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\ ABSTRACT

\) »

The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship between elementary teachers' and principals'’
attitudes toward authority (status 6beisaﬁce)‘and their
pupil control . ideology. Status obeisance was concepi@dally
related to a control typology which rangcs from
“custodialism" at ore extreme to "humanism" at tﬁe other.
Based on’school scores,’schoo]s were ranked above and

[

below the mean for all school scores on the obeisance

?

dimension of authority.

.Three major hypotheses served as a guide for this

»

study. They were as follows: tSéchers,'principals, and

schools which are.relatively high on obeisance are sig-

nificantly more custodial in pupil control ideology than
teathers,.principals, and schools which are relatively

low on obeisance. Four sub-problems capcerning educators'

obeisance and custodialism as related t?#ézhool organiza-

-
l

‘tion variables were investigated. TeacheFs' and
principa]s' pupil control and obe1sant orientatioas were
aPso examined when educators were grouped by certa1n
vlfse]ected personal character1st1cs TestgAwere carried

Ithcern1ng the relat1onsh1p between sex, undergraduate apd

graduate preparat1on and teachers' and principals’

obeisance and custodialism.

Y,
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7

e The instruments used to measure status obeisance
and pupil contro1'ideology were administered to teachers
and principals in forty-four elementary schools from

twelve school districts in the Province of Nova Scotia.

Finditngs: . (1) Teachers in high obeisance schools
were significant1y.mor¢ custodial than those in low -
obeisantce schoo]s. (2) Principals in high obeisance ;Ehools
did not differ s}gnificantly in custodialism from principdls
in low akeisance schools. (3) High obeisénce scho&%s were
found to be signfficant]y more.custodia].than Tow obeisance'
schools. (4) Teachers were found to be signifiﬁant]y morei

custodial than principals.

r

§ub1prob1ems investigated revealed that rural and
town téachérs,were'significant]y more.custédial fhan‘ ‘
suburban .teachers. Rural and town teachers weré also
significantly more‘dbeisant than inner city teachers and
town teachers were signifitaht]y more obeisant thah.suburban
teachers.” TeééherS'in schools from municipalities which
receivgd highest (76-100%) provincial proportions of the
Education Found&tion Grant were significantly more custodial
than teachers from municipa]jties which received L?G:SO%)
of the Foundation Grant. feachers from scﬁools grouped by
érovincial quartile allotments to municipalities showed
iﬁcreasingly and significant]y more obeisance from .quartile

one to quartile four. | . y

~
~

™

i
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\' Elementary supervisors' school PCI rating§ were
found 1o Be moderately consistent with actual PCI scores
obtained by administering the Pﬁpi] Contfo] Ideology

instrument. Teachefs in schools which had received more

N custodial PCI school ratings by supervisors.were found to
be ﬁore custodial in pupil control ideokpgy than those
from.schoo1s which had recefved 1esslcustodia1 school

ratings.

P AAR L&,
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITION OF TERMS

1. INTRQDBCTION

?

Schools, like other organizations, have distinct
purposes which se%ve to meét certain needs of society. }Ih
order to achieve these purposes, school organizations tend
to seek control over their members; Following an exten-
sive study of public séhoo]s Silberman {1970:122) ha?’
observed that: "“The most important characteristic schools
Share in common'is a preoccupation with order and control."
While control iS an essential ingredient of any organized
activity, it is éspecia]]y significant in servit; organiza-
tions where the desired goal is change in individual
"behavior. In recent years;.schools have found pupil con-

trol to be.an increasingly persistent and challenging
problem. Administrators, faced with expanding school ///
populations and higher public expectations® for schools, = '*

have come to rely more on the judgment of principals and

g

l?eachers in matters of school organization generally, and
'pupil control 4in parficular. Teachers are frequently con-
fronted with student demands for more 1ibera1 cqntrol
procedures,~on‘the one hand, and with orgqnfzationa]
pressures for a wel]-orderednlearning environment on the

other.
V4
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Pupil control and the constraints considered to be
essential for reasonable order wit%in schoo]g are matters
of major concern to educators, researchers, and writers 'in
the field of educational administration. Eyi&ence of this
concern is reflected by the recurrence of pupil control as

a theme in,educatign»jourhals and by its frequent appear- "

ance as a topic of ‘discussion in school and administrative

practice. 3Nhile a fund of educational literature is avail-
7 .

able in‘the area of pupil controt and school personnel

relationships, it is largely normative and prescriptive in

-~

nature. Results of sustained systema}ic research which’
could inform educational practice on member control and
school social relationships are spérse However, within
recent years, a number of néw concepts and theoret1cal

perspect1ves have emerged from which a var1ety of hypo-

theses can be formulated and ;ested

’

Willower and Jones (1963) in a preliminary study of .

.fhe cu]turé of one school, found that although many factors
influenced the "personality" of‘fhe s#hool, pupil control
was a dominant motif. " Subsequent }esearch byﬁwillower,
Eidell, and Hoy-(1967) has. underscored the saliency of
pupil control and educators’~control orientations,in the
.\organizational and social lifé o% schools. w1]1oWer et al.
(1967) found a re]atfonshipkbetween dogmatism and pupil

control ideology: closed-minded educators were more



fcustodial in control ideology than open-minded educators.
Recent findings by He]se] (1971). revealed a positive
relationship between trad1t1ona11sm in values and
custodialism in pupil control ideology. ‘In a later study
Helsel also found a positive relationship betwee; status

obeisance in teachers and pupil control ideology.

4.

The present study viewed the schogl as a social

oo b N
organ1zat1on and a conceptual framework was €mployed to .

o~

examine pupil control ideology of educators in a sample of

Canadian elementary schools.

IT. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND SUB-PROBLEMS

The Problem

The-major purpose of this studf was to investigate
the re]etionship between status obeisance and pupil control
'ideoTogy of teachers and principals serving in a sample of
elementary schools in the province of Nova Scotia. The
intent was to explore thé‘reLationship'between the

selected variables when teachers and principals were

. grouped separate]y, by schools, and by certain school

organ1zatlon and persona] demograph1c variables. The«cen-

“;tral focus of the research was the teacher and how hls’

ﬂh1nd1v1dua1 reaction to school authority ‘structure was

reflected in his control orientation toward students. The

extended focus of this stu&y viewed the principal from the



seme perspective. The pupil control ideology varfab]e_was
measured along a continuum ranging from.euetodial to
humanistic orientation.‘ The Pupil Control ldeology Form
(PCI), developed by Willower et a] (1967), was.used to
measure ‘an individual's contro] or1entat1on Status
obeisance was measured along a continuum from less
obeisant to more obeisant, as related to an individual'é

ideological respect for authority and authority Structure.

The Status Obeisance Scale, developed by ALK Helsel (1971),

was employed in the present study to measure an educator's

deference to authority.

The central hypothesis which served as a quide for
the study, was that teachers serving in high obeisance
schools will be more custodial in pupil control ideo]ogy
“than teachers in schools which exhibit less obeisant
characteristics. A nymber ef_related hypotheses are

“u,
<

detailed in Chapter II.

P
i

The direction of the hypothetical predictions wag - -3

_prompted by related theory and ear11er research on pup1]'”

control 1deology

General Sub-Problems v o G’

" As a consequence of the major problem and the
;Ju

nature of the research design, four general sub problems

were 1nvest1gated These are: A L L
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1. Are there significant differences in teacher and
) principal mean status obeisance and mean pupil
control ideology scores whenlschools are grouped
according to size?' N
2. Are there significant differences in teache;-
and princfpa] mean status obeisance and mean
pupil control ideology scores when schools

\ !

are grouped accord1ng to 1oca1rty7‘ | |
3% Are there significant differghces in teacher
~and principal mean status obeisance and mean
pupil control ideology scores when schools
are grouped according to Provincial Propor-
tions of the Foundatfon Grant paid to
municipalities?
4. Are there significant d1fferences in teacher
and pr1nc1pa1 mean pupil control 1deo1ogy
scores when schools are grquped by E]ementary
| Supervisors' PCI school ratings? V
b "Information on schoq] size and locality were based
onn }eports of school principals Schools with enrolments
Qof five-hundred students or more wer:‘des1gnated as large
schools, while those with enrolments less than this {
figqre were labélled smél] schools. Fof sub-prob}em‘three,
schggls weré grouped into fqur categories accordiﬁg»to the

percentage quérti]es of provincial propértions of the

Foundation Grant paidvto various municipalities.
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Percentages of the grant paid to different localities are
based upon government-gathered census information related’
to the abilities of municipalities to pay for education
services. Sub-problem four was operationalized by seg%ring
school PCI ratings from superintendents or supervisors of
sample schoo]si After reading prototypic descriptions of‘
custodial. and humanistic orientagfons, supervisors were
requested to judge schools withinvfheir Jurisdiction on
either the f}ve-point cu§todia1 or the five-point humanistic
PCI rating scéle. These ddia provided é measure to maké
comparisons with actual PCI scores obtained from teachers
and principals throughfadministering thé\Pupil Control

Idbo]ogy Form.

Specific Sub-Problems Relating to

Personal Demographic Variables

The following eight suH-prob]ems were defined by .,

the nature of the sample. These questions pertaining'toj*

o f
L

demographic variables had been explored .in previousf
research in the United States. They were explored in this
study to make comparisons between earlier findings and
results obtained from schools in a Canadian,settfng.' The
questions examined were:
1. Are there differences in mean obeisance and
mean pupi] control ideology scores when
teachers and principals are grouped according

to sex? - .



[ W

2.

3.

4.

5.

7.

to marital status?

Py

Are there differences -in mean obeisance and
mean pupil control ideology scores when '

teachers and principals are grouped according ..

- L~

‘.—&'_
Are there differences in mean obeisance and

mean pypil control ideology scores when |
teachers and principa]i:?re grouped according -
to age? , , 3?

Are there.differences in mean obeisan@e and

mean pupil control ideology scores when
teaChers.and principals are grouped accor&ing

to educational position? , )
‘Are there differences in mean obeisance and

mean pupil control ideology écqres when

tedchers and. principals are grouped accordi%&é .
" oo
. . o ﬂ”‘% : L
to educational experience? S
. o o ‘f ~
é there differences in mean obeisance and , ﬁ'%‘}’
P . ) ;.» + - N
o

! mean pupil control ideology scores when P

. #
teachers and principals are grouped according =
to education level?

| - L] * I3 \- it -
Are there d1fference5-1n mean obeisance and

mean pubi] control ideology scores when

E

teachers and principals are grouped according

~

to undergraduate preparation?



8. Are there differences in mean obeisance and
mean pupil control ideology scorés when
teachers and prihpipa]s are grouped according
to graduate preparation?

»

ITI. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

oy

The control of pﬁpi]S in school ordanizations is
a complex process; influenced and compounded by a wide

range of factors. Despite profound differences in cu]fghes

{

and techno1ogié$; there are'a number of fharacteristiés
which all schools share in common. , Not the least is ghe
element of combu]sory attendance, the fact that chi]dreh_
are in school on an involuntary bas{s. Whether compulsion
is imposed by the state or by his parents; what is of
importénce for both the school and the child is that he

must be in school whether he wants to be or not. This fact

Lo -

~is crucial for teachers and prinéipaTsﬂwho are cha}ged with

the dual responsibility of educat%ng whi]é~con;¥q]11ng
1aF€E’@roups of students. In short, the compulsory ele;
ment-of school organizations has pr§¥ough consequences for

both the organizational structure and the organizational

proéess of‘pubiic‘schools.

Every school organization has a structure of

#uthority which‘sérves, at ]easf in part, to‘ordér the

role prescriptions of its members. Furthermore, every ~

P
.
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school is character1zed by complex and dynamic teaching-
learning andfadm1n1strat1ve processes. The conceptua]
framework eﬁa~oyed in this study was de51gned ‘to explore
teachers' aﬁd principals' peroeptions of the orocess’of
pupil contvol and the structure of school author1ty

While it 15 likely that contro] behav1ors wou]d provide a
more dlrect measure of contro] effected in schoo]s, it is
also poss1b1e that the f1nd1ngs of perceptual studies
could produce requ1s1te bases for more direct research.

Accordingly, school educators respect for organizational

author;ty and their pupil ¢ontrol ideology were selected

‘as more‘1nd1rect, and adm1tted1y, more feas1b1e measures

\

" of contnol in school organ1zat1ona1 1ife. While ideology

may or may not be ref]ected in behav1or, Abbott. (1965) and
Katz and Kahn (1966) have stressed the importance of \

1deology as an intervening variable in med1at1ng the role

'1ncumbent s perception of his organ1zat1ona1 role

'expectation . f«v

A number of researchers have expressed the need for
pup11 contro] research which focusses on the pupil control
1deology bf teachers and ﬁrlnc1pa1s w1th1n schools Helsel

(1971:45) has pointed out that research 1s needed con-

\

"cerning teaohers and prqnc1pals “"control styles" within

schools Hh?a case study of one public school, Willower
o

“and- Jones (1963 107) reported that pup11 control appeared

2
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to be the "1ntegrat1ve" theme w1th1n the organ1zat1ona1
/ Q

1ife of the school. At the same time, they . observed the

lack »f research concerning this important aspect of school.p'

1ife and ca11ed'for further studies which would focus on
pupil contro] within school units, as well as related .

aspects oi 5choo1s. Accord1ng to Willower et ai (1967:43)

~.

the k1nds of research that are needed are:

stud1es of pupil control in other populations _ -

-

which might shed light on the appropr1ateness of ",
applying. the terms custodial or humanistic to 'various’
groups . . and studies which focus on the schoy]
unit, the schoo] d1str1ct and their special env1ron-
ments - .

" The present study may be™ conéidered 4s an empirical
exerc1se in the area of the process of educaﬁlon Its goal
2 is s1mp1y to extend our know]edge of contro] in school

organizationa1-11fe. ;
. ” .

e

v, DELIMITATIdﬁ%

:'.4 ,.

- | Y
"7 1. The“study is de11m1ted to 675 teachers And-44

/ principa]% from forty -four random]y se1ected
schools ‘in twelve "school Jurisdictions in the N
'Prov1nce ofizova Scot1a 1n 1972- 73 IR ?
2. The study is also de11m1nted to the two |
selected 1nstruments (Pup11 ontro] {deology )
Form and “Status Obeisance/Scale) used toi“} |
SR measure contro1 and authority orientaf1ons -

fof.educators in the samp]e. ; o

Le

e —

10

N



3. One further de]imination is the school

11

organization and peysdna] demograph1c data ' =

gathered with respec¢ to. the study design.

w V. LIMITATIONS

R

~ This study examined the re]atiohship between
obeisance and the pupil control ideofogy of teachers and
prihcipa]s in a sample of Canadian.elementary schools. The
investigation -did not attempt to determ1ne a causal re- '4‘

1at1onsh1p between these se]ected var1ab1es

The research is 11m1ted by the accuracy and com-
'J.
p]eteness of the data provided by the reSpondents..

"The present Study is also 1imitedvﬁy its focus on

- -
i

two dimensions of schod] organizational control: - the pupil

. control ‘ideology and the authority orientations of pro-
fessibneltschool personnel. -

o . ’ . . - . ‘t(!
.Generalizations drawn from this investigation L |

should be cdutioUsly=qpp]ied,to schools other thdn those

inc]uded in this study However, since the schools of-
13
thws study were a: random samp]e of grades primary to six

.i}

elémentary schodls in Nova Scotla, genera1izat1ons to the

population are. approprlate To the degree that the sample
._~° .. .
'e]ementary schools are svmllar to other schoo]s in Nov%

- N

 Scotia the general1zat10ns may app]y ' : S



VI.  ASSUMPTIONS ~

b
i

1. One assumption made is that th¢ role structure

of schools contains a functiofal dichotomy

between student and staffAoles. Nadal (1957)
has termed the nt role as one of recruit-

" ment and-staff roles as achievement roles.

)

“The fofhef fefers to the compulsory natgre
of £Bé étudenqlro]e ﬁhi1é the}]atter“peftains
to the, profes§1ene1‘rove of d:teacher
. éZ. Secondly, it 36 assﬁmed that schools are to
| some degree bureaucratlc That 'is, they
. | display, at least in rud1mentary form, some
.of the Weberian charaeteristics of an ideal
bureaucracy (Bidwell in March 1965).
l3. An ‘assumption made on the basis of the =
relative iso]ation'of the c1a§;ipap set%ing
is that teachers' controlling beﬁ%viors |
"are likely to be moderately condistent with
T ' their pupil contro1 idéoJOgies Abbott (1965)
l and Katz and Kahn (1966) have contended that

1deology is an 1mportant 1nterven1ng varable

fﬁ. ) in mediating the ro]e 1ncumbent s\percept1on
Y. - of his organ1zatlona1 rote expectat1bns
: N : R IRV
i ST
3:3& °



4.

One of the major assumptions underlying the
study is that an individual's pupil control
and authority orientations can be measufed by

means of ques ieqcaire instruments.

.3~Anotﬁz;/jfsumptioﬁfhéde is that data gathered
\ .

from -t/é Nova Scotia Degéytment of Education
pertaining to the proviana] share of the
foundation’grant paid to municipalities for
education are adequate criteria for delin-
eating schools into socieronomic classifi-
cations. The Education Act provides for
provincial assistance to municipalities fn
cases where a pre-determined ﬁeve]vof
educational service (fouﬁdation program)
cannot be supported by an efualized
asséssment of $Lﬁ§§ per $100 valuation. The
formula dictates'prbvincjal assistance to)
theiextent that the valuation falls short

of the cost of offering the minfmum program
(The Education Actz Nova Scotia{\]972).‘

To the exfent that property valuation can be

considered a measure ©f socioeconomic status,

the provinciml share :of the foundation grant

paid to municipalities for education can,

as ye]l, be considered a proxy measure of

such st&tus(see Hirsch 1960, Alkin 1966,

13
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F1sheﬂ ;&7,/ﬁar”ey£%969). ?1!L|
6. One f&ﬁéf i&Sﬁ?ptldﬁ made 15 *that elementary
school sunerV1sors, after reading prototypic
descrimtions of custodialism and humanism,
possessed\requisite knowledge and skill to

_provide humanistic-custodial (PCI) ratings

for schools within their jurisdiction.

VII. DEFINITION OF TERMS

In this investigation certain terms are used in a
restricted sense. In order to provide a precise under-
standing of the scope and: limits of this study these

terms are defined as follows:

Pupil Control Ideology

Pupil control ideology>refers to the pupil control
orientation of professional educators. As one aspect of
the climate of educational organizations, the concept,
fqr this stde, will be employed in the sense in which.
Appleberry and Hoy (1969:75) have used it:

. . pupil control ideology has been con-
ceptuallzed along a continuum ranging from

custod1a11sm" at one extreme to "humanism"
at the other.’ .

The continuum is to provide for an exposition of two polar

types of thought with a variety of intermediate positions.

-

14



Status Obe$§ange

=
. Status obeisance places emphasis upon the honorific
as opposed to\the functional aspects of authority. The
term refers to an individual's feaction to the authority
structure in school organization. The definition which
was developed by Helsel (1971:39) wiJ] be employed for.
this investigation:

the value placed on authority for its own

sake and the deference shown those positions
higher than one's own. .

Organization Control Process

Organization control process, for this study, will
be used in the broad sense of the term as described by
Smith and Tannenﬁéﬁm (1971:525):

any process in which a person {group of
persans or organization of persons) determines

or intentionally affects what another person (or
group. or organization) will do.

School Organizations

by 4

The general concept of %rganization refers to the
systematic union of individuals who may work together for a
~common end. School orgéﬁﬁ ations, howgver, are service
organfzétions; accordingﬂy, Bidwe11's}(in March 1965:973)
. Chient-serving definition will be employed:
they are social units specifically vested

with a service function, in this case the moral
and technical socialization # the young.

s

15
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Schools '

The schools included in this study are public
elementary schools. These schoo]s'incggae those which
have pupils in grades primary through grade six/se1ected
as a random sample of elementary schools in the Province
of Nova Scotia.

~ | , N
Teachers

Those educators serving in public elementary
school staff positions who are involved in full-time or

part-time classroom tegaching situations are referred to

as teachers.

Principals

Those persons in the sample hb]ding formal
administrative and authoritarian positions in_particular
schools are designated as principals. In addition, thosge
persons ho]ding_positions of formal authfﬁity within
schools while assuming part-time teachfng duties are

termedrprincipal for this study.

Supervisors : _

"For purposes of this study, the term supef&isor,
refers to supérintendents of sample schools, or their | )
assistants, or their central office elementary supervisors. |
These supérvisors brovided school PCI ratings for schools
within their jurisdiction. - Lo

¢
i



VIII. ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS

Chapter. I has introduced the research problem and
related sub-problems, explained the significance of«sthe
study, outlined the delimitations, limitations, and assump-
tions underlying the research, and provided definitions for

key concepts used in the investigation.

Chapter II reviews the literature related to the .
research problem, delineates the conceptual framework of
the study, and states the hypofheses which guided the

investigation.

The procédures émp]oyed in the collection and
analysis of data are set forth in Chaptef{III,.together
with a description of the sample and selection procedures,
of the research instruments, and the levels of significance

which were established.

Chapter 1V contg%ns the présentation and analysis

of data. . ' C§

!

.Chapter V concludes the thesis with a summary of

-

‘findings, implications, and directions for further_l

research. : - R

T
tor .
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CHAPTER I1

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

o

I. INTRODUCT-ION

The purpose of this ch;bfer is to review the
'lljteratUre related to the schozi;éj an organization and a
© socialhsystem.and to present a cohceptual framework within

which the empirical phase of the study is cast. According-
1y literature pertaining to the school as an organization
and to the concepts of authority and control is explored
and discussed. Status obeisance and pupil control

ideology are examined separately, and a rationale for the
hypotheses is presented. An examination of relaied“
research in the area of pupil control leads to a Séatément

of the principal predictions which guided the“investigation.

IT. THE SCHOOL AS AN ORGANIZATION

There are several ways of cfas;ifying the school
as.an organization. One wa&,is to describe the school as
a socjal entity. Such an entity ‘s combosed of»teachers;u
students;kand a principallall inextricably interwoven into
a complex netwofk of.socia] relationships. Owens (1970:69)
has described the schoo} as an open social system.- For'.‘

lhim, the social system func%ions within a suprasystem and

includes within it a subsystem. In such a'settfng,

18



permeabie boundaries between the>system and its environ-
ment ailow for interaction to occur between the system,

the suprasystem, and the subsystem. For analytic purposes,
if the school is taken ms the system, the school district
is the suprasystem and the individual unit of instruction

is the subsystem.

