-exeml]ed;xno slgn!ftcent dlfferenceb
o 2 ; .

qn the mean PCI scores for malesfanggfemales was found Thls flndlng
Jus ln dlsagreement wlth HeISel (fg7la) but was ln aggeement wlth

| results reﬂbrted by Hecnlljeh (1973) _ o B

'V‘; Ho}zwerth (197&;_reported that the age of teachers had

‘l~"

';?pll control ldeoiogles No support was g«"

an lnfluence on. thelr=

detected for Holzwart 's'f1ndlﬂg that age and PCI were posltlvely

i .

correlated There uere

B e'.’-

¥t<slgn!flcant dlfferences lh the PCI scores

when the agcs of teachers varled.

V!llower, Eldeli and Hoy (1973) shggcsted that for elementery
.teachers, ‘a8’ aMOunt of educatlon/lncreased custodiallsm ln PCI _' v\ '
decreased. td the present study, there was no relatlonshlp between e 5:f.
the academiq qualiflcatlons of the teachers and thelr pupli control
' ldeologles.;w'-\ ' "  " ‘_" : ’ S
A numher of studles heve reported s&gnlf!cant correlatlons
1969, Helsel, 197!3), 'Hhen the PCI scores of the teachers with slx(//” :
or ‘ﬁre years of experlence were compared wlth the PCI scores of .
4 teachers wlth flve or fewer years of experlence, the computed 't' ﬁ

uus slgulficent at the p -;.58 Ievel. These results were not slmllar.'

¢
to those report"dsby prevtous stud[cs.v For the present stuﬁy, teach-s r7,‘

| lng'exper!ence was:not:"ssoc!eted with pnpil”control ideology.-'
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PCI between teachers who wlshed to remaln teachers and those who did

not deslre to do so. ~Slmllarly, teachers asplratlons to become

» admlnlstrators were nOt

R A e \%7_\iff'
grgehlzatlonal Varlables N

" Willower, Eldell and Hoy l1973) had hypothesized that ‘ol der

-hlated to thelr pupll control ldeologles.

'« students Jﬁuld pose a greater percelved threat to teachers, and
\ found that the teacﬂ‘rs of older students were more custodlal Sl
| the present study, the teachers of grades four toeseven were slgnifl-
cantly more custodlal than the teachers of klndergarten to grade’ three.h.
lt seemed paradoxlcal that as students moved lnto the upper. grade
levels and became more. capable of assumlng responslblllty fbr thelr
‘t own conduct, thelr teachers lndlcated that Students requlred more.
| external control A further explanatlon for the lncreased custodlallsm :
F‘:‘may have been the nature of ‘the tasks that students undertook ln
the prlmary gradesf most of the emphasls was on’ the soclallzatlon of
; the student. ln the upper e}ementary grades more cognltlve exerclses :
were expected of the student.' PoSslbly teachers felt greater control |
- was necessary for these Instrumental tasks. As well peer lnfluencev

becomes more lmportantqur the‘grade h to 7 pupll Teachers don't

play as large a role in the control of students as the students get
NG » : :

older.: j‘ o

‘ a_The tebChers were requested ko descrlbe their stafflng asslgn-




“ of the teachers. ' "'v'i -

5’ w95

.A,';"‘,, (
|

Nhen the relatlonshlp between teachlng area (enclosed class-

,room, open area) and PCl was examined no signlflcant dlfference on

o .

"uwanuPCl was found hetween the teachers teachlng in. the enclosed

R
AR

"classrooms and those teachlng in the open areas. »The type of teachlng

. /r‘ ERNRE T
space was not slgnlflcantly associated wlth the pupil control ideologies

NoE J

Two studies (Gossen, 1969, Andr#ws, 1973) had reported

slgnlflcant negatuye correlatlons ‘between students' socloecdnomic

-gustatus and teachers pupllfcontrol ldeoiogfes, the higher the socio~

o

\l\ F

:°”3;economlc status of thesstudents, theﬂmore humanistlc were their

7 j e N )
teachers“ pupli control ldeologies. Similar results were found |n*

®

< the present. study, The tegchKFE of the low socuoeconomlc students

}were signiflcaq;ly more custodlal than the teachers of, the high

socloeconomﬂc students 1t would be helpful if future,research ',

/‘ t

y e&amined whether the strenbph of the relatlonship between prlncipa;s'

Theory X-Y. 6;ﬁ§ptatiqns and staff PCI vaﬁied with the sotioeconomic

gl
*.