L)

In social systems theory, however, the principal

emphasis is on the behayior of role incumbents and the
factors that inf]uenee behavior. According to Litterer
(1965:22) two assuhpfions appear to be basic to such
current behavioral thinking: |

The first is that the behavior of any individual is
not a random or chance thing. People do not behave
in a particular way just because it is their nature
to do so. Instead, it is assumed that behavior is

caused.

A second assumpt1on is that behavior is purposeful

or goal directed. .

In this connection, Owens (1970:223) has stressed thé B
importance of examining such behaviors and behavioral
influences.

Behavioral approaches stress concepts such as role
. theory and take into account the perceptions,
beliefs, and values of individual participants.
individual participants are-seen as bound together
in a dynamic 1nterre1at1onsh1p It is_this mutual
interrelationship which gives the organization its
distinctive form and character., This dynamlc
whole, which we call an organization, is best
described and understood as a social system

This perspective is moderately consistent w1th Waller's

(1932 6) classic analysis of the 'school as a social
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organism. Calling attention to the social and interactive
aspects of school organizational life, Waller described it
as follows:
. the school shows an organismic interdependence
of its parts; it is not possible to affect a part
of it without affecting the whole. As a social
organism the school displays a differentiation of
parts .and a specialization of function. The organism
as an.entirety is nourished by the community.
In Waller's terms, the school is not only a formal organiza-
tion but also a small society, a society with profound

consequences for the organizational life of its members.

Another way in which schools can be examined is
from the vantage point of organization theory. When viewed-
from this perspective, schools can be shown to exhibit the
characteristics of a general ﬁéintenénce organization-type
(Kafz and Kahn 3966;l1]2); These first-order distinctions
are principally éoncerned'with-the part played by the
ofganiza£ion in the larger society; in thfs sense, they
are similar to Parson's (1960) social function criteria and

Waller's (1932) small society in a larger environment.

Defining schools by contribution made to the
larger social system, is not to treat them so much as an

integral system, but as a subsystem of avlarger system.

While such claésifications may be helpful for very general

purposes, (Perrow (1970:27) has argued that:

What is needel is.some way to deal with differences
among organizations. Whether you are going to work
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in an organization of plan to do research con-
cerning it, you must know what makes it distinctive.

2
Katz and Kahn (1968:65-105) are certainly aware of the

necessity for drawing sharper distinctions among organiza-

A\

tions as their positing of second-order factorimplies.,
These factors focus more on input, output, or conversion
methods (throughput), or else on design features, activities,

or cther procedures of conversion.

Etzioni (in March 1965:651) used control structure

as a means of classifying organizations. He sees power

involvement relationship, or, as he termed it, compliance //////

pattern, as a principal means of organizational classifi-///

cation. He elaborates: _ \\{{M////
Comparison of the control strucfure of diffenéﬁt
organizations, especially of the power employed by
those higher in rank to.sontrol those lower in -
rank, yields a fruitful way of comparing organiza-
tions in that differences in structure are
associated with differenges with regard to
numerous other factors. ‘Contrél of Tower partici-
pants might be predominantly coergcive, utilitarian,
or identitive. e e .

‘According to Etzioni's classification, schools are pri- .

@

. ) . : L3 . } > L X r3 ) ’
marily normative in nature since the main type of poweér

used in contro]Jing*Jower-partfcipants i3 identitive power --

-

the power derived from the abi]jtj to makévpéople identify

with the organization.  In ‘this connection, Etzioni ' >, .

(1961:61) has argued that:

Normative power rests on the_allocation and o R
manipulation of symbolic rewards and deprivations - » '
through employment of leaders, manipulation of - R

-
14
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mass media, allocation of esteem and prestige
symbols, administration of ritual, and influence
over the distribution of "acceptance" and .
"positive response."
Etzioni also held that there is a secondary compliance
.pattern in schools where coercive power is sometimes used s

to maintain control.

A further means of c]assifying'organization§ is
given by Blau and Scott-(1962:42-43). Their thesis is that
organizations can be categorized according to who can be
identified as the prime beneficiaries of the organization.
For Blau and Scott the school is classified as a service
organization with students as the principal recipients of

. the services provided by the organization.

Carlson (1964:264-268) also c]ass%fied schools a§
service organizations. He makes a distinction amoné typesA
of service organizations based on the éontro] which the
organization has-in the selection df members and the control
that c]iénts havé over their participation in the(organiza—
tion. 'Utilizing these input criteria, Figure I i]lustratés

how Carlson .identified four types of organizations.
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k]ieﬁt Control Oveér
Participetion’in Organization

| Yes No

Organizational Yes - ;Type I Type 111
Control Over- B
Admission No .Type 11 Type IV

‘son S 0rgan1zat1on C]1ent

ctivity Matrix -,

Figy

~

-

With resp b th c]ientfand organization selectivity;

schools,, a\ | th publlc menta1 hospitals, and prisons.

N
~

are c¢lassif 'as Type IV organizations. These ordﬁnlza-

tions are sHEar in that neither the client nor the'
organizaticiillas control over membership. Car]son contended

that the 1} ,1lity of the schaol to be sdective in re-

-ﬂcru1t1ng students,,and the absence of choice on the part

Jof students, created special problems of clie t contro]

For clearly, some of the c11ents are not commiitted to the

‘organ1zat10n and wou1d 11ke]y not part1c1pate 1f choice were

‘ made‘ay@TTeh{f to them. - That contro] should be 1dent1f1ed

as a central thgme in ‘such organizat1ons seems reasonable
| N
Moreover, stu

1 of prisons, pub]ic mental hospitals, and .
s / ,

e

38
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. e -
i : W o

more recently schools, have emphasized the saliency of
client control in such organizations (Cnessey, D;R;,uand
Perrow, C., in March 1965; Willower and Jones 1963:107-109;

and Willower et al. 1967). - :

Caution should be apoiied when.comparing schools
with puh]ic mental hosojtais and prisons, for, as.Goffman
(1961) has noted, the latter are'"total institutions" while
schools. are not. Neverthe]ess, the significance of client
control in organizations where participation is mandatory

and where neither the organization nor the individual can‘\

exerc1se dhbice in part1c13%tion prov1des an important

reference point for an investigation of the organizational
life of the school - For the school as an educational

1nstitution, 1s‘¢oncerned with' changing or molding people
who come within its boundaries and who become temporary

, , _ S l
members of the organization. Street et al. (1966:]5) have

Y

labelled schoois as "peop]e changing- organizations
Furthermore, they contend, that with few exceptions | ’
. - S ' '
‘these organizations are performing furctions .
cruciai to the maintenance of social order. e e
Schools, mental hospitals, prisons, reformatoriét L Vs
and juvenile correctional institutions are the °
principal organizations 1nvo]ved in these tasks

Unlike hardware materials which are transformed in

"a manufacturing or 1ndustria1 pian\gthuman beiags as

obJects of . a change 6;;ces%, require sq%bwhat different

organizationai processbs." Such processes Perrow (1970 73) .
. ‘ . : LA
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- argues are initially designed to accommodate the nature of
the "raw material" to be changed. Yet, theJh#man "ra aw

material" in "people-processing" organizations, as Goffman’

v

-

(1961) hasunofed, are reactive and participative objects

whose cooperation must be ensured. ) . ~

A

IIT. SCHOOL AUTHORITY STRUCTURE AND STATUS
OBEJISANCE

In school organizations the dimensions of organiza-
t;on structure and process are intimately entwjned ~ Every
school has a written or an unwritten const1tut1on wh1ch -
represents the genera]ly accepted structure of authority
Moreover, every school organization also has teachers and
a principal who funct1on to organize .and control 1earn1n%3“n

.
- e,

act1v1t1es for those Lh/thelr charge. Taken collectively,

L\

theseatwo operational pr%herties of school organizations
define the type and the amount of contro] which is secured ,;fj‘
Taken separate]y, they descr1be what Anthony (1965) calls
'organ1zat1ona1 'process" (ar func¢tion) as d1stinguished

“from "structure" (system) Anthony pr@boSes that system

(structure) represents the formudae for organ1zat1onal pro--

cesses (1np%t -throughput- output) Katz and Kahn (1966) have
observed that organlzational structurevcalls attention to ;

Y

the varreﬂ patterns of 1nteract1on, 1ntended or otherwise,

ulthat chaﬁ%cterize the organization and revea] 1ts functions

Pugh =&t "al. (1969) examined formal orqan1zatlona1;structure

. \f



in terns of prepcriptions regarding lines of authority,
division of labor, and allocations of resources. While

these descriptors are far from infa]]ib]e guides to°

organizational reality, it seems essential to recognize as

Hunt (1970:237) has that:

)
. the nature of the formal organization has
much to do with limiting and shaping organizational
1ife (including whatever "informal" processes may
be spawned therein). Moreover,: the idea of formal
structure is fundamenta] to rat1og§1 organization
design. ,

Concerning the assumption that rationalized activjf
ties are necessary for'schoo1 syst;m functioning, Bidwell
(in March 1965:974) has pointed out that such rationaliza-
tion dppears to ‘be essential for tno reasons:

First, the school system is résponsible for a
uniform product of a certain qda1ity

Second, soé1a11z1ng children and adolescents for
adu]t ro]es is massive and complex.

These forma] organ1zat1ona1 respons1b111t1es of schoo]s

“involve the direct part1c1pat1on and commitment” onqﬁe

organ1zat1on s members. In th#@ connect10n, Goffman (1961:

- 179), has contended that formal organlzat1ona1 structure

does not merely use.the~activity of its members but: "The

d}gawization also delineates what are considered to‘be
oﬁifﬁial]x approximate standards of we]fare,kjoint values,
incentives, andfpenalties " For Goffman, tnése concep-
t1ons expand mere part1c1pat1on lnto a defmn1t1on‘of the

1nd1v1dua1 S nature as a soc1a1 being. The swgn1f1cant

26
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point for schools, is that the social arrangements of school
organizations include a thoroughly embracing-conception of
individual teachers, principals, and students not only as

members but as humah beings.

In terms of organizational structure, schsols‘dre
principally line organizations. ® Teachers perform essen
tially the same kind of function under the more or less
immediate a&ihofity-of the pkincipa]. And, while some :
‘degree of fnternal specialization may lead to départment—
aiization by different disciplines taught this would not
appear to change the fundamentals of. the schoo] as a 11ne
organizétion. As goal-directed social units, they disp1ay
the rudiments of formal organizations inciuding a hier-
archical control structure. This speciaiiggtion of function
in schools ihpiies thathghgie will be differences among
official levets of authority, rights, responsibilities, and

-,

the accrual of symbo]siof status.

Max Weber (trans. 1947:324) had earlier defined -

authority as:

. . . the probability that certain specific commands
(or all commands) from a given source will be obeyed
by a given group of persons. D ~en

o
[N L3

- Normally, the group willingly obeys because its*members
consider it legitimate fbr this source to control them. .
The source of authority may be a structure, a person, or. gn . -

impersonal institution, such as a system of rules or Taws.




There is some evidence that individuals within organizations

! [ 4

differ in their attitude toward authority and the subjective

g It holds for them. Peabody (1962:463-82), after

’y

distinguishing four forms of aﬁthority (position,

1 gitihacy, competence, and person) examined the per-
Leptions of authority among members of a social welfare
agency, a polfce department, and an elementary school. His
datahshow that in the po]icg department authority of
position was emphasized. Social workers also emphasized
authority of positiqﬁ. Elementary teachers,“on the other
hand, most of whom hqd some graduate training; emphagized

authority of compefence over the other forms.

Another more all encompassing way in wHich,organiza-
tional personnel differ in their attitudes toward structure
is in their status obeiéance;"Thisnconcept was define&
by Helsel (1971:39) as: ". . . the value placed on
"authority for its own sake and the deference shown those
positions higher than one's own." Status ;beisance calls
attention to the honorific as opposed to the functional
aspects of‘authority. Thergdis some evidence to lend
supportnto the contention that differences in status
obeisance -among individuals can influence the attitudes
these individuals hold toward those of lower social
staﬁding. Adorno et al. (1950) found that submission to

authority was associated with a desire for domination of

) ~,

-
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others and a concern with status. In a study of a mental
hospital, Pearlin and Rosenberg (1962) feport research
which showed that théhmore obeisant nurses were toward their
superiors,'the more likely they were to favor the majnten-
ance of status distance from their patients. Similarly,
Chapman and Campbell (1957) found, that those who took the
point of view of superiors in situations which involved
conflict between a superior and a subordinate, tended to .
identify positively with discipline. In studies of
teachers, Helsel (1971) reports data which revea1 $ab6sitive
relationship between: traditionalism in values and custodial-
ism in pupil control ideology; and, in a later study, between
status obeisance in teachers and pupil control ideology. The
spresent investigation extends the focus on status obeisance

and pupil control ideology to teachers and principals in

elementary schools.

Iv. PUPIL CONTROL AND PUPIL- CONTROL IDEOLOGY

Pupil Control

-The control 6f pupils in the public scﬁoo]s is a
tbpic which has r;Eeived much attention in the literature.
Yet, most of the matqria] pub]ished has been normative fn
nature, consisting mostly of opinions and p}eséripfjons. A
number‘qf educational researchers, notably, Kounin.and.Gump

(1961:44) and Hoy (1967:153) have noted the dearth of °
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generalizations on control of pupils based upon empirical
data. However, within the last decade, the emergence of
new concepts and theoretical formulations has led to

further régearch on pupil control which gives promise of

#ltering this state of affairs.

fhat control would be a problem in most schools
seems reasonable when one explores the nature of the tasks
the teacher is expected to perform. It has been‘observed’
that the'activity of teaching includes two primary
functions: (1) to focus on the motivation of the learner;
“7and (2) to provide a disciplined and controlled environ-
ment for learning (Waller 1932:310-13). One can readily
recognize the potential strain between the definition of
thébteacher role and(the nature of the function allocated
to it. Bidwell (in March 1965:975), while recognizing
this partiéu]aristfc-universalistic dilemma inherent in
the teachipg function, sees teacher autonomy as,fhe
important means of mediating the ditemma. For, Bidwell
argues, if the teacher is expected to handle daily fluc-
“tuations in student response, as well as adhere to
universalisticrexpéctations of the formal school organjza-

tion, he must be granted autonomy in matter§ pertaining

to the classroom.

Most recent research pertaining to pupil control in .

pﬂglic schools, has focused on control as a means of

l) ,l{_
W
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describing thg\social organization of the schoo];l In a
preliminary study of the culture of one public school,
Willower and Jones (1963:107-109) reported data that
underscored the saliency of pupil control probiems in the
life of the school. Sociologists and qnthropologists have
often made use of concepts which are integrative in nature,
and which portray social systems as unified wholes, rather
than as fragmented and unreléted parts. Following a some-
what similar approach'in their study, Willower and Jong%
(1963:107) have noted: !

We found such an integrative theme in the school

under study: it was clearly that of pupil control.

While many other matters influenced the tone of

the school, pupil control was a dominant motif.

To furnish a few illustrations from their observa-
t{bagl and interview data, beginning teachers often
repdr%sd that a major problem was to convince the older
more .experienced teachers that*they could control fheir .
classes. Furthermore, older teachers, doqinant in the
informal structure of thebschool, seldom hesitated to .
e;pre§s their views to the hewer teachers, that they were
being—T?x;in control and in maintainipg sufficient social
distance ﬁrom pupils. It,was also noted that teachers
viewed as“weak on control had marginal status among their
colleagues. _High visibility situations, such as the
assembly oryschool library, furnished special testing

_grounds where teachers made special'efforts "to look good",
Y

31



in Goffman's (1961) terms while "on stage". A further
observafionimade, was that teécher-administ%ator relations
were also influenced by, and pervaded with, concerns about
pupi] control. One concern mentioned many times by
teachers during interviews, was that the'printipal, who
was new to the school, might be "weak"th discip1{ne.
Commenting on the observational data of the original
researchers, Willower, Eidell, and Hoy (1967:229) have
pointed out that:

Conéern éSout pupil control, then, could be seen as

a thread running through the cultural fabric of the

school, influencing norms, status relations, and
various faculty behaviors. L

"Pupil Control Ideology

As in all organizations, the evolving character of
the school organizétion is shaped in large measure by the
response pattergg of its members.. In this connectiph,
Selznick (1966559& has observed that:

Organizations, like individuals, strive for a
unified pattern of response. This integration
will define in advance the general -attitudes of
personnel to specific problems as they arise.
This means that there will be pressure within

the organization from below as well as from above,
for unity in outlook. 5 o

\ :

~e

f

The significant pointufor school 6rganizations is that
pressurés for unity ih ogtlook caﬁ in large measure be
interpfeted in terms of que%tions pertaining to.mehber
commitment. For e;amble, what activities, rewards, and ¥

symbols are coumandihg the loyalties of teachers and
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principals within schools? What precedents are being

established and by whom? What alliances are being made?

’The two principal means of gaining an understanding
of member commitment to organizational work are: (1) by
direct observation of member behavior and (2) by dfawing
inferences about behavior from indirect measures. Abbott

(1965:7) has cited the importance of ideology as an inter-

vening variable in mediating the role incumbent's percép; )

tion of his organizational role expectations. While
recognizing that discrepancies may occur between ideology
and behavior, Abbott contends that:

An individual's cognitive orientation will not
coincide exactly with either the institution's
codified behavior system of the jindividual's
idealized role concept, since the forming of a
cognitive orientation is a perceptual process,
and since perceptions are influenced by values
and attitudes. However, this orientation will
reflect elements of both the institution's and
the individual's role definitions, and it will
provide for a given individual the effective’
1imits for his behavior.

The mediating function of ideology and especially how it

relates to the problem of pupil control within schools are

o)l

matters of primary importance for the present investibation;

fo specify the notion of pupil ‘control ideology,
Willower &t al, (1967) adopted a typo]ogyremplpyed by ’
Gilbert and Levinson (1957:20-35) in fhe’study of the

..... »

control ideélogy>of‘menta1 hospital personnel concerning®

patients. Gilbert and Levinson had conceptualized a

L

J
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Levinson's control continuum, two pupil control orienta-

control ideo]ogyvcontinuum ranging from "custodialism" at
one extreme to "humanism" at the other. These ideological
extremes are polar or "ideal types" in the Weberian sénse,
that is, they are pure types, or an&]ytic abstractions,

not necessarily found in actual experience. A“Custodialismf
pertained to traditional viewpoints and policies of mental
hospital sfaff. "Humanism", on the other hand, denoted
‘the emergent conception of the hospital organization as a

community of people?in»which the wide range of human ngeds
;ﬁgﬁﬁ to be met. ‘

,Aé‘this cbntro] typology was operationalized in

e

schools) .an instrument called the Pupil Control Ideology

Form (PCI Form) was devised. Similar to Gilbert and

tions were identified: (1) Custodial Pupil Control Ideo]ogy,

and (2) Human1st1c Pupil Control Iéeo]ogy Willower et al.

"(1967.5) have described the prototypic orientations as

fol]ows*

The rig1d1y ‘traditional school serves as a mode]
for the custodial or1entat1on This kind of
'‘6rientation provides for a highly controlled
setting concerned primarily with the ma1ntenance
of order . .
The model of- the human1st1c or1entat1on is the
school conceived of as an educational community
~in which members learn through interaction and
experience.

When applied to teachers, a_ custodial pupil control

jdeology emphasiz‘ ‘the maintenaﬁce‘of order, imperson?]ity,"
one-way downwardfco.municgtidh, distrust of studehts, and

N
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a punitive moralistic orientation to pupil control. The
kontrasfing ideology -- a humanistic orientation, is used
in the sociopsychological sense'suggested by Froqm~€1948).
In éhort, it denotes a control orientation which stresse%%
the importance of the uniqueness)and individuality of each
\student and the creation of an atmosphere which could
adequately meet the wide rénge'of student needs._MCompliance
associated with a custodial orientation is secured through

a system of rewards, punishments, and sanctions. A
humanistic pupil control ofientatioh on the other .hand,
gains compliance by éppea]ing:to an individual's sense of
right and wrdng and by stressing an accepting, trustfuf'
view of students apd confidence in their ability to be
self-disciplining and responsible (App“eberry and Hoy

1969:74).
: | . @
One study by Willower, Eidell, and Hoy (1967) was a.

direct outgrowth of the earlier school culture study by
Willower and Jones (1963).. The focus of the follow-up

study, which made use of the PCI Form instrument, was on //;;//2

“the pupi]ﬁtontro] ideo]qu of teachers, prinéipals, an
school cpuﬁéé]]Ors. A number of predic were made
concerniﬂgﬂnnle»agéapergﬁﬁi1ity factors as they might
influence the phpi{ control ideology of public school

personnel. According to Willower et al. (1967:6) :

nature of the school as an organization and in the

_ The status problems of teachers are grounded in the
\ ;



srequirements for the tedcher role. They arise, in
part at least, because the public school is an
organization with unselected clients and because
teachers are directly. wespons1b1e for the contro]
of these unselected c]rents
Accord1ng]y, it was hypothesfzed that those d1rectly
respons1b1e for the control of unse]ected clients would be
more custodial in their contro] ideology than those less

d1rectlx esponsabie “For c]%ent con€§ol .

The researchers were also interested in the social-
ization ef teachers with regard to-pupil control 1deo1ogy
Etzioni (1961 142) had descr1bed organ1zat1ona1 social-
ization as be1n5ﬂ§oncerned with the process by which the
-be]iefs,’norms, and perspectives of the organizational
participants are brougﬁt into line with those of the
orgenization. It was expected that as teachers were
abserbea into the teacher subculture their pupil control
1ideglegy would become mere custodial. For it was felt
that while teacher training programs tended to. lay stress
on permissiveness, the mo%t\significant«socia]ization - |
takes pfece"on.the job, and not in the teacher prepara-
tion progaam. Ihtervieﬂ’data from the earlier study
(Wi1loﬁer and Jones.1963) hadcindieated that'ol&er, more
experienced teacheﬁe opposed permissiyeness and tended to
" stress rigid control of pupils. Furthermore, a major
problem for neWer teachers Was that.of ¢onvincing the

older, mOre‘experienced feachers that the neophytes were
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not "weak" o1. Hence it was predicted that

experience uld be more custodial in pupil con-

trol ideol ss experienced teachers.

The of the reiearch are summarized as

L

follows: te were more custodia] in pup11 control

e

ideology than! ‘e princ1pals or counsellors; e]ementary_

teachers and jipals were less custodial in pupil
control ideeld than were their counterparts at the
secondary level feachers Qith more than five years
’ experience in the glassroom were more custodial than were
teachers with fi ears or less experience; and closed-
-minded teachers’ |

were open-mind' Fteachers and principals.

. / . , :
The follow-up situdy also investigated the pupil
LY

N

control ideology of teacﬁers, principals, and'counsellors
when grouped by sex, experience as edﬁcato;ﬁ, and e@uce-
‘tional posit1on The findings revealed thaiweleménta}y
principals were more humanistic in pup11 control 1deology
than were secondary princ1pa1s;§k]ementqry tea:;ers were
more humanistic than secondarf teachers; and male teachers
tended to beemo?e custodial in their pypil control ideology
than female teachers‘ (wmo'wer et al. '(-19.67:19-31). ..Sub-
,sequent research by Hoy (1967 and 1968) d1sclosed that
teacher socialization is positvvely related to custod1a11sm

“{. .
in control jdeology. .. R R g

.



“Further, re:&erch concerning the association of

‘ personal and 5qc1ologica1 variables with the pupi] control
ideology of educators has revealed relationships between:
(1) the openness of sehool organizational climate and
teacﬁEr humanism (App]eberry and Hoy 1969); (2) the socio-
-~econ9m1c status of schools and the ideology of teachers L
(Gossen 1969) (3) the value or1entat1ons of teachers and
their custodia]isw-humanism (Helsel 1971); and (4) between

student alienation and teacher custodialism (Rafalides and

.
%
Q,

Hoy 1971).

y
The~present inquiry is a d1rect outgrowth of an

e{}]ier study by Helsel (1971) wh1ch reported a p051t1ve
relationship between status obeisanCe41nth9chers and their
pupil control ideo]ogy; This investtgetion}eqam%ned status
obeisance and pupil cdntrd] ideology o%\teaéhgrs and prin-
cipa]s.serving in a sample of Canddian et entary schools.
A summary of the conceptua] framework, the\rat1ona1e and

- the pred1ct1ons which were made is presented: 3n "the o ot

a . . A
f0110w1ng sect1on A S

V. SUMMARY, CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES
"PUb1Wc schooTS'h ve been*identified as social\units
which are spec1f1ca11y vested with a service function.~-

3

’che mora] and technical soc1a11zat10n-of the young (B1dwe11
: ]

in March 1955) Furthermor?ﬂ when v1ewed from the . .
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perspective of organization theory, itghas been shonn that
schools exhibit the character1st1cs of a general ma1nten-
ance organ1zat1on type (Katz and Kahn 1966) . Un]1ke
production organizations whjch process hardware:objects, the
"ran materia]"'in'"people changing organizations" are
reactive and participatory in nature-(Perror 1970; Street
et al. 1966; and Goffman 1961) Moreo#enw the organ1zat1on-
client relat1onsh1p in schools is not of i voluntary nature.
Thus, public schoo]s fall into the same categony of
organizations as prisons and public mental hospitals in

that peither clients nor the organization can exercise
choice with respect to membership (Cag]son 1964)." |

fﬂ k¢

k FT

- The lack of selectivity in the organization-C]ient.
re}at1onsh1p of schoo]s, pr1sons, and public mental .
hosp1ta]s suggests that these organizations are of necess1ty
confronted with ¢lients who may have no desire to take

~advantage of the organ1zation s serv1ce - This Q&ature may

have profound consequences for such organizations R

publis schools, for examp1e, it has beenwfound tha'fth

who are more responsib]e fqr .the control of unselected :
clients are more custodial in control ideology than‘thoseﬁ§“
. l : Ky

less respons1b1e for such “control. Furtbermore, the . \
-nature of the teach1ng task as well as the/:oc1a]ization '

}1nf1uence of the teacher subcu]ture have begn shown to be

1mportant.factors in producmng more custodial 1deology on

)
n

-

-
v
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the pg}t of’teéthefﬁ\in'échoo? organizations (Willower
et lal. 1967; Hoy 1967; Hoy 1968).
- . ‘
That client control should be identified as central
in these orgaﬁi;ations seems reésénab]e. The importance of
client c62fro1 as an element in the culture of public ’

mental hospitals and prisons is well documented (Perrow,

and Crésgey in March 1965). In addition, an ever 1aneas1ng

4volume of research on pub]1c schools has revealed the sig-

n1f1cance of pupil control and pupil control 1deo]ogy as
e]ements in the organ1zat1ona1 11fe of schoo1s (Willower
and- Jones 1963; Hoy 1967; Willower et al. 1967; Jackson

1968; and Silberman 1970).

-

While strong argumen;s have been advanced to show
that schodlS are preoccupied with pupil control, it has
been observed that schools and individuals within schools
varyﬂin‘their orientations towérd pupil control and the
behaviors which these orientatiéns sgek to rationalize.
0perat10na1121ng a contro1 typology rang1ng from
custodialism at one extreme to humanism at the other. )
W1]]ower-etta1‘ 1967), developed an instrument, Ihe Pupil
Control Ideology Form, designed t§ measure an educ;%or's
pupil-control 1de61bgy In brqef, a custod1al pup11

control 1deology stresses the ma1ntenance of order, distrust

of students, and a’punttive, moralistic approach to pupil

control. A humanistic pupii‘cdntro1 ideology emphasizes

. toe
Qo ' . r 1.2
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(an accepting and trustful view of students, as well as

~optimism concerning their ability to be se]f—disciplining.

prs

One may expect that a variety of personal and psycho-

logical variables could be related to differéhcgs in the
pupil control orientations of school educators;‘ Willower
et al. (1967) found a relationship between dogmatism, as
measured by Rockeach's Dogmatism Scale, and custodialism.
Helsel (1971) feﬁorted researgh which showed a positive
relationship between traditionalism in values and cus-
‘todialism in pupil control ideology. _Moreover, research
:evidence has been cited which revealed that differences in
status obeisance Among individuals can influence the
attitudes these individuals hold toward those of lower

standing (Adorno et al. 1959); Chapman and Cambell 1957;
Pearlin and Rdsenberg 1962; and Helsel 1971).

The present investigation examined the relationship
between status obeisance and pupil control ideo}ogy of
teachersJand principals in a random sample of Canadian

_elementary sﬂhoo]g. Status obeisancé places emphasis upon

f?he honorific rather than upon the functional‘aspects of
‘authority. An obeisant orientation is characterized by
d;férence and high respect for—authority and authorify re-
1atioh§hib§. Obeisance waé-theoretigally related to a
typology of pupil control ideology ranging from cus-

todialism at one extreme to humanism at the other.

TN
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The rationale for the major hypotheses advanced in
this study was as follows. The emphasis on respect for
authority, social distance, deference, and domination of
subordinates that characterizes the 6beisant orientation,

appeared to be compatib]é with the punifive, distrustful,

-

pessimistic, and impersonal viewpoint which characterizes
0 .~

the custodial orientation. Similarly, the more flex1b1e,

trustful, optimistic, and personalistic elements of the

N

humanistic control ideology appeared to bevipconsistent
with the obejsant orientation descffbed above (Helsel 1971).

Accordingly, the hypotheses developed and tested in this
//
investigation were:

H. 1. Teachers serving in schools which are
relatively h1%_ _ofi the authority dimension of
obeisance will be significantly more custodial
in their pupil control ideology~than teachers

" serving in schools which are re]at1ve1y low
on the authority dimension.

H. 2. Principals serving in schools wh1ch are
- relatively high on the authority dimension of
- obeisance will be significantly more custodial

: in their pupil qontrol ideology than principals
serving in schools which are relatively ]OW:
on the authority dimension.

H. 3. Schools which are relatively high on the
authority dimension of obeisance will be
significantly more custodial in pupil control.
ideology than schools which are re]at1ve1y
Tow on the authority dimension.

Onefassumption that underlies the major predictions
of this research is that teachers' contfo]1ing behaviors
are likely to be mode}ately consistent with their control

jdeologieé. This assumption-appears to be especially -



e j&
tenable for situatidns of relative isotation such as the
classroom setting. For in the classroom, the kinds of
social constraints normally imposed in circumstances of
greater visibility are greatly reduced. Furthermore,
Abbott (1965) and Katz and Kahn (1966) have stressed the
importance of ideology as an intervening variable in
mediating the role incujﬁent's perception of his organiza-
ffbha] role expectation. If perception of organi{athnal
role expectations influences organizaﬁicnal behaxida, and
organizational authority structuresuarelhedféfedzbyran
indiyédua]'s ideo1ogy, then the pupil control and obei-
sance orientations of teachers and principals would seem
toAServe the basic function of structuring control
behavior, that iswef providing an internal guide to

individual action.

ey
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CHAPTER III

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES
H
I. INTRODUCTION
This chapter details an account of the instruménta-
tfon used in data collection, an outline of sample selection
procedures'and'a description of the sample, the collection
brocedure, and the statistical techniques used in the treat-

ment of the data.

t

Operationally, two types of control ideology are
delineated -- hLmanistic pupil control ideology and cus-
todial pupil control ideology. Similarly, two types of
authority orientation are identified -- high obeisance

~orientation and low obeisance orientation. While these
orientations are relative in scope; they provide the typo-
\

logical frame'brk for testing the principal hypotheses and \
for examining the related sub-problems. , \\\

II. INSTRUMENTATION

The Pupil Control Ideoltogy Form

The operational measure of Egbi] control ideology
used for teachers and principals in the sample was the Pupil

Control Ideology Form, or PCI Form. The instrumeﬁt, devel-

oped by'wi11ower, Eidell, and Hoy (1967), was adapted from

. - 44
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@]
a typology employed earlier by Gilbert and Levinson (1957)
in the study of the control ideology of mental hespital staff
personnel concerning patients. In the adaptation made to
public schoo]s; pupil control ideology was conceptualized
on a continuum ranging from "custodialism" at one extreme
to "humanism" at the other. The form consists of twenty
Likert typé items with response categories ranging in value
from five (strongly agree) to one (strongly disagree). L
Items number five and number thirfeen are reverse scored.
Scoring for the instrument consists of a summated scale
to produce & raw score. The possible range in scores for
regpondeﬁ%é‘Wﬁs from twenty to one hundred. A humanistic
ideolog&“&as represented by a low scale score with the
ideology becoming more custodial with a higher score

(Willower et al. 1967:10-12). ,The PCI Form is presented

in Appendix A.

Reliability. One of the simplest definitions of

reliability is furnished'by Shaw and Wright (1967:16): _ \
": . . the degree to wh%gh a scale yie]d; consistent scores
whén the attitude is meaéured a number of times." Shaw and
Wright further point out that there are three\%éggrical
methods of estimating the reiiabi]ity of an attitude scale:
the correlation between scores on tﬁé same test given at
different times (thé test—reteSt method.) , thé‘corre]ation

between two comparable form§m3ﬁ the same scale (the

Ri
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equivalent-forms method), and the correlation between

comparable parts of the same scale (the split-half method).

-
Qo

" To check the reliability of the PCI instrument a
split-half’re1iabil{ty coefficient was calculated by
Willower, Eidell, and Hoy (1967:12-13) by correlatjng even-
item sub-scores with odd-item sub-scores (N = 170). " The
Pearson product-moment coefficient which resulted was .91.
An application of the Spearman-Brown formula yielded a.

corrected coefficient of .95.

Since these correlations were relatively hiéh, the
researchers (Willower et al. 1967) calculated further
reliability coefficients for data collected from a later
sample (N = 55). Employing the same techniques described
abqve, the Pearson product-moment correlation of the half-
test scores yielded a coéificienthof .83. Further applica-
tion of the Spegrman-Brown formula yie]ded a corrected

coeffitient of .91. . 0

Validity. In its simplest form, validity is the
dégree to which the scale measures what it is subposed to
méasurek There are four general procedures for estimating
the validfﬁy df psychological te;;s (Cronbach and Meehl ’
‘]955): predictive validity, concurrent validity, construct

validity, and contqnt validity.

Construct valfdity and toncurrent validity were used
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as estimates of validity for the PCI Form. The proposition

that pupil control plays a central part in school organiza-

tion life grew out of oﬂservationa] and interview data

gathered during an intensive study of one public school S
(willqwer and Jones 1963). The researchers noted that the
proposition fitted the traditional picture of schools as .
places where pupifs would rather not be. It also fitted, in

a general way, Waller's (1932) portrayal of fhe dominance

of teachers and the submissiveness of pupf]s within the

public school. Furthermore, the proposition appeared to be
compatibTe with Becker's (1961) emphasis on the teacher as

an authority figure and with Cér]son's (1964) analysis of

‘the school as a service organization'with nonselected

clients. The PCI Form was deye]ope& on the basis of these

cofsiderations.

According to Willower et al. (1967:10):
Construction of the instrument was begun by writing
fifty-seven statements concerned with pupil control.
These statements were based upon the literature,
the author's experience in .public schools, field

, hotes’ from the study preceding the present research,
and the control conceptualization which was employed.

Based on SUbjecfs"responses, item analyses of résponses,
and,seVera] pilot studies, a series of modi%ications_in the
instruﬁént resulted }n a form which consisted of'twenty )
items. For construct validity, such prbcédures appear to

bé espeqiaily meaningful as they relate to the theoretical

formu]ations‘pentafhing to pupil control ideology..

-
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. The pr}ncipe] procedure‘gmp]oyed by Willower, Eidell, "’
and‘Hox (1967:13-14) in validating the PCI Form however,

was based upon school princida1s' judgments (concurrent
va11d1ty) concerning the pupil control 1deo]ogy of‘&,number

of teachers on thelr staff. After reading prototyp1c
descrlptibns of humanistic and custodial control orientations,
principals were asked to identify ahd specify a number df

teachers whose control ideology best fitted each descrip-

. tion. The mean PCI Form scores of the teachers identified

-were then compared. A t-test was applied to test theépre-

diction that teachers judged to hold a custodial ideology
would differ inwmean PCI Form scores from teachers judged
to have a humanistic control ideology. (Results of a one-
tailed t-test revealed that che difference was in the

expected direction, and that it was significant at the .01

level.

( L
A final cross-validation check was carr1ed out by the’ L e
researchers using the s;me techniques described above (based
upon principals' judgments of teacher ideology). Data were
drawn from five elementary and two secondary schools. Again,
a one- ta1led t-test revea1ed that the difference in mean
PCI Form scores for teachers judged to be humanistic in

ideblogy and those judged to be custodial was significant

at the .001 level. The researchers have remarked that: "By

-the standards usually app]led the instrument appeared to us



to be relatively reliable and valid" (Ni]]ower_et al.

1967:14).

‘Measurement of the Obeisance
Dimension of Authority

J

The Status Obeisance Scale was used to measure the

deference orientation of respondents from each of the
sample schools. The instrument, developed by A.R. Helsel
(1971), was constructed from a pool of seventy-seven statq—
ments concerning status obeisance. The scale was adminis-
tered to a sémple of two hundred - five elementary and
secondary school teachers. Item-scale correlations were
éomputed to determine the discriminatory power of each

statement and to insure internal consistency of the scale.

»

As a result of the analysis, thirty of the original seventy-

seven items were retained in the final form of the instru-

ment.
I '
¢

. Scofiﬁg weights for the six respdnse'categories to
the thirty itémi of the\écale‘ranged in value from six
(agree strongly) to one (disagree strongly). Items number

%two and number eight were scored in revérse. The possible
rangé in scores for respondents was from thirty to one
hundred - eighty. ﬁesponseé to the scale are totalled to
produce a scaled score -- the higher the score, the more

obeisant the respondent. The Status Obeisance Scale is

presented in Appendix B.

-
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Reliability and Validity. Item-scale correlations

were used as a test of internal consistency for the scale
(Helsel 1971-39) Correlation coefficients for the Status
Obeisance Scale ranged from .40 to .65 with an average oﬁ/
.51 for the thirty items. A reliability analysis y1e1ded
a coefficient of .90 as estimated by the Kuder—R1chardsdn

Formula 20. The estimate of reliability was the Cronbach

Alpha, which is a generalization of the KR-20 (personal .

correspondence with A.R. Helsel 1972). According to
Ferguson (1971:368) this special casé of the KR~20 was

designed for use with mu]tiple response items. The formula

is identical to the one used to calculate coefficient Alpha.

The estimate of internal, consistency is based on average
correlations of itgms within a scale. Nunnally (1967:211)
has indicated that]such a procedure provides:

a good estimate of reliability in most
s1tuat1ons, since the major source of measurement
error is because of the sampling content.

The validity of the Status Obeisahge‘Scale‘was

/

supported by'the method of known groups (Helsel 1971:39).

3 ,
IIT. SAMPLE SELECTION AND DESCRIPTION
OF THE SAMPLE )

Sample Selection Procedures | |

,,,,,,,
e,
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2
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tary schools in the Prov1ﬁce of..Naya Scot1a For practical

~
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0 'purposes, the study was ra§trjc;59 to schools with at least
‘ten permanently assigned staff members including the
""'principal. A further restriction was that only schools’
. ,

foffering instruction in grades primary through grade'sfx
j i - A
exclusively were eligible for sample selection. Forty-five

.fsqhoggs was considered to be an adequate sample size. :

Based on the Nova Scotia Department of Education's" -
| OFficia1 1ist of schools for the province and the selection
h‘restrictions described above, a population of one hundred -
ﬁ'fifteen ;chobls were identified. The one hundred - fifteen
::ejigible schools were astigned‘specific.nuhbér§ and a table
fof rahdom numbers (Popham 1967:381-85) was employed in the
°: selection of the forty-five schools fhr the study. The

', .
fprty five ‘schools included in the samp]e were from twe]ve

v',‘. fe '

Schoiy d1str1cts in- the Prov1nce of Nova Scotia

o -

After sample schools had been idehtified, letters
s }f request1ng permission to conduct the research were forwarded
A“(f’,to the twelve district super1ntendents concérned. At the

f 'same time, letters of request were sent to the forty five
4prnc1pals of sample schools through thelr respective
1f;él;uperintendents (see Appendix C and D). A brief outllne of
j%hf'thé research was given and superintendents, provided they/
were agreeable to the project; qehéAaskéd to fohwardﬂth%
f’bﬂ enclosed letters to‘prihcipals_éerving in sample schools

*‘(“‘4’ . within their jurisdictioh. “Reply cards and stamped, self-

i { :
ey H ) .
S R Y ;- - - -
v/‘i"? ’ ) ' - ’ » ’ i &
;" el ) ¢ s ‘ o s : )
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addressed envelopes were proVided fqr’their convenience 1in
replying to the research request. All superﬁnten?ents and -
principals of representative~schools agreed to participate
in the study. As soon as letters of qgnfirmatfon wete
received,’superiptendehts and principals were advised of

. the dateéywhen the researcher would personally deliver the

‘/'igﬂgigggrjnstruments (SO>Sea1e, PCI Form, and Personal Data
Sh%et) to each of the samp]e schools (Persona1 Data Sheet -

Appendix E)

Description of the Sample

The sample ranged over a wide geographlc area and
included: 10 rural schoo]s,,li town schools, 13 ;nner city
schools, and ]9/suburban schoo]s Schools in these local-
ities varied in school enro1ment size from two,huedred -

five students to nine hundred students. The size of

. ;ﬁermanent]y assigned staff (1nc1ud1ng principa]s) in the

schools invéstigated ranged from ten to thirty-seven (see

Summary Data for A11 Schools .- Table LVIII (Appendix H).

Characteristics of Respondents. Table I provides a ¥

brief semmary of selected data concerning the personal A

character{stics of ell‘respondents whb provided usable

‘questionnaires for thfe study. A]fhough statistical tests
-~ were not performed‘on all demographic data, theyihave been
. used for comparative purposes Qith othef,simi{ar'studieé

and are included here to complete the description of the

A
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TABLE 1

SELECTED PERSONAL CHARACTERISTIC OF RESPONDENTS

Personal Personal o~
Characteristics Teachers Characteristics Principals
of Teachers N = 675 . of Principals N = 44

SEX: ~SEX:
1. Male 71 1. Male. 34
2. Female 604 2. Female. 10
2 . L
MARITAL STATUS: MARITAL STATUS:
1. Single" 192 1. Single 5. -
2. Married 440 2. Married 37
3. Other 43 3. Other 2
AGE : -AGE : _ : ’
1. 20 - 29 yrs. 314 1. 25 - 39 yrs. 14
2. 30 - -39 yrs. 132 2. 40 - 49 yrs. 13
3. 40 - 49 yrs. 100 3. 50 - 59 yrs. 13
4. 50 - 59 yrs. 96 4. 60 - 64 yrs. 4
5. 60 - 69 yrs. 33 .
POSITION:. - POSITION:
1. Primary 78 1. Teaching . 16
2. Grade one .86 . 2. Non-teaching 28
3. Grade two ° 85 ¢ o
4. Grade three 5
5. Grade four 90
6. Grade five 87
7. Grade six 102
- 8. Other 62 \ :
EXPERTENCE: <L EXPERIENCE: ° I
1. 1 yr. 52 1. 1 <5 yrs. 10
2. 2 yrs. 38 . 2. 6 - J0 yrs. 10
3. 3 yrs. 56 3.11 --20 yrs. 13
4, 4 - 5'yrs. 102 Q 4.21 - 40 yrs. . 11
5.6 -9 yrs. 113 ‘
6.10 - 20 yrs. 204
- 7.21 - 47 yrs. ’
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3. Non-Graduate

/n
TABLE I (continued)
.
Personal Personal
Characteristics Teachers Characteristics- Principals
af Teachers N = 675 N = 44
TRAINING: - TRAINING: ’
1. Less than 1. Less than
Bachelor's Bachelor's
Degree 442 Degree 7
2. Bachelor's 2. Beyond Bachelor's
Degree . 83 : Degree 21
3. Beyond Bachelor's 3. Beyond Master's
Degree 12> Degree 16
4. Beyond Master's ’ .
Degree 23 K
UNDERGRADUATE UNDERGRADUATE
PREPARATION: . PREPARATION:
1. Major in ‘ 1. Major in
Education 499 Education 17
2. Major outside 2. Major.outside
Education 176 Education 27
GRADUATE GRADUATE
PREPARATION: ° PREPARATION:
1. Major in 1. Major in
Education 208 Education 32
2. Major outside 2. Major outside
Education 21 Education 5
3. Non-graduate 7

-
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sample studied.

| 1
1. Principals. Thirty-four of the 44 principals

under study were males and eighty-four per cent of the

total group were married. Twenty—;even of the\pfincipals'
in the sample were under férty—nine years of a.ge. Sixteen
of the forty-four principals were teaching on a part-time
basis. Twenty brincipa]s had less than ten years of
teaching and administrative experience. Eighty-four per
cent of all principals had professional training at or
beyond the bachelor's degree level. Twenty-seven principals
had an undergraduate major outside the field of education,
while thirty-two of the forty-four principals had graduate »

majors in the field of education.