status of students o e
PO “ ';"‘ ; ‘ 4 R S
'L'-, oL e - }fn 3 L "5";&' o . . 2 i
: P S lﬂPLlCAglONS . B
AN ) ‘ .-\~ " ,_a’d“ ‘ . ) ‘ .
. 7; 2 . v i(‘ ’
. This sectlon contalns s%me Tmpl catlbns whlch have been drawn

,from the flndlngs of thiséstudy Because the educators were not

j rapdomly selected, the generaldzabllity of the lmpllcations couid not
be stated. The lmplica%lons could only be assumed to apply to the-

, schbol system from which, the data were colFected Therefore, the o

X oa
_ lmp]lcations lnciugsd here wer@ not lntended for the whole population -
,i;"of elementa?y sqhools. %}11f g '.iz"- y '

o
N b
e R



:headlngs of Theoretlcal Impllcatkons and Practlcal lmpllcatlons

- ‘:“‘..‘.‘. . . L v 96 A
"b"‘ v T PRI - R '

kd

The lnterpretatlons and lmpllcatlons are organized under the

4

" Theoretical" lmpllf.'atlons D

: orlentatlons held by the educators. wlthln the schools, the prlncipals

The conceptual framework fon’thls study'vlewed-the schoo) as

a soclal organlzatlon.A Such a perspectlve focused attentior on. the

structure of relatlons ln the schools as well as on attltudlnal

were consldered to be leaders. The theorettcal framework that led

' to the maln hy?otheses was that the pupll control orlentatlons of '

o the staffs were lnfluenced by thelr prlnclpalS' orlentatlons toward

‘i::er-Y orlentatlons »

- veducators' pupll oontrol ldeologles.; Educators, ln schools where

’ pupll control orientations of tho

the management of staffs and the control of students. The attltudes

' of prlnclpals toward the control of staffs was posltlvely related to

'thenpupll control orlentatlons of the staffs. Prevlous studies . had V

&

reported posltlve relatlonshlps between eUStollallsm and status

: obelsance, tradltlonallsm ln values and closed nlndedness. Another

‘value orlentatlon could now be lncluded in the factors that determlne

- . u . .

=prlnclpdls had Theory X orlentatlons, were custodlal educators, ln‘f:

schools where prlnclpals had Theory Y orlentatlons . were humanlstlc.

_-The pupll control orlentatlons of*prlnclpals were not related to the

; affs. The Theory X-Y orlenta-

”rd pupll control Thls-
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- -

r~;taffs. The prlnclpals' attltudesrtoward the control of students were

\

more dlstant from the”staffs. it was probably too slmpllstlc to assume
that all orlentatlons held by prlnclpals would be assoclated .wlth
staﬂfs' pupll control orlentatlons.” But. at least one characterlgtlc
ﬂof*the prlnclpals ln luenqed the pdbig control ldeologles of the staffs."
) HcGregor s Th : y X-% orlentathons were orlglnally formulated

to descrlbe assumpthns made by managers ln buslness and lndustry.

It was apparent that prlnclpals of elemenlary schools also varled ln

. thelr agreement wlth Theory X and Theory Y assumptlons. :

The lnstruments usé! ln the study (PCI Form and Theory X-Y
' |
Scale) were: examlned by means of a factor analysls, In the PCl Form, ‘

‘four ltems dld not dlscrlmlnate well. ltems 5 and l3 dld not load

| ,unlquely on any factor. The other ltems, ltems 8 and - l9, loaded on .

N

jitwo factors., These ltems should either be further reflned or should

“be ‘excluded frcq the PC1. Form. No prevlous» reports of -a f°°t°"

»yanalysls of the Theory X-Y Scale were aYallable. Two major factors

‘"fwere extracted from the twelve ltems. Flve of the six Theory Y ltems

- IOaded unlquely oa Factor One The sole Theory Y ltem (ltem 6) that

A

ztidld not load unlquely on Factor One shOuld be revlsed before future .t

“Hadmfnlstratlon of the Theory X-Y Scale.‘ Three of the Theory x ltems

"‘loaded unlquely on Pactor Two. ltems l S and 8 loaded heavlly on’

T*Factor One whlch was the Theory Y factor.3 Therefore, these three

4
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- lt should also be noted that there efe theoretlcal grounds to” -
hypotheslze that the tuo lnstruments moy be topplng a common under-
'lylng dlmenslon. This generel dlmenslon mey be concerned wlth baslc
: notlons of control ‘ There ls need for further research to determlne

~ the extent to which the PCI and Theory X-Y l%struments measure common

' B . R T A - T

constructs. S < ‘?*v S ';? , / Do R
N - I . o L

.c‘.