2. Tééchers. Seventy-one of the six hundred seventy-
five teachers in the sample were males. Sixty—fqun per cent
of all teachers were married. Sixty-six per cent of all
teachers werd® Tess than thirty-nine years bf age. The
average number of teachers per grade level was eighty-seven.
Sixty-four per cent of all teachers had more than five years
teaching experience. Sixty-five per cent of all teachers
had less than a bachelor's degree in professional training.
Seventy—three per cent of teachers had undergraduate majors .

°

in educat1on, while th1rty per cent of all teachers had .

o

graduate majors in the field of education (Tab1e I).

;-
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Iy. DATA COLLECTION

* A1l instruments were delivered to sample schools by
the researcher during a ten day .period. ‘The initial con-
tact with school principals afforded an opportunity to
detail general instructions concerning instrument com-
Pletion and to gather data pertaining to school enrolments
and school faculty size. In all instances, principals
agreéd to conduct a general staff meeting to discuss the ~
d;ﬁure of the study with teachers and to distribute the
reSearch insfruments. Furthermore, all principa]s‘agreed
to comﬁléte the instruments themselves, and they were
assured by the researcher that anonymity would be uphelq in
the reporting of the 'research. Principals were advised
that the researcher.wou]d return to the sﬁhoo] in one week

to collect the completed gquestionnaires.

During the collection period, the researcher was

‘advtsed by one principal that he and his staff had dis-
cussed the research project and. had gecided not to parti-
cipate in the study. A small number of faculty who were
‘absentofrom schooy during the project period, as well as a

mall number bf fécu]ty who were present during the week’,
did not respond. No attempts were made to contéct

eligible facu]ty%members.who did not complete the questionn-

aire during the JStablished time periods.
: J : “

/



Resgonse
As Table II and III indicate the returns for the

.total sample were extremely high. O0f the forty-five schools
selected for the sample, forty-four returned questionnaires.
As noted above, one principal and his staff had decided nat
to participate in the study. However, since instruments

were delivered to this particular school they were included

as part of the distributed questionnaires.
~

Table T reports the number of questionnaires which
were distributed and returned. The percentages of returns
are also reported in this Table. MWith 675 of 798 teachers
providing usable questionnaires, an eighty-seven per cent
teacher return was secured for this investigagion. In
addition, forty-four of forty-five principals completed the
instruments. The return for principals was 97 per cent.

The total return for the sample was 86.5 per cent..

Table III presents figures on the number and per-
centage of usable returns. 44 principals and 675 teachers

provided usable returns.

While distributing questionneires to each of the
sample schools in the.twelve school districts, school PCI
ratings (based on control orientation descriptions) were
secured. from all superintendents or their designated super-

visors. Superintendents or their designates were requested

>

<



TABLE I1

NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES DISTRIBUTED AND RETURNED

o e

Questionnaires Questionnaires Per Cent
Respondents Distributed : Returned - Returned
[eachers 798 685 87
9 |
Principals 45 44 97
Totals 843 729 86.5
TABLE II11

.bv ) )

*

NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES COMPRISING FINAL SAMPLE -

' Questionnaires Usable ’ Per Cent
Respondents Returned Questionnaires of usable
Questionnaires

Teachers 685 | 675 - 98
Principals 44 44 190
Total i 729 . 719 - 98
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to rate schools within their jurisdiction on either the
five-point custodial or the five-point humanistic rating -
scale (Appendix G),.
; ‘
V. SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS

When researcir hypotheses are used, the element of
objectivity requires that the significance level be set in
advance of data‘co11ection. According to Popham (1967:53):
"It has been conventional in behaviorq]rscience research

work to use .05 and the .01 levels of significancé.“

Since an earlier finding (Helsel 1971) had revealed
a positive relationship between teacher status obeisance
and pupil control ideology, the .01 level of significaﬁce
was established for the three principal hypotheses. The
.05 level of significance was employed in the tre\tme t of

data related to the sub-problems of this‘investigation.

In each instance, however, when more significant

levels were revealed, they were reported.

VI. STATISTICAL PROCEDURES -

Responses to the PCI Form and the Status Obeisance
Scale were hand scored en.regular data program recording
sheets. The resu]ts, along w1th certa1n demograph1c 1nfor-

mation on each respondent and each school were printed on | ¢
. \ .
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IBM cards. Verifications were then made in order to com-
plete the analysis of data on the. IBM 360/367 data pro-

X
cessing system at the Computer Center of the University of

Alberta.

The statistical procedure employed for testing the
three major hypotheses, as well as the first sub-problem of
the study, was the t-test for the difference between the
means of two independent samples. The t-test is a para-
metric test used to determine just how great the difference
Setween two means must be in order for jt to be judged sig-
nificant, that is, a significant departere from differences
which might be expecfed by chance alone (Popham 1967:130).
The program selected for this study was "T-Tests with Test;
on Variances and Welch Approximations." The;program was

prepared at the Division of Educatiomal Research Services

of the University of Alberta.

To test for'significant differences between means of
two or more groups, and to assess the degree of relat1onsh1p
between the g\b\maJor variables of the study, other pro-

" grams selected for statistical treatment were: (1) One-Way
Anal}sis of Variance, (2) Pearson Product-Moment Cerre-
'1ations, and (3) Scheffé Multiple Comparison of Means

(where appropr1ate)

T

For hypothesis one, the problem was to determine the



difference, ifvany, befween the.PCI mean scorés‘of teachers
serving in those schools which scored in the upper quartile
on the authority dimension of obeisance and those serving
in schools from the lower quartile on.this»dimension. |
Because of earlier research on pupil control ideology
(Helsel 1971, Willower et al. 1967) ‘and a recent finding
which showed a relationship between status oﬁéisance and
pupil control jdeology, the level of éignificance was set
at .01. The prediction was that teachers from schools in
the-upper'quafti]e:(grduped by obeisante scores) would be
significantly more custodialvin pupi]acontro1 iéeo]ogy

than their teaching counterparts grouped by the lower.

" obeisance quartile. ' ,

Closely related to the.ffrét the brob]em in hypo-

thesis two was to determine the d1fference, if any, between'

L]

the PCI Form mean scores of pr1nc1pals serv1ng in schools

_ in both the upper and lower quartiles grouped by the

aufhority dimension. The pred%c%jon]made was that

A J

principals from schools in the upper quarti]é on obeisance

would be s1gn1f1cant1y more custod1a1 in pupil control

~ideology than their colleagues grouped in the- 1ower obei-

'sance quartile.

Agéin using the upper and lower obeisance quartf?es

for de11neations, the th1rd hypothes1s pred1cte¢ that

schools grouped in the upper quartile on oheisance would be

.61
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significantly more custodial in pupil control ideology

than scheols grouped into the lower obeisance quartile.

‘1
While other sub-problems and questions relating to

school and sample characteristics were investigated, no
specific hypotheses were formulated. Howevér, results of
these investfﬁ%tions are reported so that comparisons
could be madeﬁéith‘similar data from previous research.

o

VIT. SUMMARY

This chapter has presented a descriptign of the

instruments used in the study, as well as a“report of their

-
reliability and validity. Samplimg procedures were out- Y
lined along with a brief descriptioh of the sample. The '
method of data collection wasAspecifiéd, as well as sig-

nificance levels and the statistical techniques employed

in the treatment of data. . : o

[

The finqings of the empirical analyses are reported

in Chapter IV.



-CHAPTER TV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

I. INTRODUCTION

Teachers have bgen shown to vary in attitude
towards authority and deference to their administrative
5upériors (Helsel, 1971). Teachers have also been des-
cribed as having a salient concern for control with respect’
to the relationship of teachers to students (Willower and
Jones, 1963). Willower; Eidell, and Hoy (1967) have pre-
sented data which.cqnfirmed their prediction thatrthose
directly responsible for the control of unselected pupils
you]d be more custodial in their control ideology tﬁan~
thSe less directly reSpohsible for pupil control. Helsel
(1971) reported réseaﬁch‘which revealed a positive relation-
‘¥ ship between teacher,status,obeisance and pupil control
ideo]oéy. Data gathefed in this investigatfon further
examfned status obeisance and pupil coanET“ideo]bgy of
ﬁeachers and principé]s serving in a sample of Canadian

elementary schools 1ocaté$’in the Province of Nova Scotia.
¥

: / o This chapter presents tﬁ. resu1t§ of the empirical
bhaSe.of the'study'wh?ch tested the hypotheses concerning' -
the relationship between obeisance afd the pupi cottrol
j’dﬁdgy of tgac’hers.and p«rin“cipais in the selected sample.
'fhe'presentatjon,pf the findings is organized on the basis
v E . EE !?



of the statistical design detailed in the previou; chapter.
Section two of this chapter presents data on correlations
between the obeisance dimension of authority and the pdpi1
control ideology of educators serving in the sample schools.
Variations of sample schools on both the dependent and the
independent variables are presented in section three.
Analysis of findiqgs on the major hypotheses which guided
the research ére reported in Sectioh/fdur}"Section five
reports data on sub-problems pertaiﬁing to obeisance and
pupil control ideology as related to certain school origniza-
tion variables: size, locality, Provincial Percentage
Propoftions of the Foundation Grant paid to municipalities
(see Appendix H), and PCI school ratings by respective
elementary school supervisors. Demographic data of tedchers
and principals concerning the relationship of selected
Ssample charactefistics to obeisance and custodialism are

presented in the sixth section of the chapter.

IT. PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN STATUS
- OBEISANCE AND PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY FOR MALE
- AND FEMALE TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS -

-

A finding from earlier research (Helsel 197%1) was
re-éxamingd to investigqte the relationship between status
obeisance and pupi] cgﬁtrol ideology as it occurred in a -
sample of Schoo]s in the Pfovfnce of Nova Scotia. The

statistical procedure used to test the relationship between
. | * . ' : . -*‘) u‘ .V ) i . N k
— | 4

LA e,
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‘than.all'principa]s in the sample. The mean PCI Form Ecore

these two variables was the Pearson Product-Moment Co}re-
lation. Results disclosed that the posi;%vé relationship
between theﬁe two variables remained fairly constant whether
teachers or principals were tested separat%Jy or taken as
total groups. Correlations between the two variables for

all groups were significant at the .01 level. Relevant .(
data are réported.in Table IV. Whi1e‘taking into account

the different population sizes for teachers and princfpals,

it is noted that correfations between the two variables fo}

principals were slightly higher than those for teachers

(Table D, Popham 1967:396).

II1. VARIATIONS INFOBEISANCE ORIENfATION AND PUPIL
CONTROL IDEOLOGY IN SCHOOLS ‘

Schools ig the sample tested were found to have Qide
variations in both obeisance and pupil control idqgﬂbggp
There was-also a wide variation oflqbeisant gnd control
orientations for teachers and principals within particular
schools. In nonegof the schobls testedhéould it be said
that teaéhers ahd their prfﬁéiﬁé] were in general agreement
on either control or obeisance orientations. HerveE, when

tested separately, teachers in all schools were found to‘be,

significant]y more custodial in their pupil control ideology -

for all teachef; was 51.66 and ﬂn;a]l principals 48.55.

The computed t-value for fhis analysis was 2.40. With

p v
. -
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TABLE IVVY

® : _ .
"~ PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN STATUS
OBEISANCE AND PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY FOR MALE

AND FEMALE TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS

N - 719
Teachers NumBéyf- | Correlation
Males 717 | 47%
< ,
Females - 604 : L41*
Total 675 41*
Principals Number . Correlation
Males 34 ‘ ©.66%
Females " 10 L74*
Total TV | .72*

Total | | Number Correlation
Males 105 TSN
yFemales 614 RSV 3 Lot N
v 5"9‘”' . N T
1 gotal 719 L 43*

i A
‘ 4

* Significant at the .01 level

s
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.1 and 717 degrees of freedom, this t-value was significant
at the .05 level. Teachers and principals did not differ
significantly on the obeisance dimension of authority.

Relevant data are presented in Tables V and VI.

Data presented in ngure 2 show the wide variation
in schools on the cbeisant dimension of a@thority ane pupil
conthel iqeo]ogy. School PCI and status obefsqpce scores
‘were compdted by calculating_a total mean score from data
received from all teachers and the arincipal serving jn a
particular school School scores onﬁioth variables were
used for relative p]acements of schools on tbe\authority-
contro} matrix. Teachers and pr1nc1pa15 in the sample had
a mean PCI Form score of 51.47, while the tota] status
obeisance mean score was 109.19. TJ&nty three of the '
forty-four schools in the sample ranked above the mean for
all schools on the authority dimension, ?%nle an equa]
num§er of schdol{;scored above.and below the mean for all
schools on pup1l control 1deology (Pert1nent data-appear

Y

in Table VII. |

«
i i

IV.  SUMMARY OF DATA ANALYSISTFOR MAJOR HYPOTHESES

-~

The statistical pfbcedufe emp]oye for testing the

~ three maJor hypotheses wh1ch gulded the -research was the » |

’

t- test for the d1fference between the means of two 1ndepen-

dent samples._ Sign1f1cance levels were establlshed at .01,

-
M
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TABLE V

PRINCIPALS PCI SCORES

A COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN TEACHERS' AND

, N = 719
Number Mean Standard t
: Deviation Value
{ .
Principals 44 48 .55 5.84 2.40*
Teachers 675 51.66 §.39

* Significant at the .05 level

TABLE VI
' A COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN TEACHERS AND
CPRINCIPALS STATUS OBEISANCE SCORES
‘ N =,7P9 .
| %
’ o . ‘
Number Mean Standard «t:\\6 ' ’
. Deviation Valu .
= j §
CPrincipals 34 108.95 18.22 07
Teachers . 675 ]OQYZO 20.38
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TABLE VII

A

SUMMARY OF PCI AND STATUS OBEISANCE MEANS FOR ALL
TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS

N =719
PCI  Standard Status Standard
Total Mean Deviation Obeisance Deviation
Mean
Teachers and '§)
Principals 51.47 8.38 109.19 20.23

/

, _
Relationship Between PCI and Status
Obeisance in Teachers, Principals
and Schools

H.1. Teachers serving in schools which are
relatively high on the authority dimension of
obeisance will be significantly'more custodial

a in their pupil control ideology than teachers"
© serving in schools which are relatively low on
the authority dimension.

Operitiona11y,'schod1 scores were determined by com-

puting the total ﬁgan bdth‘on'the PCI Form and the Obeisance
Scale for the principal and all teachers sServing in a par-
‘ticular school. This procedufe made~it posSible to deter-
mine comparative mean scores for each of the scthls {n the

sample regardless of the number of teachers who taught in

any one school.

- -

. To test the predictions made, schéols scoring in the

upper quartile on the authority dimension were labelled high

.
> N M X »
: 4
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, ‘obe1sance schools

obeisance schools while those with scores in the Tqwer
quartile were judged to be low obeis;née\schools. Eleven
schools appegred in each of the two extreme quartiles.
RelTative placements of the twenty-two schools included in
these quartiles are represented in Figure 2. 5ata pertain-
ing to the respective mean PCI and mean status obeisance

scores for these schools appear in Table VIII.

J

For testing this hypothesis, calculations were based
on analysis of data from teachers grouped according to
Wwhether they taught in the eleven high or the eleven low
obeisance schools. Mean school séores were used in deter-
mining relative teaéger placements (see Figuréé; and Table
VIIT). The t-test computed forythis hypothesis yielded a
t-test value of 4.10. With 1 and 317 degrees of freedom
the t-value wés signifiéant beyond the .001 1eve1. According
to the preyiously defined level of s1gn1f1cance, this hypo-
thesis was affirmed. One hundred and one of the 162 (62.3%)
.teache}s serving in the -high obeisance schools and seventy-
seven of the157 (49 1%) teachers se?vihg infthe Tow
obeisance schools had 1nd1v1du 1 PCI scores wh1ch were above

the mean PCI score for all te chérs Re]evant~data.ane

presented-1n Table IX.

A second hypothes1s, closely re]ated to the f1rst,

was’ concerned with pr1nc1pa1s serv1ng in high and low
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TABLE VIII

MEAN PCI AND MEAN STATUS OBEISANCE SCHO®L SCORES
OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS IN HIGH
AND LOW OBEISANCE SCHOOLS

N = 22
HIGH OBEISANCE SCHOOLS . LOW OBEISANCE SCHOOLS
Status | Status
School PCI Obeisance School PCI Obeisance:
Number Score ¥ Score Number Score Score
6 55.00 117.44 1 49.30-  99.50
8 . 54 .64 114.54 3 51.50  104.25
9 55.09 114.55 12 52.84  101.90
11 57.25 . 122.17 S 25 49.17  99.78
13 53.58"  117.67 27 48.42 ¥ 96.50
14 54.22  116.39 33 45.10  100.40
-8 ' Ct - , -
15 49.88  124.00 36 52.74  101.00
16 . 53.55 114.15 37 47.68 102.42
- ' ¥ . \ ] -
218 49.69 114.00 39 44.25 - 87.63
Y o s120 sz 0 4 50.33 - 97.88
?43 $3.17 - 120,28 * . - 42 52.06 101,39




‘2 ‘and Table VIII) The computed t-test for this’ hypoth%s1é
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TABLE IX L

»

"A MPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN PCI SCORES.OF TEACHERS
GROUPED BY HIGH AND LOW OBEISANCE SCHOOLS

. N - 319

Standard t

Number Mean Deviation Value

Teachers in High :
Obeisance Schools, 162 53 ;5 6.84 L4.10%*

. o J
Teachers in Low - . o
Obeisance Schools 157 50.12 . 8.78

-* Significant at the .001 level

H.2. Principals serving in schools which
are relatively 'high on the authority dimension:
of obeisance will be significantly more custodial
in their pupil control ideology than principals
serving in schools which are relatively low on
the authority dimension.

Calculations for this hypbthesis were based gn
anaIysis of da%a received from all principals grouped
»?

accord1ng to whethe& they i;rved in the eleven high or the N”"ﬁ
LN

eleven low obe1sance schooIs Mean. schooI scorés were

again.used for relat1ve pIacement of prlnc1ga15 {see F1'g¥; .

y1e1ded aat- value of .02, 1nd1cat1ng that this hypothes1s

could not be accepted.- Five of the eIeven pr1nc1pa]s

LR o
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serving in both high and low obeisance schools respectively,
[ ) .

had individual PCI scores which were above the mean PCI

score for all prjncipais. Data concerning this hypothesis

are reported in Table X.

-~ TABLE X

A COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN PCI SCORES OF PRINCIPALS
GROUPED BY HIGH AND LOW OBEISANCE SCHOOLS

Qv,. - N=22
Standard %
Number Mean Deviation Value
Principals in High
Obeisance Schools 11 46.73 7.39 .02
Principals in Low - : | -

Obeisance Schools 11 .- 46.82 - 8.94

-for th1s hypothes1s y1e1ded a t- value of 3.56. - With 1 and

A third hypothesis pertained to high and low obeisance
Schools. Operationa11y; scﬁoo] means were'ca]tulated from

the PGI scores -of teachers and their principal within

~

particu]ér schpo]s.

_ H.3. Schools which are relatively high on the
authority dimension of obeisance will be signifi-
cantly more custodial in pupil control ideology @
"than schools which are relat1vely low on the
. author1ty dimension. .

A t-test car?1ed out to compare the PCI schoqol means

-

N

- ' : A
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20 degrees of freedom the t-value was significant be}ond'
the .01 level and the hypothesis must be accepted. Eight
,of'the eleven high obeisance schoo]s and four of the e]even
low obeisance schools had mean PCI school scores which were
above tbe mean PCI score far all schools. Relevant data.

Concerning this hypothesis are ?eported in Table XI.

K

TABLE X1
A COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN PCI SCORES 0OF HIGH
AND LOW OBEISANCE SCHOOLS
' N = 22
Standard t
Number Mean Deviation w:~Va]”e
High Obeisance
Schools 11 53.39 , 2.32 3.56%
& ’
Low Obeisance
. Schools : ‘ 11 49 .40 2.90
« Sigiificant at the .01 level ,_ | .

| | o &

. V.  RELATED SUB-PROBLEMS'AND FINDINGS -
| The data gathered 1n this 1nvesttgat1ph afforded an .
opportun1ty to exam1ne status obe1sance and pup1V con%rol “
i—deoloﬁ‘,eachers and pr1nc1pals servmg in schoo‘ls wh1ch =

'variéd‘iq;sjze, 1oca11ty,-and Prov1nc1a1 Proport1ons of-the:
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Foundation Grant paid to the various municipalities
(Appendix H). In addition, PCI school ratings (Appendix G)

were secured from elementary supervisors in order to com-

 pare these school PCI ratings with the actual PCI school

scoreé obtained from teachers and principals by the PCI

Y ; ;
Form. The t test, one-way analysis of variance, and (where

appropr1ate) the Scheffé Multiple Means test were procedures

employed to make comparisons among groups related to these‘

organization variables.

L@ -

[+

° .

A]though no prior predictions were made concerning .
these 9ub-prob1ems, statistical procedures were'employed to
test for differences in mean PCI and mean status obeisance
scores when schools were grnuped by the selected organjza-
tion characteristics. A summgky of findinge on this
empirical phase of the stndj‘is'presented in the following

section‘of the chapter.

7

Ahalysis. of D1fference of PCI and Status

Obeisance Scores in Large and Sma11 Schools

Sub- prob]em 1. The f1rst sub problem Was to deter-

f

@1ne whether or not there existed significant d1fferences

in teacher. and pr1nc1pa1 mezn PCI- and mean status obe1sance

'kscores when schoo]s were grouned accord1ng to s:ze.

'l' . - - \ o
- '-’9

Operatlonally,“schools w1th student enrolﬁ!nts above rj

the 500 figure were c]ass1f1ed as’ 1arge schoo]s Seventeen

fﬂ'Scthls were'Tabe1]ed-a&t1§P98 schools, whjle twenty-seven-

‘l’ . | . e ,“7' »T *i > II'J
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.

had student enrolment less than the 500 figure (Table LVIII,
Appendix H). A t-test was used to compare the mean PCI and
mean status obeisance scores for teachers and principals

serving in the large and, small schools.

Findings. Aithough it may be subjective]y contended
that teachér; and principals in large schools would be more
custodial and more obeisant in control and authority;orienta-
tioné than their countérparts in small schools, this investi-
gation did not suhport such a contehtion. Aside from the
observation” that principals®f small schools had slightfy .
higher hean obeisance and mean PCI scores than their
colleagues in la?ge'schools, teachers and prihcipa]s serying

in large and sgall schBo]s had virtually identical,score§<f
? e

for both the control and the author1ty measures. éummary’

B T

data are presented in Tab]es XIT and XIII. PR b

Analysis of Difference of PCI and Status ° .
Obeisance Scores in Rural, prn, Inner
City, and Suburban Schoo1s 1 ??‘{

" Sub- problem 2 T «natuﬁ@ of ﬁp1s part1cu1ar sub-

4

problemauas to determ1ne whether or no¢ there existed sig-

r .

'n1f1cant d1fferences 1n teacher and pr1nc1pal mean PCI

< 'PQ subyrbao 'schools ..

+ . '
4nd mean status obeisance scores when schoo]s uere grouped

by 10ca]1ty THe random Samp1e for this study*1nc1uded 10

rural schools, 11 town schoo]s, 13 inner c1ty schoo1s, and

3 K -
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TABLE XII

-

A COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN PCI SCORES OF TEACHERS
AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY SCHOOL SIZE

N = 719"
. - Standard t :
- Teachers Number Mean Deviation Value
. \
Large Schools 323 51.37 9.13 - .85
Qb . . . \
Small Schools 1352 51.92 - 7.66
\ L,
=7 I
. _ . : Standard t
Principals =~ ~ . Number . Mean Deviation Value
- L : .
. 3 | :
Large Schools : 17 -~ 47.65 27.09 .60
Small Schools 27 49.11 - 8.35
: Standard t
Total Number Mean - Deviation Value
Large Schools . 360 - 5119 9.06 . .85
Smdll Schools 379 - 51.72 7.74.
o \ ‘ . , .
. \ [ ] \
J ) . 4 . ‘.



o~ TABLE XIII.
4 | :
A COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN STATUS OBEISANCE
K SCORES OF TEACHERS-AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY
SCHOOL SIZE
g N = 719 .
i
» o v T Standard . t
Teachers . Number Mean Deviation Value
‘: . -
Large Schools 323 108.80 20.99 .49
Small Schools = 352 ° 109.57 19.83
R ) g
- ‘ 4
. ‘ » Standard t
Principals Number " Mean Deviation Value
_Large Schools . 17 105.53 17.55 , .99
Small Schools 27 1.1 18.62
| L N3
. T ‘ S -+ Standard t
Total . Number®. ~ Mean Deviation Valus
‘Large Schools.: .~ 3460  108.64 - 20.82 .69 \\)
, 2 ; : & ‘ -
Small Schools 3719 . rq;,sa 19.73 i
L L | B N > ] Y
T . ’ , T
% : A
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Findings. .- A one-way analysis of variance procedure

" Was used to test for differences in mean PCI scores for

-

¢

teachers and principals employed in schoo]% from the four
Ioca]ities. Teachers serving in both rura]hand town schools
were found to be significantly more custod1a1 in their pup1] .
control ideology than the]r counterparts serving in sub-

urban schools. Ana]ys1s of var1ance of mean Pel ecoref////%/
of pr1nc1pals grouped by school 1oca11ty revealed that
principals in inner city schools were more custod1g] in B
pup{l control ideology than princfpa]s;id guburban Schools.

J

App]1cat1on of the Scheffé Test For Compar1s%n of Mu1t1ple
Me;ns, however, did not show the d1fference to‘be s1gn1f1-
cant at the .05 level. When pr1nc1pels and tegspers were
tested tegether the results of analysis' revealed that )
rural and town schools were s1gn1f1cant]y more custod1a]

than suburban schools. ReTevant\data appear in Tables X1V

to XIX. o ’ : ¢

Analysis of variance.procedures toly/gt for mean

‘dlfferences in teacher and pr1nc1pa1 authority or1entat1‘as‘

\

revea]ed that rural and town té%chers were sﬂgn1f1cant1y

{

more obe1sant than inner city teachers fown teachers in

the sample were alsq significantly more obe1sant in

\-emthor1ty or1éptat1on than suburban teachers ' Wh11e
4

pr1nc1pals in 1nner city schoo]s had a h1gher mean gfe1sance

'scorq than the1r:rura], town, -or suburban counterparts, the

g v . v
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. TABLE. XIV .
- - t ~ .
" ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE FOR PCI SCORES OF TEACHERS
GROUPED BY SCHOQ* LOCALITY ,
v N_[}67 \y ) s
J , \ v v
- .o B : Standard : F
. Locality Number Mean |, Deviation Value
Rural 155 - 52,71 8.51 3.96*
Toiwn ; 158 52.78 7.35 ’ e
v : : .
Ihner C1ty - 187 51.33 . 8.93 A
Suburban 175 5.08 8.38 . t
= | . 5
* Significant at the .05 Tlevel k : o S bom
. N q,:" . ‘- ‘/ '
4 ) o -
Lk - TABLE XV - P
PROBABILITY MATRIX.FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
. PCI MEANS OF TEACHERS. GROUPED BY_SCHOOL LOGALITY
N = 675 $ -
' o j .
9—{. “ (/
.wLOCa]ity' o Rural . "Iown‘L erLity »
Town =~ 0.9999 .~ - - ‘”5;F?,’ L
T | . 7 » /[‘. | :
Inngr City ° 0.5067 - Q04585 . ' Yy R
Suburban: 0.0434* ° 0.0344* o  0.5688 = -
- % Signifftaht at the .OS‘Tevel . - R [
4 - L
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~TABLE XV1

‘ GROUPED BY SCHOOL "LOCALITY

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PCL SQQRES "OF PRINCIPALS

N = 44 .

L o Standard Fo»
Locality Number Mean Deviation Value
Ryral 10 47.50 - 6.06 2.94>*
Town 11 ,46.82 - 8.39 .

) : ! . R » .:
Inner City 13 5§3.46 6.3§ . )
‘Suburban 10 45.10 '8.47 :
. t' .“’. . ad ";.».
2 - ; —
] *’S1gn1f1cant at the .05 level
> ‘ »

TﬂBLE XVIr

e g
[

.
L‘} '

" & "~PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHERFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF

Ve

¢« )'" PCI MEANS OF PRINCIPALS GRQUPED BY SCHOOL
L ( LOCA ITY
A ' l 4
. Locality " Rural | Town ' _Inner City
Town 6.9975,
'Inndr_City 0.3088 . 0.1999
Suburban v.9111 " 0,9622 0.0789
\ @
= ) 4

2\

AR
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{ABLE XVIII

4

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PCI SCORES OF TEACHERS AND
PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY SCHOOL LOCALITY

B N = 719 o
N - Standard F

Jocality Number Mean Deviation Value

Rural 165 . 52.39 8.46 ~ 3.80*
-Town 169 52.39 7.54

Inner City 200 51.47 879
" *Suburban 185 1 49.8) 8.44

* Significant at the .05 level \

/[ TABLE XIX
w

c . ’. '
PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
/ PC1 MEANS OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED -
, - BY SCHOOL LOCALITY .

N =719
*'__“‘L ! ararein e
Locality Rural Town Inngr City
Inner City  ° 0.7719 -~ 0.7703 % .

‘Suburban ©0.0398* . 0.0384* 0.2871 "

\
\

A -

* Significant at the .05 level

.
‘,t,\! H
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difference'did not reacher significant ]eiels.' When
teachers and principals were tested together, rural and

town schools were found to be significantly more obeisant g

than inner city schools. Relevant data are reported in

Tables XX to XXV.. ..

Analysis of Difference 'of PCI dnd Status
Obeisance Scores in Schools Grouped by
Provincial Percentages of Foundation o
Grant Paid to Municipalities

]

Sub—;rbﬁ]eng. This sub-problem was to determine
whether or not there existed signific&nt)qifferenCes in
teacher and pfincipa] PCI and status obeisance scores when
schools were grouped qccording:to the Provincial Propor-
tions of the Foundation Grant paid té the various municjf
piljties.' fefcéhtage of the{grant paid to'di%ferent E
1aca1ities are based on government-gathered'cengus‘i%fdrma-
tion related to the abjlities of Cohnties and.municiﬁafities

‘to pay for education services within their respective T

districts (Personal correspondence with Supervisor «of

"'Thsgfuction, Department of Education, Halifax, Nova iScotia

1972.) ' ' e T

ML e

For compériSbn purposes, schoois were groubed into
categories by perdenfage quartiles of provincial"hllotmenysv
paid}to the various districts. Dapé aathered from thelNova
Scotia Prpvincial Départmeqt of Eiﬁéatipn (Halifax) was
used for'grOuping schoo1s into the four c]aésifications.

(see Appendix F). Seven and fourteen schools appeared in
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. | :  TABLE XX

ANALYSIS OF VARIAbCE FOR STATUS OBEISANCE SCQRES OF
- TEACHERS GROUPED BY SCHOOL LOCALITY W

N 675 ‘
Staﬁdard F
Locality ! Number Mean Deviation.dﬁ Value
Rural . 155 113.23 17.43 10.86*

+ Jown | 158 - 113.94 17.75

inner City 187 . 103.30 21.91

Suburban . 175 ° 107.67 21.35

* Significant at the .05 level : .

. _ ‘ S .

TABLE. XXI_

PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
STATUS OBEISANCE MEANS OF TEACHERS GROUPED
BY SCHOOL LOCALITY

N =675 ,
- -
Locality . Rural Town i Inner-City -
. - ! . : - —
Town  ©  0.9917° ’
Inner City - 0.0001% 0.0000% -
_ Suburban 0.0957 - {\; 0.0426*  0.2294°

. : . . . : | _."’ ] .
. % o : : o L -
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.
- TABLE XXII. o
. . . ¥ "y'di%?,'
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR STATUS OBEISANCE SCORES OF 2
PRINCIPALS GROUPED.BY SCHOOL LOCALITY e
N = 44 ; o i
. h
| : Standard Fooo. ‘?
Locality ‘Number Mean Deviation Value  #f
Rural 10 107.50 12.87 0,42
Town oo 106.73  18.00 | B
- Inner §ity .13 " 113,77 20.06 "
Suburban - 10 106.60 21.80 S PR
> ’ 7~ : . : 4 o
“- “ > . +
. 'TABLE KXIII - o
PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE ' COMPARISON OF *
- STATUS OBEISANCE MEANS OF PRINCIPALS GROUPED ,
' o "BY SCHOOL LOCALITY .
A N = 44 L
L PR {
' 1 4 | “ ’
Locality - Rural L Town Inner City -
Town . - 0.,9998
“EFnner City " o0.s867  0.831 |
Suburban o 0:9997 1.0000 . 0.8396



- | e —
;}éf’g;gnificant at gre .05 level

- * Significant at. the .05 Tevel -

TABLE XXIV
‘ ,%NALYSfS OF VARIANCE FOR STATUS OBEISANCE SCORES OF
E

ACHERS AND PRINCEPALS GROUPED BY SCHOOL LOCALITY:
N =719 N '

- Standard F .

Locality  Number Mean _Deviation Value -
- . " x

Rural  * - 165°  112.88 17.60 9.45%

Town S 169 . 113.47 17.80

Inner City 200 103.99 21.90
Suburban; 185 . 107.61 . 21.32

- . .t .y

e

L | |
TABLE v o

: L ;. ' ,
PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
STATUS OBEISANCE MEANS OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS -
GROUPED BY scuogL LOCALITY

N=1719 ;

s

L LocalP¥. . Rurall  © - Town - Inner City
BE SRR o SR PR P S S S '

Town 0. 9947 ‘f”'f'”
Inmer Cty  -0.0005% . 0. odbl* e i
ﬁSuburban B ;g‘r o 1072 3ﬁ o o 0543 r:iij-f;o;353z S

HY

- g g - e ey . . i
3 A . L . . A .

i
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the firsb and seconddquartiles (0-25% and 26- 50%), while
thirteen and ten schools ranked in the third and fourth
‘quartiles (51 75%) and 76 100%) Baséd on ability to pay
for education serv1ces, schools grouped by quartile four

. were located in mun1c1pa11t1es wh1ch received the highest
provtncia] proportions (76- 100%) of the Foundation Grant
paid to the various munfc1pa11t1es 'Schools from quartiTe

one received least proportions of Provincial Grant.

Findings. One-way analysis of variance was used to

compare the mean ob 'sance and the mean pupil control

ideo]ogy scores of tea hers and princ1pals serving in

-

schools grouped acgording to ‘the four classifications.
P -~ ,
Teachers serving in schools. represented by the
. fourth quartiie were 51gn1ficantiy more custodial in pupil
control ideologi than their counterparts grouped by the

second,quartile. Rrinc1pals grouped by the four classifi-

% ~ L )
cations showed/no significant differentes in pupil control

ideoiogy When teachers and principais Were tested
together however, schoo]s from the fourth quart11e were

| found to be significant]y more custodial than schoo]s
grouped by the second quartile - With the exception of ,
teachers from Schools in quartile two, teacher custodialtsm
was inc?easingly higher in both quartiles three and four.
whiie differences for principals did not reach. significant

levels. a clear trend toward more humanistic 1deoiogy was

88
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observed from quartile one to'quartile four. “Data pertain-

ing to this analys1s are presented in Tables XXVI to XXXI

//) Results of 'statistical procedures oertalning to the
obeisant'dimension of authority for educators grouped by
Provincial Foundation Grant allotments revealed a clear
trend to more obeisance in teachers in schools from
municipalities which received higher provincial proportions

of the Foundation Grant for educational service.

Teachers grouped by quartiles two, three, and four

 were increasingly and significantly more obeisant than their l

counterparts classified in the f1rst quartile. Principals
grouped by the four categories on the other hand, showed
no significant differences in obeisant oQ}entat1on. When
teachers and principals were tested together for compari-
’drson purposes, schools grouped by quartiles two, three, and
7 four showed significantly more: obeisance than schools from

the first quartile S L

With the’excebtion ofhthe fourth quartile classifi;
cation, principals showed less'obeisant orientations in
quartiles one, two, and three, wh1le teachers were in-
creas1ngly and sign1ficantly more obe1sant in each of the
four Provinclal Grant allotment quartiles

It 1s noted that fifteen of the twenty -one schools

E '
‘ which ranked below the obeisant mean for all schools were

89
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o TABLE XXVI
- - . _ N
ANALYSTS- OF VARIANCE FOR PCI. SCORES OF TEACHERS . .
GROUPED BY PROVINCIAL GRANT ALLOTMENTS SR
: TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS |
N = 675
Grant A]lotments . Standard F
Per School Number -~ Mean Deviati'on'T Value
First Quartile ° 107 51.53 8.66 4.53%
Second Quartile 224 4 50.41 8.82 ,
Third Quartile - 209 51.72 8.48 '
Fourth Quartile 135  53.75 . .86
* Significant at thé .05 level
TABLE XXVII
— * PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFF MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF ’

PCI MEANS OF TEACHERS GROUPED BY PROVINCIAL GRANT
e ALLOTMENTS-TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS

N=2675 ’ ,
S
Grant Allotments - ‘ T L o
~Per School . Quartile One Quartile Two Quartile Three -
- Quartile Two ’,.‘ 10.7234 }
Quartile Three 0.9981 ’_j '0.4408 ' 1 ‘ B
Quartile Four  0.2393° - g.p03g 0.1841

* Sighfficant at the .05 level .

. \ (Data Source - Nova Scotfa‘Department'ofbﬁducation{ HalffAX).;_   f

‘,'.v
7,54 

S K
AR
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TABLE XXVIII . : e
ANALYSTS\OF VARI;geE FOR PCI SCORES OF PRINCIPALS
GROUPED BY PROVINCIAL GRANT ALLOTMENTS *
TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS .
N = 44 _
Grant Allotments , . Standard F
Per School Number Mean Deviation Value
a ) 2 < ’
First Quartile 7 51.14  8.82 1.25
-Second Quartile 14 - . *50.79 7.51 ,//
- Third Quartile . 13 46.69 7.:26 :
. . ¢ I8
Fourth Quartile 10 46.00 8.04
TABLE XXIX

L,PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON Of
PCI MEANS OF PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY PRQVINCIAL GRANT
ALLOTMENTS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS

—-\»N = 4V

Grant Allotments . T e . : o
Per School Quartile,One Quartile Two Quartile Three

Quartile Two  0.9997 N
’-\b-/ . . ' ) R
Quarti]e Three 0 6859f. 0.6038
Quartile Four '.‘ 0. 6178” . 0.5387

PR

&A'
i3

' (Data Source - Nova Scotia Department of Educatlon, Hal1fax)

3~
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N TABLE XXX
. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PCI SCORES OF TEACHgRS AND
. PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY PROVINCIAL
GRANT ALLOTMENTS T0 SCHOOL DISTRICTS
9 =7]9 . :
[} e
—_— % ,
Grant Allotments , , Standard F
Per Schgol - Number Mean , Deviation Value’
t Quartile 114 51.51 8.63 . 3.34*
Second Quarti]e 238 50.43 8.74 ' .
Third Quartile ' 222 51.43 8.48 |
Fourth Quartile 145 51.47 ° - 7.19
.*'Significantiat the .05 level
. :
] TABLE XXXI

'PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
PCI MEANS OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY
PROVINCIAL GRANT ALLzTMENTS

‘ Y
./ BN
/ »
/

o/

= 719

“{

TO SCHOOL DI?TRICTS

.
e

‘o

Grant Allot- .
_/ ments Per School Quart

( e

11e One -Qu

-

artile Two Quartile Three =~

Quart11e Twoj,ﬁ”ﬁﬁ'o 7315
“~]Quart11e Three ﬂff 0 9998
Quartile Four,5: O 4472A

§ ‘7

,'*iﬁ

"».ﬁ. 4 . ) » ‘A N

°

- 0.6492.
0 0.0189% . 0.02609

o .‘»

_g'(Data;SdurCéfifujjﬁAScdfiafDebarthentfgflgdqcatjon,fualfféx11'

o Sign1ficant at the 05 1eve]
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s custodial rating of eight (Table LVIIi APPe"dlx ”)

_ - , 93
ST - . o . . -

{ ' v

from the first,and second Provinciat Grant quartile classi/,

fications Similarly, sixteen of the twenty-three high
q
obeisant schools Were included in the. third (51- 75%) and

fourth ((76-100%) Provineial Grant quartiles (see.Figure 2).
% ’ ’
Datavpertaining to this analysis are presented in Tables

-

XXXI1 to XXXVII. oy

Analysis of Difference of PCI and Status. .
Obeisance Scores by Elementary Supervisors'
PCI School atings

ASub problem 4. ~The nature of this sub- -problem’

to- compare ﬁﬁementary Supervisors' School PCI ratings wi h
teachers, principals, and school ~pupil control ideology

scores secured by administering the PCI ingtrument

Operationally, PCI ratings on schools in the sample
were obtained from superintendents of. schools, their‘
assistants, or an elementary supervisor designated by : v\ff -
respective superintendents Supervisors mere: requested to// |
read descriptions of custodial and humanistic orientéti%ns -

' and to. rate schools within their Jurisdiction on a five-\’;

’ point custodial or a five point humanistic scale (see,'v

| Appendix G) “The scale;was later adapted to range control. .jli}}if
”_ ideology school ratings from zero (humanistic) to nine // fj:' |

Lcustodial) Supervisors ratings for the'forty four g

_ sample schools ranged from a humanistic rating of two to a

,{ STNRRIEN ff.»a
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TABLE xxxI11 *
\ VAN
ANALYSIS QF VARIANCE- FOR STATUS OBEISANCE SCORES OF
TEACHER "GROUPED BY- PROVINCIAL GRANT  ALLOTMENTS
TO SCHOGL DISTRICTS
-k B y ' ¢ . 675 '
Grant Allotments ‘ o Standard gu
Per School Number, Mean Deviation . Value
%Qﬁ A “ '
First Quartile 107 101.07 22. 45 8.87+
. : < AR
Secdnd Quartile 224 108.57 21 .38
Third Quartile _ 209 M6 19.47 .
‘Fourth Quartile 135 113.68 - 16 19-'
’ ~ * Significant at the .05 level °
- TABLE XXXIII
fPROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFB MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
} §TATUS OBEJSANCE MEANS. .0F TEACHERS GROUPED BY
' PROVINCIAL GRANT ALLOTMENTS TO. SCHOOL DISTRICTS
N = 675
e,
""Grant M]otments o N ' s s
‘ Pe{; Sc’hool Quart'ﬂe One JQuartile Two Quartile. Three
_;Llfg,‘fQuartiie*Two-f_*’; 0.0179% « * y
RN 7O | L '
:?»;,_.r:'lenrtiIe Thre’e sine 0 0005* L. .0.6119 o
'gfffouartile Four o, 0001*,Lff§_"?ol1404_.; 0.7300
og*§ﬁgn1ficant at the 05 1eve1 o vi* |
| ';'5":’.',1(Data Source - Nova Scotla Department of Educ'at*ion, Hahfax)
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5(Daté-Source - NoQa,SCotia Department of Education, Halifax)

\

.
TABLE XXXIV
N

PRINCIPALS ‘GROUPED BY PROVINCIAL GRANT ALLOTMENTS
TO SCHOOL DISTRICYS

95

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR STATUS OBEISANCE SCORES OF (/

N = 44
v
Grant Allotments Standard F
Per School. Number Mean Deviation Value
First Quartile 7 114.57 - 25.62 - 0.63
Second Quartile  * 14 110.00. 18.19
Third Quartile 13 103.54  15.23 SN
Fourth Quartile 10 =~ 110.60 17.01

v

TABLE XXXV .