. A trend tower . umenlsm wes detected when -8 cpmparlson was
U made between the results reported by Hlllower, Eldell “and Hoy (1973 20)_»
lend the results reported ln the present study.v The mean PCl scores of ‘
,‘the elementary prlnclpals and teacgers.ln the former study wer 50 9 and '
55. 3 respectlvely.v in the present studu, the mean RCl‘goores of the
. elementery prlnclpals and teechers were hz 98 and 46 89 respeotlvely.
The data for the study by wnwr, ;ldell and l-loy were collected in '
| l965. ln the nlne yeers to 197h when the present date were collected
i*the pupll control ldeologles of elementary educators appeared to
“-become more humanlstlc. However, lt-must be noted that Hlllower, eldell'g,

and Hov collected thelr deta from schools ln Eastern Unlted States.

' fferen'gfrom the schools in the -

'°ﬂpresent study.;

.f?Practlcel lmpllcatlons PERNEE

‘ fhox.end:'i”leberry (1973513) hva\lndlcated the extent to a

o1ogy. stlmportent°‘




---——Aof—s%udents— " o the

1

If the pollcy mukers of elementary schools deslre scbools wlth R

‘rqqu!red to' effec l' nicat
. -values,  ft'also: ppbms ;mN.lgal'
- that. such: comithent ‘can’be .
effcctl\tely attained {n’ th todlal SES
-school; In fact, the custodial’ " P
"ttmosphere in the school - i’nt}re st ‘
llkely to produce- allenatloﬂ'of L
students rother thbn cdmltment. T

g,

. *-‘.,‘ \

,'.'teacbers who’are humnis‘tlc., wr;a't are soma of the factors they

' rlnclpals who had Theory Y oruntatlons to humqn nature had staffs

- lpuld conslder?A iigjdr'f'ﬂ ﬁdl‘ﬁgfdf{ th‘é pre;ent ;‘fﬁ,dj_..‘.,Qs"'?"_gb’;:“a\,‘v_..1

i

dr{entat‘*lons. Thls flndlng would Q
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35 = b3 years '
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:,*‘W my yury haVe yo besn a -teacher In thls school wlth
thls‘p?lnclpa) -

pr&fcrsnce to rema]n‘fa Full: tlm tcaché 1n publlc
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RO ; ';'_e'pklﬂffﬁALs EERSONAL DAfA‘QUESTIONNAIRE~A

(Only thosa tems tﬁat were used ln thls thesis have been Included
- In th)ls Appcndlx. The orlglnal numbers that were asslgned are used
here. ' ‘ .

 School eede. - (To be -asslgueg, bY"‘researcﬁer.)‘ ‘
.- . l- . . . .v | ) JJ‘.‘ » ., . 5 5
. (Pl_ea's'e‘place responses on line in left ’marglp.)

. 1., What Is your sex? .

W .. 1. Male - .- 2. Female

.oy
[ ‘\.. ‘e *
i

2 How old were you on your last birthday? |

ST l “Under 26 . | ~.h; 46 to 55°

2. 26to 35 .- 50.56 to 65
I S ‘3-‘ 36 to ‘65 . ,6.o_66 or more

. . o .,- . ‘ .

e 3 Uhat ls your academlc background?

. _l.. Less tharf a- Bathelor’s degree )

.. 2., Bachelor's degree - . i ‘ :

RS IP I N 38 ,:Hore thgn a‘*Bachelor' sdegree e
‘a0 Ao Master's degree’ o ' _‘ "
/. 5% More than a Magter's degreg e e

Yy 6. _;' Doctor's degree‘ ‘_ A ERN

et 9. Hbat aunual salary group are YOU '"7

TR 'jf.; 516.000 - 17 SSGL ,' : szz 000 - 23,999
T T B 3'3 0004"' '9.999 $2 ,000 or ‘more
e T o

w"';questlons select one of these responses. .
( ._‘lude thepresent €ar.) . . fo S

EERSNE % ‘215 - 21 years
Vi T 22734 years
8 35 - k3 years -
; -PUO or more years .



SN W

7.
18,

25.

33.
f_; very;]pwﬂu lv.:?:fi3 v;h’_ 5 716;~;y§¢yth§h

v§2;?

How mbnf(years havévyou'been a principal?

. How many ygars have ‘you been prlnclpal dfvthls school?"

e

‘How many full- tlme teacheﬁs regularly work in thls
school? L .

N

'Hoh méhf~pgplls are gnrélled lngthlsaséhool? .