PROBABILITY MATRIX FbR SCHEFFg MULTIPLE COMPARISON'OF -~
'STATUS OBEISANCE MEANS OF PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY
"~ PROVINCIAL GRANT ALLOTMENTS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS

| v N = 4 4 | 4‘

[ v ) A , ’ . %

Grant Allotments A T o
‘Pgﬁ.thoél - Quartile One Quartile Two Quartile.Three

S - {
Quartile Two - 0.9621 ‘ |
Quartile.Three  0.6563 . 0.8428 | ,
Quartile Four 6.9788 0.9999 . 0.8425 ,

9

[s)



TABLE XXXVI

-

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR STATUS OBEISANCE SCORES OF
TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY PROVINCIAL
GRANT ALLOTMENTS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS

N = 719
\

Grant Allotments Standard F

Per School Number Mean Deviation Value

.‘\ ".‘ o l':\
First Qggrti]e~ . 114J, 101.89 c22.77 7.79%*
Second Quartile ° 238 © f08.65. 21.17
, ¢ :
7 . . :

Third Quartile © 222 11Q0.72 19.30
Fourth Quartile - 145 113.47 16.21

*Significant at the .05 level

-~

TABLE XXXVII

PROBABILITY . MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
STATUS :OBEISANCE MEANS OF ILEAEHERS AND PRINCIPALS
: GRDU?gp BY PROVINCIAL GRANT ALLOTMENTS
TO SCHOOL 9ISTRICTS
N =719

Grant Allotments = : : | .
Pern School Quartile One Quartile Two Quartile Three

Quartile Two \. 0.0324%
Quartile Three 0.0022*  0.7461 ,
Quartile Four 0.0001* 0.1556 0.6443

\*Siqnificant at the .05 level

(Data Source - Nava Scotia Department of Education, Halifax)
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For comparison purposes, schools were categorized

int; three gr'oups.-'w e schools which had received
(relatively'humanfgzrtjihatings of two and three were com-
bined—into the first groub. Schools with supervisor ratings
ranging from four to six were-gfouped into the second
classification. The third ;]assificafion included schools

- which had received (relatively custodial) PCI school

ratings of seven and eight.
N
\

A one-way analysis of variance procedure was
‘employed to test for differences among'school PCI ratings
and the PCI scores of teachers, principals, and schools

within the jurisdiction of the respective supervisor.

Findings. Consistent with school PCI ratings by

_ supervisors, teachers serving in schools which had received
- ratings ranging frbm four to six (group two) were signifi-
cantly more custodial than their teaching counterparts in
group one. Teachers from schools with ielati?ely custodial
PCI ratings of seven and eight were more custodial than
teachefs im group one but the differences Were not signdfi-
cant. Princiba]s' PCI mean scores followed supervfs;r;"
PCI schooT +atin§s dﬁrecfionaify.Ahowever,‘the differences '
were not significant.‘ When tested together, teachers.and

| Principals from dioup two schools (PCI ratings of 4 - 6

. were significantly more cus;odial in pupil control ideology

than their counterparts in group one schools (PCI ratings of
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T iy

2 - 3). Relevant data appear in Tables XXXVIIT to XLIIT.

VI. = SPECIFIC SUB-PROBLEMS RELATED TO PERSONAL
: : DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

This sectioh of the chapter reports a summary of
mean PCI and mean ;iétus obeisance scores for teachers and
principals as theyirélate to the personal demograohic}
chatacteristics that were selected for this study. Although
no spec1f1c hypotheses were formulated, other studies of

vpup11 control 1deology have made’ s1m11an comparisons

(Willower, Eidell, and Hoy 1967; Helsel 1971; and Hoyl1968).

With the'e&beptiohs of the comparison of mean PCI
and mean status obeisance scores of males and females and
similar comparisons for both graduate study and under-
_ graduate characteristics, no other statiéticaj‘testﬁ were
carried out. The intent in all other instances was to /

explore the patterns of status obeisance and pupil cgptro] ///

ideology as teachers and pr1nc1pals were §rouped by other

A T/

se]ested per§ona1 characteristics.

4

Sex. Although a theoretical'qetionale was not}png-
sented to e{plain the relationship between sex ahd.pupiT
‘control ideology, Helsel (1971:44) found sex and pupil con-
trol 1deology to be s1gn1f1cant1y related Data from the
present 1nvest1gat1on, however, did not confirm this f1nd1ng

A t-test to compare the PCI,mean scores for male and female



-~ TABLE XXXVIII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PCI SCORES OF TEACHERS
GROUPED BY SUPERVISOR S SCHOOL PCI RATING

N =675

Supervisor's - ‘
School PCI ) ‘ Standard - F
Rating M Number Mean Deviation Value
Group One ' N

(2-3) : 124 50.12 9.28 3.57*

» |

Group "Two .

(4-6) 212 52.64 7.78
Group Three : o

(7-8) 339 51.61 - 8.39

*Significant at the .05 level

» .
TABLE XXXIX

. | . )
PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON -GF
PCI MEANS OF TEACHERS GROUPED BY SUPERVISOR'S

. SCHOOL RCI RATING

N = 675
Supervisor's L ¥
" School PCI f o
Rating Group One Group Two
Group Two o 0.0291*
St 4 ’ L . . \
Group Three ’ 0.2375 0.3717

*Significant at the .05 level " '
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TABLE XL

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PQI SCORES OF PRINCIPALS
G PED BY SUPERVISOR'S SCHOOL PCI RATI

N.= 44
a >
. Supervisor's p
' School PCI : Standard Foos
Rating Number Mean DD iation . Value
Group One : . | (\iSf('
(2-3) X 9 46.67 '7.81 0.95
. ‘ ?
Group Two _ : n , ,
(4-6) 14 | 47 .21 6.36
Group Three : ' o
(7-8) 21 50.24 «8.69 L
, ‘ 4
.VEQ
A TABLE XLI
PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
PCI MEANS OF PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY SUPERVISOR'S
SCHOOL PCI RATING
N =44 .
mz;:;’r ‘ ’ , e R ) J -
Supervisor's ©
. School PCI s o
Rating ] o - Group One , Group Twq
| Group Two - 0.9868 R |
) Group Three 0.5260 © 0.5409
’ .
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TABLE XLII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR‘PCI SCORES OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS:
‘ | GROUPED 'BY SUPERVISOR'S SCHOOL PCI RATING

N = 719
; :
Superv1sor s : S 5 ,
School PCI - s Standard F
Rating Number - Mean . Deviation Value.
“Group one . - SR . .
C(2-3) y 133" " .49.89 9.21/‘ 3.52*
Group Two S - T
(4-6) 226 |+ 52.3] . 7:80
'Group Three ';,' R , y -
(7-8) - 360 - 51.73  8.37
TABLE XLIIT
PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE-MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
- PCI MEANS OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS: GROUPED BY
: SUPERVISOR S SCHOOL PCI RATING .
N =-719 ° . ;. '
Supervisor's <~ . o T |
SChQQ‘l PCI T V v N i . ' o 2
Rating o ~"Group‘0nev - . " Greup Two. .
'-Group Two ~RWR , . "v0y030§#f_;l _
"Tﬁroup Three | ‘ 7 0.1538 fR " 0.5512 R

R*,_f Sighificant atqthe‘.OSRTeveW

E
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;teachers and principalscrevea]ed:no signjficant differences
qn'pupi].control idedlogy when teachers and principals were‘.
Qrouped accbrding\to sex Data pertainlng to this analysis ..
are reported in Table XLIV. _ ';” o
Adt-test to. cdqyare the mean status obe1sance scores
:for male and female pr1ncipals produced a t-value of 2.17.
With a popu]at1on of thirty-four male and ten female
‘princdpals, the t- value was significant at the 05 level.
Fema]e principals were signif1cant1y more obe1sant than male
principa1s.'.No signiffcant differences were found among
teachers on the obeisant dimension of authority as related
to the sex characteristic. Relevant data are presented in

Table XLV.

Marital status. For comparison purposes,.mean

Qbefsance and mean PCI sceres of teachers and principals
',nwere grouked accordtng to marita] status (Table XLVI)..
wSingle’ teachers were less obeisant in authority or1entation
-Qind more human1st1c in pupil control ideology than either
marr1ed teachers or teachers grouped gnder the classifj- ‘
‘zmtion kother).c Similarly, married teachers'tended to be/
‘more humanistic in control ideology and less obeisant in~
authoﬁ‘ty orientation than teachers grouped under (other)

classificatfon

~Principals’ mepn'obfisance and mean control ideology



TABLE XLIV

T-TESTS OF PCI SCORES OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS

GROUPED BY SEX

103

N =719
N

Standard t
Teachers Number Mean Deviation Value
Males 71 51.89 10.15 0.24
Females 604 51.63 8.17

Standard t
Principals Number Mean Deviation Value
Males 34 47 .53 8.05 1.62
Females 10 52.00 6.20 '

Standard. t
Total Number Mean Deviation Value
Males 105 50.48 9.70 1.31
Females 614 51.64 8.14 |




»

TABLE XLV

T-TESTS OF STATUS OBEISANCE SCORES OF TEACHERS
AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY SEX :

N = 719
Standard i&‘
Teachers Number Mean ~Deviation Vi#¥ue
: *®
Males 71 108.85 17,55 .16
_Females 604 109.25 20,70
Standard t
Principals Number Mean Deviation V‘alue
Males 34 105.85 1702 2.17%
Females -~ 3. 10 119.50 19.07_ 7, !
g S T A
*Q!_' . ‘,_‘ k]
T =
. Standarcr
Number Mean 'Deviationw *"Value
Males 105 107.88 17.35 " . 72
Females 614  ‘_ 109.41 | \2070
* Significant & the -_05, Tevel '

'T“'
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,TABLE XLVI

105 -

MEAN STATUS OBEISANCE AND MEAN PCI SCORES OF TEACHERS
AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY MARITAL STATUS ™

N =719

Mean Obeisance Mean PCI i N
Teachers Number Scale Score Form Score R
Single 192 103.95 50.11
. Married 440{ 110,81 s 52.11
Other 43 116.26 54.00
» B
. Mean Obeisance Mean PCI
Principals Number Scale-Score -  Form Score
. , s
Single 5 , 11740 51.20
Married 37 * 108.41 48.51
. e T o / L
Other 2 98.00 .- 42.50
R : : ©
0 ,
8 '
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scores groupéd by the marital status characteristic showed

a reverse trqnd over teacher classifications. Single

Principals tended to be more obeisant and more custodial

in controitédeology than married principals. Married Yy
principals in turn, tended to be more obeisant and more

custodia) "than pr1ncipals grdhped under the class1f1cation

A
oA

o
(other}¥5 While the obeisance and control ideology pattern
for pr1hc1pa]s was reversed over the teacher trend, there

were too few princ1pals 1n categories one and three to make

Al

an adequate comparison.

ﬂrg_ Mean obeisance and mean PCI scores for
K teachers and principals as ‘related to age classification

1 are presented in Table XLVII. These data show that o1der .
1~teacher§”ténd”d”to be'more obeisant in authority orienta- '
tlon and morebcustod1al in pupi] control 1deo]ogy than their |
younger col]eagues The trend was to hvgher mean PCI and'“ .

“mean status obe1sance scores for teachers grodped from age .Q‘

'ﬂ category one to age category five.

v ' ' | S B A
For principals, the pattern of 1ntre35ed obeisance

“z

‘and custddia]ism with agevremained constant with the excep-

tion of the 60 64 age group However, there were perhaps

atoo\fe!\prjncipals in the fourth category for meantngfn%

' comparison.
P

Positton;;,A coﬁparison of mean*PCL.FOrm-andfmean'

o
T8 . . oo B o
<2 B . N . B o
- . -
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. N 'vTABLEtx;vxt o

R
s

MEAN STATUS OBEISANCE AND MEAN PCI SCORES OF TEACHEQ&

4 : AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY AGE

N =719

1
. i \
o, ) ,l

. . . .

Y

Mean Obeisance |  Mean PCI .

Teachers ~ ‘Number Scale Score, Form Score

€., IS

S
7e,

20 - 29 yrs. 314 102.85 . 50.47
30 - 39 yrs. 132 109.30. . 50.17 .

.80 - 89-yrs. 00 - 116.08 52.91

50 - 59 yrs. 96 S oN7.096° 54.11
60 - 69 yrs. 33 123.03 57.94

E ;!

" Mean Obeisance " Mean PCI

.Prihéipals :f' Number ;} - Scale Score ~ Form Scoré

39 yrs.

BN
o o
] ]

491§f§.

T, ) S
BTY = T o
iy y S ,
. = ' "/ » ’ g .
v ; : L e
o UL R T -
g el

R
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A

obeisance scores for teachers and princ1p?1s with reference
to position revealed no easily identified" pattern of scores
for either measure (Table XLV{II). However, two observa-

tions from thesé¢ data would appear to be of general sig-

-

nifieghce.

Teachers grouped in the eighth classification (other
position) tended to be more humanistic in pupil control .
ideo]ogy'than teachers from all other grade level categories.
The eighth classification included counsellors, teaching ~
specialists, and vice-prihcipals. Further, npn-teaching
principals had a more humanistic mean score than their : Q
teaching colleagues It wil] be recalled that a theoretica]
rat1onale (those responsjible for. the direct contro] of non-'v»'
se]ected/clients will p!f a

more custod1a1) Was conf1rmed 1n

an earlier study on pupi]icontrol ideology. , .
- & L

A further observat1on ‘concerning the position
. r“f -
. characteristic and obeisance is that teachers grouped under

, the eighth c]assification (counsel]ors, spec1a]1sts, vi;:"

—

sprincipa]s) had a Jower obe1sant mean_score than their,

o cplIeagUes«Qh allaother‘ggoups.fm =

' Experience, Table XLIX summarizes obeisant and con- -
trol 9r1entat1on mean scores for ‘teadhers and princ1pals

as compared by professiona1 experience ‘ A]thoughrno prev;vj .
_dictions.were’made, the~data gathered_cqncerninQ.PkI3and |

B
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TABLE XLVIII

MEAN STATUS OBEISANCE AND MEAN.PCI SCORES OF TEATHERS

AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY POSITION
N =719 |
¢ ’ A ; Mean Obeisance  Mean PCI
Teachers- Number . Scale Score Form Score
: ." . 1 . ;
6rade Primary. 78 107.76 51.37
" Grade One 86 . 112,16 - 52.05
Grade Two . 85. ,  115.05 53.25
Grade Three 85, - ' '110.46 51.13
Grade Four * 90 107.37 50.60
Grade Five 87 105.62 52. 44
 Grade Six 102 109.73 52.20
*Other Position 62 104.03 49.56
) . Mean Obeisances Mean PCI -
- Principals Number Scal re Form Score
‘ ’ el
Teaching 16 ~109.81 50.50
*  MNon-Teaching 28 .. 108.46 47.43

Y
v

,
R
Lt .

*(Classification includes:

vice-principals)

e 5

@

s S
g
&
£

. A

counsellors, specialists, and




TABLE XLIX

r 4

MEAN STATUS OBEISANCE AND MEAN PCI SCORES OF TEACHERS
: AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY EXPERIENCE

N = 719
7 Mean Obeisance Mean PCI
Teachers Number Scale Score Form Score
Years
1 52 106.77 49.67
2 - 38 99.16 49.10
3 56 10% 41 . 49 .79
4 -5 102 104.67 51.62
6 -9 113 © 106.38 | 51.91
10 -°20 208 112.93 ° | 51.05
21 - 47 1o, - 118.00  55.34
B - 1‘;#(‘
| N Mean Obeisance Mean PCI °
Principals Number Scale Score Form Score
Years \;-“?{5:‘ ] ‘ .
1-65 ([ 102.00 ; 46.30
6 - 10 10, | ~107.70 49.00
1 - 20 13 o<aps92 45.31
21 - 49 1o "121.18 " 54.00

-
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status obeiﬁwqég q%b?g@ ;& re1ated Eo.exper1ence afforded

' ‘{J.
an opportuﬂ’tﬁf;}v&ﬁﬂ&chﬁéor evidehce of teacher socializa-
";1 -
tion on pup11 conf¥o1 ideology Accordingly, teachers were

Y ehe

grouped lnto seven categories by experience, wh11e prin-

‘c1pals were .grouped into four convenient categories. With ,

the exceéption of categories two and six, more experienced

teachers had more custodial and obeisant méan scores than

their less experieheeg\gplleagues

The'expefience categories for principﬁ]s revealed a

similar trend both for PCI and status obeisance means.

»

Older principals tended to be more obeieant and more
custodial than their younger colleagues. Scores for the
thirteen principals grouped in the third category were the
exception to this.genera1 trend of more custodialism and

more obeisance with increased experience.

Professional training. Comparisons of PCI and

o

status obeisance mean scores for teachers and principals

grouped by professioqal‘ffaining are presented in Tahle L.
Examinatien of these detalindicated that, with the excep-
tion of the twenfymthree teﬁchere who had-professional |
trainiﬁg~beyond lhe master{}.degree, custodialiam and
obeigance wefe_idwer for educators Qitﬁ more training. That

]

is, teachers and brincipals possessing higher professional e

,certifications were generally more humanistic in pupil

control’ 1deo]ogy and ]ess obeisant in authority orientation

{
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TABLE L

MEAN STATUS OBEISANCE AND MEAN PCI SCORES OF TEACHERS
AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY PROFESSIONAL TRAINING

N =719
Mean Obeisance Mean PCI

Teachers Number Scale Score Form Score
Less Than N S

" Bachelor Degree 442 ’ 112.02 52.29
Bachelor Degreé 83 106. 34 51.46
Beyond Bachelor .
Degree : 127 101.87 49.74
Beyond Master's : |
Degree 23 105.96 50.87

. Mean- Obeisance Mean PCI

Principals Number - Scale Score Form Score
Less Than
Bachelor Degree 7 118.14 . 51.00
Beyond Bache]or : )

- Degree 21 109.86 49 .62
Beyond ‘Master's | )  )
Degree - 16 . 103.45 7 46 .06
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than their less educated colleagues.

Undergraduate preparation. -When teachers and prin-

cipals were grouped by undergraduate~§redaratjon, differences
in PCI and status obeisance mean scores were such as to |
warrant further investigation. Accordingly, t-tests were
carried out to test for dtfferences}betwezn teacher and '
principal groups when classified b; undergraduate prepara- (
tion. The t-tests revealed that teachers with undergraduate
majors in education were significantly more custodial in

their pupil control ideology than those with majors outside
the field of education. |

Principals with undergraduate majors in -education
did not differ significantly in pupil control ideology from
their colleagues with undergraduate preparation outside the

field of}educatibn. Relevant data are reported in Table LI.

A t-test to compare teachers' me§§“status obeisance
scores when grouped by yndergraduate preparatiOn yielded a
t-value of 4.98. This t-value was significant at the..001
Tevel, Teachers with undergraduate majors in education were
significantly more obe1sant than their teaching counter-
parts ‘With majors outside the field of education,

i
I

Principals grouped by these two categor1es did not

sdiffer sign1f1cant1y on the obeisant dimensign of authority

‘rs.‘

Data pertaining to this ana]ysis are presented in Table LII.



TABLE LI

COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN PCI SCORES OF TEACHERS AND

PRINCIPALS GROUPED B

Y UNDERGRADUATE PREPARATION

N =719

: " Standard t
Teachers Number Mean Deviation Value
Major In '
Education 499 52.23 ! - 8.53 . - -2.97%
Major Outside : N
Education 176 50.06 7:80a 

: . . . standard t
Principals “ Number Mean, Deviation Value
Major In - S o
Education 17 - 49.65 S 7.75 0.74
Major Outside e
Education_ 27 . . 47.85 7.96
Gl o

% Significant at theq;0151evg§§ 1 o

|
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TABLE LII

-

Y

COMPARISON OF MEANS: BETWEEN STATUS OBEISANCE SCORES OF
TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS GROUPED BY UNDERGRADUATE

PREPARATION -
N =719 )
Standard t
‘Teachers Number ~ Mean, Deviation Value .
" Major In | | |
Educgtion 499 111.48 20.04 4.98*
Major‘0utside . : :
Educatiaon - 176 102.74 20.01
. ‘ , Standard . t
Principals. Number Mean Deviation Value
. , «
Major In ' - .
Education 17 113.53 21.06- 1.33
Major Outside . ’ , |
- Education ’ - 27 -106.07 15.93
* Significant at the .01 Tevel

115
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Graduate preparation. One-way analysis of variance

and Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Means were procedures
emplo o test for differences in mean PCI scores of
teachers'grOUped by graduate_preparation. Computedlanalysis
yielded an F-value of 4.34 which was significant at the .05
level. Non-graduate teachers were significantly more
custodial in pupilicontrol 1de5509y than‘oraduate teachers
with majors in education. Relevant data appear in Tables

LIIT and LIV. ,
. \
Analysis of variance procedures to test for differ-
ences in obeisance when teachers were classified by graduate

preparation yielded an F value of 13.91. App11cation of the
Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Means Test revealed that the

o difference was significant at the .01 level. - Non-graduate

teachers were significantly more obeisant than graduate
teachers with majors in education. Relevant data are

reported 1n Tab1es‘Lv-and LVvI.

Nhen principa1s were grouped by graduate prepara-.
tion, too few principals appeared in the Tatter two
;categories to warrant statistical analysis The mean PCI
“and mean status obeisance scores of principals grouped by

graduate preparation appear 1n Table LVII



TABLE LIII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PCI' SCORES OF TEACHERS GROUPED
BY GRADUATE PREPARATION '

N =675
| . Standard F

Teachers Number Mean Deviation Value
Major In .

Education 208 50.25 8.57 4. 34*
Major OQutside ) A

Education 21 52.71 9.50

Non-Graduate 446 52.27 8.19

* S{gnificant at the .05 Tevg[

-
- -

-

TABLE LIV

)
PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
PCI MEANS OF TEACHERS -GROUPED BY GRADUATE PREPARATION

N = 675 _ :
. Major Outside
Teachers | 4 Non-Graduate Education
“Major In t - | '
Education - 0.0158* 0.4350
Major Outside o |
. Education ' - 0.9722 ,[1.

e

v

* Significant at the .05 Tevel

*"f
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TABLE LV

, _
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR STATUS OBEISANCE SCORES OF
TEACHERS GROUPED BY GRADUATE PREPARATION

N = 675
A . . Standard F
Teachers _Number Mean Deviation Value
~ Major In )

Education - 208 103.75 21.83 13.91*
Major Outside ,
Education 21 101.62 17.09
Non-Graduate 446 112.10 19.22

* Sigpificant at the .01 level

TABLE LVI

~ ' , 7, -
PROBABILITY MATRIX FOR SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
STATUS OBEISANCE MEANS OF TEACHERSGROUPED BY
: - GRADUATE PREPARATION

N = 675
co _ L Major Outside

Teachers . ‘ Non-Graduate Education

Major In T ' .