The . best . des’cr’tp‘tlo‘n of the st“udent's”'ln tm‘s ‘school.:s-

-

1. AN chlldren of professional and whlte collar workers..

2. Mostly chlldren of professlonal and- white collar workers.’
« Children from a general cross-sectlon of workers.

< Mostly chtldren of factory and other blue collar workers.

. All_chifdren of factory and other blue collar workers. :

. Chl]dren of rural famllles.'{vi . i : S

_.Overall, the academlc ablllty level of students In thls :
-school Is~ , o :

.The best descrlptlon of your staff!ng asslgnment ls, _i:,. Y“

t?‘l. All tradltional o L 3. HG'"'Y team(s) <
'T-,2\:._.,.!‘9.'.!".!.,F.!‘?#'.FF"P‘-‘_ et K temm(s)

.'»(v_- . : -

"1‘The hest descrlptlon of your teachtng space ls- L

Y. ATl traditional - ‘3".".' _Malnly open -

z : parnty tl'adltlonal A AN open
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| (The saiie. PCI'Form was admlhlstered tohboth the pr1ﬁ@1p¢is;§nd;th9,f‘;4f“ 

int) scale to. lndicate the. degreefff 
to whlchvyou agree or dlsagreernlth the fdllowlng\statements*j“_. _W“”

fﬁ-s. ;6;v1;£fbﬁglyiagrgqf}<?'ff;ﬁi

lt ls,des:rabfe to requlfe puplls to slt In assigned seats
durlng”_“. S I

S T - g Sl .
3ﬁ'Puplls are'usua!ly not capable of solvlng thelr problems
~ . through Ioglcal‘ ensonlng. 3_‘T,

R
Y

re !slonlof;thelr?taachfng me;hods
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rules than

:l

‘uﬁll usus obscene,»-ur profane language tn school, It
bonsldered ‘& méral offense.- ‘ :

‘ ‘ the lavatory wlthout gettln v ‘, i 3
'rl_‘vllege wlil be abused; CE o

v
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T -~ TMEORY X-Y SCALE
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T THEORY XY seauE R

b

.

... Please ‘.seil\i:‘i:\t,oﬁe"nwube’f fromthe(slx-polnt) scale to-Indicate the
- -degree to which you agree or-disagree with the following statements:

§ ; EEEE e . ‘}?ZM‘ . ‘ o | ."‘: . ' o , v ‘ . 4 g “ ,“vu. . '>;~.‘ K -
G " strongly disagree . .1 23 b5 6. strongly agree

S 1. Most: peépi'g'ne@d_‘is;qﬁ‘e'rvislbrsn‘ who will wai;hf‘ them vcldsel'i:
~~ enough to be able to pralse good work and. reprimand.errors.’
2. “People wha understand and care ‘aboit what they are doing
. can devise and improve their own lm‘ethodanfudolh‘ngork..

-3. By én_d“l'.qr“géf’{;the,Qﬁu}éﬁty of peop»!é‘_"are'i‘ na'tqr'ja‘lly‘ act l~§(¢; .

- not lazy; they -1 ike ‘to set goals and enjoy striving. '

h.. -While some may seek other. satisfactions, most people work
- ~mainly for money. 'ajhd's.t'_atujs.rewqrds‘. B

o
. '
o«

R

- iﬂf}";S:}AThe'-v,m_lﬁ- ‘t‘;réexkeéplng_'th'e"m'ajdrlty_‘ of people productive In -

T« their v?ﬂ‘c'lsj-t,ﬁe' fear of being demoted or fired. e
6. ’Pgép‘l'e‘:-iak‘fe_;.fnoéi‘ﬁatufa'l ly dependent on leaders.” . |
ey .~ 7. People need a sénse’that they are respected as. capable of '
) ’ *3suming responsibliity and self-correction. " - 7.

" 8. ‘People generally .nee:'q‘,‘speclf'l,Cf instruction on'what to do
ldrger policy issues are"rarely of much

S and how to do it;"
e |ut_¢ir,_’gst.‘_” PR

* 9. People appreciate being treated with courtesy. -

|10, Peopls faturally resist change; they prefer to stay with
ways known to-them. . .. . R




izs‘.

oo
l""

ll Host-peopfe enjby Tearnfng ahd lncreasfng-the{r under-r¢i~mam:;.:

' °stlnding and éapablltty, lt ls never too late to learn.

.
¢

‘  )2} Host people need to be "lnsplred“ (pep talk) or glven

“ some sort of "push" from’ tlme to tlme.

4 i K

v, D ;

. ~ 1

' Biaes . R
i )

A ;
o
.
- i
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