Education : z - 0.000* K 0.8970:

‘Major Outside . - | ’

Education. 0.0643

* Significant at the .01 level

.\'
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TABLE LVII

MEAN STATUS OBEISANCE AND MEAN PCI .SCORES OF,PRINCIPALS'ﬂj
. GROUPED BY GRADUATE -PREPARATION :

N = 44

) Mean‘Obeisance Mean PCI
Principals- Number Scale Score - Form Score
Major In " —
Education 32 _ 106.03 47 .63
Major OQutside . _ ) ’ V
Education . 5 ' 114.80 IR 51.00
Non-Graduate 7 118.14
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VII. SUMMARY P
This chapter reported findfngs pertaining to the
status obeisance and pupil control ideology of teachers and

principals from a random sample of elementary schools in

-the Province of Nova Scotia._ The positive relationship

between'status obeisance and pupil control.ideology of?5 B
teachers affirmed in an earlier study was re tested and “
received strong support. Teachers, principals, and schools

were._ found to vary widely on both ‘the authority dimension

L A

pupil control 1deology Teachers were.

\ ’ -

of obeisance_

signiy e custodial in pupil control ideology than

~ T

princ{

e major hypotheSes which guided‘the research s
were }esl d the results are summarized’ as foLﬂows | |
‘ Teachers,f ing-in high obeisance schools were signifi-

cantly moj ,ustodial in pupil control ideology than

teachers .low obeisance schools Principals in high and
low ooeisj ce schools did_not—di??erﬁsignific ntly in either |
\\'7;control or obeisant orientation High - obeisa ce schools-" .
| eWere significantly more custodial in pupil co trol rdeology -
than lTow obeisance schools.' R SR 2:“
y“al chapter is devoted to the summary and ;;»w | %lj
- the study 5»}’[?";;; ;5,T:”_'J‘ "*t, .‘-;.;'Qf;



CHAPTER V 1;”;ste;-*'a L

| o SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
- ;‘ FOGR FURTHER RESEARCH

-
T

N

1. . INTRODUCTION - -

In the’preceding&chapterathe(resul;s«ofrhypotheses

" testing related to the major'problen and sob-probl%ms of —

' this-investigation were reported No attempt was made to .

f*."draw implic;tions from the findings as revealed by}the
statistical analysis However, a fundamental purpose of

.. researc@ionf;bcial organizations is to‘present data andv

x‘~dran conclosions in order to'identify better ways of under-
.standing the¢ -behavior of individuals and groups within such~ -:a;

hmorganizations Accordingly, this chapter w1ll be concerned

with implicafions, interpretations and questions which

o R

emerged from the study

_ il Pupil control ideology and obeisant orientations of
edqcators are not directly observable*phenomena Since thef
formation of a cognitive orientation/is a perceptual pro-

e cess, a process influenced by a variety of factors, con-

:ientgjigni_can_nnlxube inferred by

A e

e S clusions .about ‘WLM$

© a ORI

testesco € t-me; ,
Lclusions nust be regarded as geneneligaoions based on a

e\
e

'con-

o

v“'specific sample and onva,specific resear&%'methodology.
o 1l Caution should be exercised in applying these conclusions st

"'-‘f C : S o

Y



‘to individuals in school organizations not included im -

this sample, and in generalizingraboot the conclOSions.

II.  SUMMARY' OF THE STUDY

The section follows the sequencE'of hypotheses and
A problems which were stated 1in Chapters}I and If7vaollow1ng
the statement of the three major’ nzgotheses, four SUbt
problems were stated ‘ip ques %o//form In order to make NN
comparisons with other/reseerch stddles, etght sub-problems
‘pertalning to teacher'and principal personal characteristlcs

. ~ were also stated in question form.

L

The Problem

The major porpose of thls study was”to lnvestigate‘
the relationship between status obelsance and pupll control
1deology of teachers and princ1pals in elementary schools
‘The 1ntention was to explore the~relat1onsh1p between the

-

[ selected varlables when teachers and principals ouped

_ hatay .
zation choice with™ respect

, '; Cfpatlon 1s 1nvoluntary Moreover, previous
~research had suggested that differences in status obelsance —~

: tamong 1ndlv1duals can lnfluence the attitude thes‘;w;%



~ dimension as related to pupil control ideology were also g5§§
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individuals hold toward those within their charge. : Accord- ////f/
inglyL thé‘major prediction which guided‘thelreséarch was { .

formulated. It was as follows:

F 4 ¢ ;
- H.1. Teachers serving in schools which are

relatively high on the authority,dimension of obeisance - o

will be signifitantly more custodial in their pupil control

ideology than teachers sérving in schools which are relative-
A <

-~ . Y b
ly- Tow on ;he»authority'dimensipn.,\L

Twg similar hypotheses concerning p1acement‘of

principals and‘placement of schools on the authority

- tested. ) . |

In ac\:gqordance with the major.prob]em' and the .
research desién.the follow%nq,sub-prbb]ems were investiga-

ted:
. m.j@

lv‘zAre there~sign1ficant differences in teach@r
and principal mean‘status obeisance and mean.
N [} " s -
" pupil control ideology scores when schools

are grouped according to size?

e 2. Are there significant differences in teacher
and principal mean statusfdfeisance and mean
pupil control ideology scores when schoqis

are gibupéd'accofding to locality?



e

sance scores were examined when teachers and prihcipals
were grouped by a'number 3f personal demographic character-
istics.

mar1tal status, age, ‘position, exper1Ence, education level,

Are there .significant. défferences in teacher
and princ1pa1 mean status obeisance and mean

pupil control ideology scores when schools

are grouped according to Provincial Percentage

Proportions of the Foundation Grant‘paid to

various municipalities? ®

. _Are there significant differences  in teacher

b 4

and principa] mean pupil control ideology

scores when schools are grouped by Elementary

‘ Supervisors' PCI school ratings?

A

In order to make comparisons with earlier findings

on pupil control ideology, mean PCI and mean status obei-

The selected demographic varfab]es were sex,

-undergraduate preparation, and graduate pﬁ@paration.

Procedure ‘ o \0

serv1ng in forty four elementary schools from twe]ve school

.districts in the Province of Novw Scotia Th forty four
, . .

E schools were drawn at random from one hundred-fifteen

el1gible elementary schools in Nova Scotia.

1Y

Data were collected from sampte sthools by means of

.
St e

' ’
¢ ‘ . : v
- »
. /
. . /.

v [N
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The sample consisted ‘of 675 teachers and 44 principals'



a three-bart questionnaire. Part I of the questionnaire

solicited certain selected personal demographic data from

'pon@ents. Part II consisted of the PCI Form which
tained twenty Likert-type items.to'which teachers and

p incipqls were asked to respond. Part IIl of the question-
. airé was the Status Obeisance Scale. The scale consisted.

of thirty items with sixvresponse'categories for each item.

A1l instruments wére delivered to sample schools in
early November (]97?%L{nd coltected from principals of
participating schoblswéne week later by the researcher. In
all cases, questionnaires were administered to teachers by
the principals of the forty-four schools. Usable responses
were coded on IBM cards for statistical analysis by computer

at The Uﬁiversity of Alberta. {/

| Of instruments distrﬁ6hted,‘685 (87%) elementary
teachers, 44 697%) elementary principals, and 44 (97%)
elementary schools‘returngd queétionnaires. O0f these, usable
returns were secured from 675 teachers and 44 principals,

for a total of 719 respondents.

The statisfical procedure employed to test the three
major hypotheses which éuidéd the research was the t-test
for the differeﬁce'betwéen the means of two indepgndent

) samples., The four s%b-probléms were tested using a one-way

analysis of Variance as an overall test and the Scheff{

(\l

o

125 -
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Multiple Comparison of Means:Test to.identify‘sigﬁifjcant 'f.
difference. Demographic problehs pertaining to teacher and
principal mean PCI and mean status obeisance scores as

related to sex, undergraduate and‘graduate preparation were

_tested by means of the t-test.

The findings oFf this study were classified into
three categories pblated to the three problem areas. The
first category included results which hertained to the - °
relationship between status‘abeisance and pupil aontrol
ideology of teachers and principals serving in the eleven
. high and the elevenh low obeisance schoolsz,vThe second
Category (sub-problems one to four) contained ffndings con-
cerned with the PCI and statds obeisance mean scores of
teachera and.princi$a]s as related to the following school
arganizatjon characteristics: size, locality, Provincial-
Proportiohs of The Fodndation Grant paid to municipalities,
and Elementary Supervisors' school PCI ratings. The third

category presented results of comparisons and analyses : 1ﬁm;

related to the demographic data of the study.

Major FihdingS'

e  The majd( findings of this inveStigation lend some
support ‘to earlfer research on pupil control 1deoloqy and
to the theoretical formulatlon that obeisance in educators
é;ﬁded to be associated with custodialiam in pupil control
ideology. As predicted, teachi:s serving in high obeisance
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schools were found to be significantly morelcustodial in
pupil control ideology than their teaching counterparts
serving in low obeisance schools. Principals in high and
low obeiﬁance schools showed no significant differences in
Aupil control ideology. 'Nhen teachers and princip&]s were
_grbuped by schools, the eleven high obeisance schools were
found to be siénificantly more custodial in pupil control

» .

ideology than the eleven low obeisance schools.

In all instances, when teachers and principals were
'grouped by sex, a positive relationship was revealed
between status obeisance ;nd educators' pupil control
ideologies. Teachers, when grouped Separately,‘wgfe found
to be significantly more cUstqdia] in pupil contro] ideology

than principals,

General Sub-Problem Findings

Sub-problem one. The first sub-problem of this

sfudy-w;s to determine whether or not there existed sig-
nificant differences in teacher and pripcipé] mean PCI anq
mean status obeisanceé scores when schools were groupéd
according ;o sié;. Results of analysis revealed that

school size had little, if any,fpériicular réiétioﬁship

with either status obeisance or the pupil'contrdl ideologyid_

of teachers and principals in the sample.

AN ' . ) .
{3 L ~
N . - . L -
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Sub-problem two. The nature of this particular sub-

problem was to determine whether or not there e;isted sig-
nificant differences in teacher and principal mean PCI and
mean obeisance scores when schoois were grouped by locality.
The sample included 10 rural schools, ii town schools, 13
inner city schoois; and 10 suburban schools. Three
significani‘findings emerged from this sub-problem:

(1) Teachers in runai_and town schools were significantly,
‘more custodfal in pupil control 1deology than teachersiin
suburban schoois, (2) Rura{ and town teachers were sig}
.nificantiy more obeisant than inner city teachers; and

(3) Town‘teachers were significantly more obeisant than
suburban teachers. | |

s -

. The first finding‘suggests that teachers in rural
and&town ioca]itiesuappear‘to‘employ more external kinds
of pupil control than their suburban counterparts Since
suburban schoois are genergliy located in higher income

areas, one possibie explanation for this finding is that f

teachers from these areas wouldrbe‘associating’with more

‘.professionaily oriented parents than teachers from town

and rural areas’. Parental expectations and community
values in suburban areas may be such that educationai

-goals would receive greater priority than pupil controi

5 _
Concerning the findings “‘that rural and town teachers

128‘

..were more- obeisant than inner city teachers&and town teachers.
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were more obeisant than suburban teachers. Perhaps the
more traditional and conservative mores of rural and town
communities are factors which contribute to more obeisant
orientations on the part of teachers servind in these
communities. It may also be that inner city .and suburban
school teachers, because of closer aSSOCiations with
prinCipals and supervisors, feel less of a status threat
from immediate‘jyperiors than their counterparts im more
remote areas. In any event, the matter of educator
obeisance in.various localities is a potentially fruitful

subject for future research.

Sub-problem three. Schools were categorized into

quartile proportions of the Provincial Foundation &Grant
paid_to various municipaiities according to ability»to pay
for education services. Schools grouped by quartile four
were located in‘municipalitiesrwhich;received the highest.‘
provincial proportions (76-100%) of-the Foundation Grant'
Schools in quartiie one received least proportions of the
Provincia] Foundation Grant This subrprobiem was to
determine whether or not there existed significant differ-
’ences in teacher-and principal mean PCI and mean status
obeisance scores when schools were grouped by provincial

‘quartiip allotments e";f
” Analysis of variance proeedures reveaied'that‘f'

teachers from sﬁrools in quargiiptfour (76-100%) were e
57-. .
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significantly more custodial in pupil'control ideoiogy

xhan teachers grouped by the second quartile. Furthermore.
~with the exception of quartile two, the data for this sub-
problem showed increased custodialism in teachers from _
quartile one £o quartile four. If provincial proportions o
Foundation Grant paid to municipalities is accepted as a
-fair indicator of income 1e9e1 tor these communities, an
interpretatton simiiar to the one offered for'sub-problem
three appears'tenable. In brief; it appears possible ‘that '
environmental factors may cause ‘teachers in lower socio-
ieconomic areas to pay more attention to pup11 control goals
than educational goals, These data lend some support to

an earlier finding (Gossen 1969) that teachers in lTow soctio-
economic schools;were more Custodial tn thet;/Lupilcontrol
orientation than were their counterparts‘in middle and high

socioeconomic status schools.

C | . . |
The.tindinb that teachers from schools categorized
by provincial allotmént quarti]es two, three, and four were

1ncreasingly and significant]y more obeisant than teachers

- from schools grouped by quartile one raises an 1nteresting

Point. The trend was c]early toward increased obeisant
orientations for teachers serving in schoo]s from munici- |
palities which received higher Provincial Proportions of

- the Foundation Grant for educathon services. These data
suggest that.environmenta] 1nf1uences could be_important‘

. ~



factors in studying teacher obeisance. Since this matter
has only been explored in the present investigation, further

inquiry seems warranted .

Sub-problem four. The intent in sub-problem four

was to compare Elementary Supervisors' schogl PCI ratings
with the pupil.control idéology scores of'teachers,
principals, and schools in the sample; For .the forty-four
schools inAthe sample,‘Supervisors' school hCI ratings |
ranged from a relatively humanistic school rating of two to0
a custodial ratingvof eightf For comparison purposes,
schools were categorized into three groups_according to the
ratings4received (Appendix H). Schools with humanistic
ratings of two and three were combined in the first group
" . Schools with SuperviSOrsl PCl school ratings ranging from
four to six were grouped'into thﬁssecond classification.
The third classification included schools with relatively

*

custodial ratings of seven and eight.

In theimain, Elementary Supervisors"school PCI
ratings were fairly compatible with the PCI scores obtained
from teachers and principals by administering the PCI Form.
Teachers from group ‘two (PCI school ratings 4 - 6) were -
found to.be: significantly more custodial in pupil control
videology than teachers from schools in group one (PCI
school.ratings 2 - 3). ‘Moreover, althoughinot reaching

significant levels, principals in the safiple showed
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consistently increased custodialism with higher (more

cqstodial)~Ebmentary Supervisors' schoo].PCI ratings.

-

These data suggest that Elementary Supervioons% at
least for schools in this sample, had a reasonably high ’
understanding of the school climate and control orient;zjons
of teachers and brincipa]s serving in schools within their

jurisdiction. : _ T e

The data also provide additional sdpport for the PCI
instrumeni as a valid measure of an educator's pupil control,
" ideology. In brief, it is possible to view the moderately
—high correspondence between Supervisors'. school PCI'natingc
and.actual PCI mean scores as a form of cross-validation
for the PCI instrument.
Summary of Findings

Pertaining To Demographic - ' o e
Sub- Problems S o :

‘The purpose of exploring demographic data of teachers
and'pr1nc als as related to obeisance and custodialism was
- twofold: (1) To examine status obeisance and pupil control
;ideology when teachers’ and princ1pals were grouped by.
}certain selected personal characteristics; and (2) To make
'some comparisons with other studies that had examxned
' similar relationshIps With the exception of analysis of
-mean PCI and. mean status obeisance;score; of_teachers and, )

principals grouped by sex,iundergradoate prepanation, and

!
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graduate preparation, no other statistical tests were

performed.

‘ To test the stability of an earlier finding that sex.
‘.and pupil control ideology Were signifiqantly»related

(Helsel, 1971: 44), the mean PCI scores of teachers and
prhcipals in this study were compa ."Helsel had reported - _
findings which revealed that male teacbers were siguifi-

cantly more custodialvin pupil control ideology than female

-

teachers. i - -
& -

-

In the dﬂuﬁent investigation, no significant differ-
ences were, found when teachers and principals' mean PCI
scores were compared by sex groups. Moreoyer; male and
female teachers had virtually identical mean PCI Form scores
These data are similar to results reported by Hillower et al.
(1967:30) that male and" female elementary teachers had
" similar mean PCI scores. With respect to these findings,
however, it should be noted that Helsel S (1971) sample, :
included both secondary and elementary teachers Since
‘secondary“'teachers wen‘earlier found to be signif1cantly
more custodial than elementary teachers (Willowen,et al F{_‘?

q1967 20),‘these comparisons should be cautiously interpreted_a o

Although male and female teachers had similar mean
f'obeisance scores +in this study, female principals were found{

;_'Vto be significantly more obeisant than their male colleagues;i

A
S



reater stress on respect for
c of the_femaie s¢x role dis-
_.én females take on positions of
authority, hools. However, any attempt to explain
'the‘relatiu )etween sex and obeisance for- female |

Ms time, is indeed, after the factr

-

Principals

1In th, ”tudy, teachers with undergraduate prépara-

tion in educ ) were signif}cantiy more custodial in pupil

control ideol} ]and_significantly more obeisant than

;teachers with ma{orstutside'of education One interpreta- ‘
. tion offered_isi}‘:t non- “education tourses may piace more
A}s¢res;'an ideav . than education courses The finding B
seems'especiaf . significant since wiilower et al (1967: 34)
had reported aimost identical mean’ PCI scores when elementary
‘teachers were grouped by undergraduate preparation. Again,_
_the matter is certainly one which warrants more intensive
innvestigation , f *

- i

| A further finding related to demographic,data was

that teachers with university ggaduate maJors in education;_i
were found to be significantly more humanistic in pupil )

control 1deoiogy and significantiy iess obeisant thanA
fgraduates from teachers "colleges. A similar interpneta-
"tion to the one provided for differences in obeisance and
'xcustodiaiism when teachers uere grOUped by undergraduate

fnpreparation appears tenable here In brief. university

I
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graduates, in ai%ginstances, have completed more nAon-

. education coufses %han teacher college graduatés Perhaps.'

the more liberalizing influences of non- education courses

' are factors which contribute to more humanistic and less

'and mean obeisance scores of teachers an

obeisant orientations of university-graduate teachers. The .-

sug;ect appears ‘to require further research. )

A final observation concerning obeisance and-
custodialjsm of teachers and principals as related to
demographic data, has to quwith the apparent socialization
influence which school organizations have on an educator' s

N ,

N o
A

control orientations.

d?m%~_ Although no predictions were made, two observations

(&)

from the data appear to be of most genera% significance

First, the demographic characteristiCs -- age and experience-

certainly appear to be linked Examina ioh of the mean PCI
principals (Tables

- XLVIII and’XLIx) show that with few exceptions, plder and

X

more experienced teachers ‘and principals tended to be more

obeisant and more custodial than their younger and in--‘

~experienced colleagues Sacondaﬁuhile analysis was not

'4carried out, the data reveals trends which*are consistent .

”:with earlier findings (Hillouer et al. l967 Hoy ld%?

‘»Hoy 1968) that teacher socialiZation and custodialism were .

"positively related

135
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_III.  IMPLICATIONS

This section of the chapfer represents an attemot to

El

draw spme implications from-the study. Since: the 1hvest1-

gation was concerned with the .relationship between statu
obeisance and pupil control 1deo]ogy of educators 4n school 3

organizatioﬁs as it pertatined to s%ruct and process, #t s

seemed reasonehle/;o prov1de interpretations and draw-

iﬁplicitiohs‘uith respect . to theory as well as, practice.

(3 *

Accord1ngly¢ the 1nterpretat1ons and implications of this

‘ - Y

fhis thesis concTudes with a number of questions h u

nhjchremerged from the study and. some suggestions ﬁor o A»\f‘
further research - S , o ;i

. § i . o : ’ -}
TheoreticSX\Jmplications R | : T

Obeis;;:e\and custodia}j§m ' The conc‘!}ual frame{ '

" work in which the empirical phase of this study;"

viewed the school as a social organization rSuch
;‘ spective focuses attentiom on the structure of soc1a f
" relations 1n the schoo’l as weH as on norms ’°va1ues, an@
other orientations-shared by school per§onne1 Statuss"
O obeisance (deference to authority) was : conceptual]y T . ?'
: related to a custod1a1 humanistic contro] typology vTheif"°

framework was. based,gm status relations in formal
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service-type orsand;atlons (6chools) with un;elected clients
( upils).' The theoretical formulation that led to the main
predictions postulated was that tgachers' and principals'
reactions to the authority structure within schools would |
be reflected in their pupll control ideology. In the maln,
the theoret1cal perSpective proved, to be reasonably power-

ful and received fairly strong support.

In all instances when male and female‘teachers and

- .
principals were grouped, status obeisance was found to be

,pos1t1vely related to custodialism in pup1l control ideology.

These results and the findings of previous studies suggest °

~that psycholog1cal variables, as well as structural and

process variables, could be important factors in determining

an educator's pupil control ideology. Helsel (1971) had

- recently found a relationship between traditionalism in

values‘and custodialism in pupil control ideology. In a

further study he also reported research which revealed a

’relatlonship between ohglsance and cUstod1al1sm in a_'sample

_of- secondary and elementary teachers. Moreover, Willower.

J

‘et al. (196() had earlier found a relationship between

dogmatism and pupil control ideology: Closed -minded B

.
L4

educators were more custodial in, pupil control ideology

than were open- minded educators
—»

i In addition to these flndings, two of the three"

-5

/maJor_nypotheses advanced\in thls study were confirmed. The -

l
R s
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émpirica1 test of the predictign that teachers in high
obe1sance schoq&s wouid be more custodial in pupil contro]
1deo]ogy than their counterparts in low obeisance schoo?s
‘was affirmed. Similarly, the prediction that high obeisance
schools would be more custodial in pupil control ideology
than low obeisance schools was also sustained. The hypo-
thesis ‘that principals serving in high obeisancé schools |
would be more custodial than principals in low obeisance

schools received no support in this investigation.
§

These results. provide additional support for the

contention that psychological variables are important

.factors in the study of an educator's pupil control ideology.

g

o

Pupil control ideology. Confirmation of the hypo-

A

Ehesef that teachers and schools which were relatively
‘high in obeisance would be significantly more custodial in
‘puﬁil control ideology than teachérs and schools which . 4
_were relati?ely.1ow in obeisance provided support for the
theoretical rationale advanced. However, failure to con-

-firm the hypothédsis that principa1§ serving in relatively

;'ﬁobeisant schools would be more custodial in pupil control

,' idedlogy than principals serving in less obeisant schodls

‘raises an interesting paint. Perhaps the most pert1nent
theoretical implications which can be drawn from the

» .
findings of this investigation relate to the nature of

the organizational position which educators hold in school

-~ ¥
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organizations. That is, role factors as they relate to an ‘
educator's pupil control ideology, seem to be significant

in explaining findings and drawing implications from this .
study. | [

It wfl],Pe recalled that the school has been defined |
as a special type of service organization in whifh partici-
pation is mandatoryland cltents (pupils) unselected.
Pursuant to a propositionﬁ(that those directly reSponsibfe
for the controi of unsele:;ed cliedts would Se less
huménistic than those less difect]y'respon2391e~fbr client
control) Willower et al. (1967:19) predict€d.that teachers
would be less humanistic in pqpil contwrol ideology.than

principals. The prediction was cdnfirmed in their study

ang reconfirmed ‘in the present study. Furthermore, the

' rélationship held regardless of the high:low_obeisance

Placements; that is, principals Were_significantly more

\humanisgic than teachers in both .high and low obeisance

schools.. In short, the role of a principal seems lessc

vulnerable to the status threat posed by unselected clients

(pupils) than the role of the teacher.

It seems reaSon¢b1e'that one's position in school

organizations should indirectly refléct_thé variety of -

- pressures and demands.of both the formal and informal .

organization. With regard to task and structure in the

formal school setting, one might expect that teachers seek
1 , ‘ _
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approvéT and status from above by attempting to cope with
the expectations of principals, Supervisors, and perhaps

even parents as well.

In the informal school setting, on the other hand,
teachers may seek to gain status from their immediate
colleagues by attempting to portray an image of one who has
a class well under control. In this connection, Hoy (1969:
" 262) reported data which showed that 87 per cent of the

elementary teachers he sampled described their school as

". . . one in which good teaching and good classroom control

tend to be equated." It appears likely that methods
employed by teachers to gain status combined with the day-
fo-day status threat posed by thé problem of controlling
non-selected pupils are important factors contributing to

higher custodialism for teachers.

Practical Implications o

In. the present investigation there was ample

evidence to suggest that as the obeisance -dimension of
' )

authority betfme more pronounced, the pupil control ideology

of teachers and principals was more custodial. Support forﬂ

this relationship, cpmbined-with the fairly compatible
results obtained by comparing Supervisors' school PCI
ratings with actua].PCI“5cqres obtained,‘would appear to
'have 6né implication for. school practice. The implication
is, that if jt.iS'désifablg to have humanis icaliy-oriented

-

\ p PR

140



’ B ', 141

and custodial-oriented teachers:and principals relatiVe1y
‘matched in school organizations, knowledge of control
orientations could be a useful input for staff placements.
That is, décisions concerning placements of new staff,
transfers of present staff, apd promotions of teachers to
the rank of principal, could be made, at least in part, on
knowledge about their control orientations. Such
information would appear to be important for staff-
appointment decisions at both fhe secondary and the ele-

mentary school levels.

While control of pupils is probably a greater pro-
blem for classroom teachers at the secondary rather than
the elementary. school level, it should not be surprising
that pupil control figures prominently at both leVels. For\
‘in both instances, in a relatively isolated "free situatibn“i
such as a aL?ssroom, a teacher's'quest for approbation from |

superiors and acceptance by peers would seem t% be in-

extricably tied to his main task with pupils.

One important assumﬁtiqn upon which the hajbr pre-
dictions of this study were based wés.that teachers' and
principa]s"control gehaviors aﬁsjlikely to be consistent
with their control;ideologies. This assumption seemed
especially tenable for fhé relatively isolated setting of
Athe classroom, for there, the kinds of constraints imposed

in circumstances of greater visibi]ity to colleagues are



& | _ | | 142

- O
greatly reduced. However, for educational practice, it
seems 1mportant to recognize, particularly with regard to
" principals, that pup11 control ideology may or may not be
reflected in behavior. In this connect1on, Willower et al.
(1967:37) have stated:

While 1t'seems'reasonab1e to expect a correspondence
between ideology .and performance in a free situation,
such a correspondence in the setting of a formal
organization cannot be assumed.
fhey;further suggest that the structure of hierarchical
status relationships, rules, sanctions, and various
organizational demands, ". . . learly function as inter-

S

vening vafiab]es.“

In view of the major findings of'thi§‘study,_the
implication is that principals may, in Goffman's (1961)
terms be "acting out" more custodial 1deolog1es than they

actually do hold.

A further observation has to do efth the conceﬁts ; \
of humanism and custodialism which.prbvided the ‘contrgl '
typology uysed tovexamine the'contrdlfbr1entat10ns,of‘ e ’,
teachers apd princ{pals’%n:this study. While ch concepts
appeer go bé most usefd] in'studyfng'control_iﬁ schoo]“
organizations, it would seem peremptoﬁy at th1s time to
view one as functional and the other as: dysfunctiona]

Gilbert and Levinson (1957 23) had earlier warned that: IG. o
' 1t s difficult to conduct a dispassionate inquiry '
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into custodialism and humanism without idealizing

the latter through contrast with the former. There
. 1s of course, much evidence showing the therapeutic
.¥,ineffectiveness, not to speak of the inhumanity
" " ahd decadence, of the custodial system. Neverthe-
~ less, it is clear that the proponents of humanistic

‘change are still groping their way in semi-darkness.

‘ The contention seems particulérlyrihstrdbtive in the
adapfatton of the control‘typo1ogy to school organizations.
For alfhoﬁgh humanisfic-oriented teachers and principals
- hold more bermissive, more acéepting, and more studeht- )
Acentered attitudes, the effects of such orientations on
sound teaching practice are certginly not clear. Further-
more, the effects of humanistic orientations are likely to
be short-run and lTimited. Perrow (in March 1965:924-25),
fof example, has argued that‘such humanistic-1ike approaches
rather than providing'new technoiogies are principally
humanistic influences. He further contends, that when and
if they are taken aS technology, unrealistic optimism,
unanticipaéed’results, and misleading generalizations are
apt to be produced. “ 9 |

)
On -the othgf hand while such caution appears reéson-,-
’ab1e, many advocates of changé in the pub]ic schools would
afgue that more humanistic goals, policies, and technologies
- are not only desirabig but long overdue iﬁ schools. Yet,
the ki‘nds‘gf chan,g'e implied by the humanistic appr‘oach is
Tikely to be 5 long, and at tfmes,gun;ucceséfu] process.

For, while the aims may appear to be highly desirable, at



the present, they are certainly distant and elusive.

ATthough possible differences between ideology and
behavior have been a]]uded to in this chapter, the study of
pupil control ideology of educators appearstto be a fruit-
ful means of examining social behaviors in school organiza-
tions.” For ideology clearly hints at potential behavior,

behavior which,fé 1ikely to proximate ideo}oéies held.

Questions Emerging From the Study

A number of studies, including the present one, have
examined educators' pupil control fdeologies as related to
psycholbgical and school organizational variables. Yet
.there are questions which remain unanswered and several

lineifgj inquiry which remain unexplored.

ﬁhqt appears to be most needed at present is inquiry
into the relationship between’pupi]dcontrol ideology and
vpupil_éontro? behavior as well as studies of pupil control
under different conditiops. Is theré moderate1y high
qdrresponﬁence between an educator's cqntrol ideology and
cohtrol]iﬁg behavior in schools? While such correspondence
seems likely, especially in the classroom setting, until it
ié known to what extent ideology structures»behavior,

genera]izations about pupil control appear to be somewhat

h Y .

‘hazardous. .

A further.questibn has to do wifh the conceptualization

144
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of pupil contAQ? ideology emp¥yed in this study and pre-
vious studies. Pupil control ideologylﬁas been concep-
tualized as a bipolar continuum ranéing from humanism at

one extreme to custodialism at the other. It appears that
this theoretical perspective needs further iﬁvest;ghtion.

For example, while custodialism de;cfibes an external

means of control which is associated with the enforcement

of rules, humanism may be viewed as enforced understandings;
both concepts define control and perhaps control of different
types. Such éonside}ations raise the questfon -- arg

custodfalism and humanism separate aspects of pupil control

ideology?

Another question which eherged'?rom this study has
to do with the two measures.employed iﬁ exploring educators'
control‘and obeisant orientations. In brief, are pupil
control ideology and status obeisance two,independent'
measures?‘ A number of ytems in both scales wqf1d appear
to be measuring the samé:domain.‘-lt may bé that custodial- -
ism and obeisance are parts of a broader pattern of deeply
'embedded'personal authoritarianism. Tﬁe matterris one

which requires further investigation.

In earlier studies of pupil control ideology
elementary teachers and principals were found to be com-
paratively more humanistic than their secondary counterparts.

But hoqihumanistic is humqniSti¢? More preci§é1y. what

e



v

meaning can be attached to humanism in the context of the
study of pupil control? Are accepting, trustful, optimistic
“and sensitive control orientatfons merely humanizing
influences? If so, what needs to be studied is the effect
of such influgnces on classroom learning and schooi per-
formance generally. While most educationai critics would
probably agree that each pupil should be treated as unique,
the difficulty in schools has always been.of'organi;ation

TN

for and evaluation of such*an ideal.

Iv. SUGGESTIONS.FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

.

- The present inquiry ‘was one. of the first Canadian ?
research prOJects which studied the ‘relationship of a
'psychoiogical variable to an educator 3 pupi] control
ideoiogy. A number of suggestions for, further research
emerged from this study.

P
if Results of empiricai studies based on United‘
. States data are not necessarilx>applicable to Canada.
There is a further need for the United States results to
be. verified or rejected using Canadian data. In particular.
Canadian studies of educators pupil control ideoiogies at
the junior high and senior high school 1eveis are needed.
'For, whiie school organizations and” their social environ-

'vments may not be very different and while the conclusions

reached may be very similar, the fact that the research

-
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- uses Canadién data will make findings much more convincing. '

2. Tﬁé'present study‘provided support for the
earlier finding that e?ucator obeisahce and cu§tod1alism //
were positively relateﬁ. §t0d1es concerning the relation-
ship of other psychological variables to an educakdr'g pupii

control ideology are areas for promising research.
?

*3. One direction for further research which
emanated from the major findings of this study pertains, to
the pupil control ideologies of principals.’ Principals, in
the main, come from the Eankf of teachers. Yet, consistently

pupil control research reports that prfncipé]s are more

humanistic in pupil control ideology than teachers. More- -

over, perhaps the most striking feature in the present study'.

was the refative]§tab11ity'Of'principals' PCI and obeisance
scores redakdless of how they we;e groubed. A m;re com-
prehénsive stud}, uging a large'sampie of prinfipa]s, could:
be conducted in an attémpt toﬁidentiw as hany véhiabﬂes a;
possib}e‘jﬂat may JeTategdr &oh&ripute;to the‘re1atfvely“
humanistic control ideologies hé]d by pr1ncfpa1s. Longi-
tudinal stUdiesfwhjch would examine educators' pupjl'Eon-
troi ideologiéstefore“énd aftef t@ey become principéls'

would appear to be one espécially fruitful line of induiry.

4. Comparative studies of the pupil Tontrol

ideologies of teachers and principals based on random

4
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‘lsa%ples from a number of Canadtan provinces could shed
further 1ight on the influence thdt different localities
fand‘different'socioeconomic areas have on educators'
.c?htrol orientetions While the relatfonship between socio-
i economic status and pupil control ideology of elementary
uteachers has received some attention (Gossen-1969, and

 td some degree, the present study), tresearch using data

lggfrom junior and senior high schools”samples are needed. .

? 5. As suggested 1in the summary of findings, the
'llimpact which different teacher undergraduate and graduate
jipreparation programs may have on educators' obeisanCe
;:; orientations and pupil control ideologies, are 1indeed.

r matters which warrant further investigation.

"[‘Affr The present investigation provides, on a modest
icali/ information on school educators obeisant ‘orienta-"
gions as they relate to pupil control ideology in the

| ;J public school setting In addition, .the writer has

u,suggested some further ideas which could be utilized in

'.l

Proaecting this line of inquiry. The control typology
iﬁf remployed in the present study provides two contrasting
'vr‘.approaches to the question of whether school provides

I
RS

| *\' students with a more pbsitive self- cdncépt Should it be

’%ﬁ%ﬁ desirable to seriously strive’ for a school organizat1onali
1

U.ﬂ@# posture where humanistic activities would be the norm,

° e
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structures that.encourage and reward such activities would
_have to‘be introduceﬁ and maintained.' However, it is
suggested that resear;h,on the unintended consequences of
change in humanistic directions in schgols shou]é’be

systematically linked to the efforts toward such change. ™

H
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N FORM PCl
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;
INFORMATION
On the following pages a number of statements about teaching - o

are presented. Our purpose is to gather information regarding
the actual attitudes of educators concerning these statements.
You will recognize that the statements are of such a nature
that there are no correct or incorrect answers. We are interested
only in your frank opinion of them.
Your responses will remain confidential, and no individual or
school will be named in the report of this study. Your cooperation

is grcatly\ appreciated. :"

INsTRUCTIONS: Following are twenty statements about schools,
teachers, and pupils. Please indicate your per-
sonal ‘opinion about each statement by circling
the appropriate response at the right of the state-

ment.
: 3
< o fo] ;e
+ -2.- :§ g 2 "’
g g ¢ 8P
e &2 8 8
5 <5 QA & o8
1. It is desirable to require pupils fo sit im SA A U D SD
- assigned seats during assemblies. .
2. Pupils are usually not capable of soling SA A U D SD
their problems through logical reasoning. .
3. Directing sarcastic remarks toward a defiant SA A U D SD
> pupil is a good disciplinary technique.
4. Beginning teachers arc not likely to maintain SA A U D SD

strict enough coatrol over their pupils.

PLEASE TURN OVER. THERE ARE TWENTY ITEMS TO THIS SCALE.
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Strongly Agree
Agree

Undecided
Disagree

Slrongiy Disagree

g
>
c
[
g

N
S. Teachers should consider revision of their
teaching methods if these are criticized by

- their pupils.

6. The best principals give. unquestioning sup- SA
port to teachers in disciplining pupils.

7. Pupils should not be permitted to contradict SA A U
the statements of a teacher in class.

8. Itis ﬁﬁﬁ;lble to bave pupils learn many facts SA A UD SD
about 3 subject even if they have no im-
mediagfapplication.

9. Too fqwth pupil time is spent on guidanceand SA A U D SD
activities and too little on academic prepara-
tion. -

10. Being friendly with pupils often leads them SA A UD SD
to become too familiar.

1. It is more important for pupils to leatn to SA A U D SD
obey rules than that thcy make their own .
decisions. o .

12. Student governments are a good “safety SA A U D SD o

. valve™ but should not have much influence
on school policy. ,
13. . Pupils can be trusted to work together with- SA A U D SD
. out supervision.

14. If a pupil uses obscene or profane language SA A U D SD
in school, it must be considered a moral of- i
fense.

1S, 1f pupils are allowed to use the lavatory with- SA A UD SD
out getting permission, this privilege will be
abused.

16. A few pupils are just young hoodlums and SA A U D SD
should be Ireated accordingly. :

17. 1t is often necessary to remind pupils that SA A U D SD
their status in school differs from thax of
teachers.

18. A" pupil who . destroys school material or SA A UD SD
property should-be scverely punished.

19. . Pupils cannot perceive the difference between

“‘dcmocracy and anarchy in the classroom.
20. Pupils ofter misbehave in order to make the SA A U D SD
' teacher look bad.

>
c
i~
8

o
7]
~]

T

4
>
c
o
8
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Following are some statements about school personnel rolationnhipt.

Please indicate your personal opinion about each statement by placing the
number of your appropriate response in the space provided before each
statement ( )e . '

Agree ‘ Agree s Agree .6}[D1315reo‘3 Disagree ] ’Disugroo

Strongly Moderately Slightly

( ) 1.
( ) 2,
() 3.
( ) b
(__) 5.
( ) 6.
()7
(__) 8.
(__J 9.
(___)o.
A__ .
(L na.
(__ )13,

Slightly— Moderately. Strongly

‘reachers should be willing to take direction from the administration

just as they expect students to be obedient to them.

Most schools would be run a lot more efficiently if the administrators

‘Jistened more to what the teachers had to say.

‘A superintendent is justified in expecting. his administrative staf?f

to be loyal, obedient and respectful in all matter relating to the
administration of the school aystem.

For a principal to have confidence in his faculty is good, but it
should be tempered with keeping a close eye on things to see that they
get done., . .

In genéral, the tougher an administrator 1s yith himself and his
teachers, the higher the morale.

School officials today are in danger of being too soft with teachers.

Although they may feel otherwise, teachers should not be critical of

any action or policy of the administration when students are around.
- )

The ultimate .authority over major educational decisions should be

exercised by teachers. i :

If a superintendent is a "stickler" for rules and regulations, the ‘
principals and supervisors under him should make it their business to
see that these rules and regulations are adhered to by the teachers

and students.

Teachers should be aware that their status in school differs from
that of administrators. '

Persbnnel who openly criticize the adpinistration should be encouraged
to go elsewhere. .

xllthough teachers may nbt like a Btrict administrator as well, they

usually have more confidence in him than the type who is a "good Joe.”

If a teacher has violated a rule that the "big boss" 1s,part1cular~
about, the principal is Justified in letting the teacher take his

punishment. : ,

® PLEASE TURN OVER THERE ARE THIRTY ITEMS TO THIS SCALE

b

b4
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

23,
24,

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.
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If the teachers ask to do something that the principal feels is all

right but that his superintendent disapproves of, the principal 3
should tura down the teachers on the basis that the superintendent

would disapprove it.

The school runs smoothest when teachers and students follow school
policy. o

Adninistrators have advanced training and knowledge.which better
qualifies them to make the major decisions in education.

I Iike the 1dea of teachérs calling the principal "Mr. " at all /

times, even though when students aren't around, teachers are on a

_ firet name basgis, :

Teachers should adjust their teaching to-the administration's views
of good educational practice. - '~ %

If a superintendent is inclined to be "tough" on the teaching staff,
the principals under him should conduct things exactly as the
superintendent would do. ’ Lot

\ - ’/ .
In case of a dispute in the cozmunity over & controversial educa-
tional issus, teachers should look primarily to the judgment of the
administration for guidance. . L ' d

A'"tough" administrator who cracks the whip can,gonoraliy get more

work out of his teachers than one who is easier going and detter °
liked by the teachera.

A tsacher should not be influenced by the opinions of those teachers
wvhose ideas do not reflect the thinking of the adainistration. '

Teachers should be obedient, respectful and loyal to the principal,
» .

¥ . . .
Typically, the school administration is better qualified to judge . .
what 1is best for -education than is the teather. @ @ .

Good principals do as their superintep&ont expects them to do.

The administration should fesl fro§ to ignore the idvice from R

teachers on how to run the school. - -
‘ H

A teacher should never say or do anything that students might
interpret ybeing critical or qnoa\ioning of adninistrative
directive: procedure. 2t . , ] :

Teachers should be allowed to participate in decision-making but only o
in such areas as are designated by the adminis;ratiqn.

It teachers ask for some favor which goes againsi gchool‘rulas} the
administrator should explain the school policy to the teachers_and‘

. tura down their request,

I figure my principal knows better than I what is sood_tdr my achool P

or else he wouldn't be the principal. ] A o

"
4
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ul October 2, 1972

Dear

1

I am a doctoral student in Edycational Administration
at the University of Alberta in Edmonfon. Prior to .
commencement of study here, I had served as a teacher,
administrator, university professor, and Dean of a Faculty

of Education, for a total of thirteen years experience in

the Province of Nova Scotia. -

SpRecently I received approval from the Department of
Educational Administration to conduct a researtch project ont

pupil control in a sample of elementary schools. I have L

chosen td conduct the study in my native prd¥ince. My

purpose in writing is to solicit your assistance anq,supﬁort

in conducting the research.

.

From one hundred-fifteen eligible éTementaéy séhoois
in the province, I hdve randomly sglected forty-five schools

o

to comprise the sample. The studwwill involve the principal
_and his entire staff from sample $€hools. -BRclosed please '

find a list of schopls from your district Whi appeared in
the .sample. Should you approve ofythe project, I have '

.enclosed letters to principais.of sample schools in your

district which I-would ask you to forward. Please feel free
to inspect principals' letters befgre forwarding. :
. You will note that principals have been asked to
discuss participation in 'the project with the?r respective
staff and motify your office as. to 'teir decision. Upon
receipt of their decision,” I havé enclosed a reply card for
your response and a stamped envelope for your convenience.

* . : .
Pleasgglet me assurée you that. the research technique-

is simple, not time consuming, and s 1d cause little dis-
ruption for all who are willing to take>part in the study.

.. Should oné;¥espoﬁ§e be favourqble,'lgﬁi]]kbe
visiting all participating schools in early Nozgmber and
would look forward to meeting you at that time. ’

Récoghfiing how extremely busy you are,'particulariy
at this time of year, I thank you for your'time;agd

R P \ ) N
RS S

consideration.
*  Yours sincerely,

»* MNichael R. Mac Mitlan

‘ﬁf ;.f A 'M, | o !;v‘~ /

o : e - 164
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October 2, 1972

Dear "y

I am a doctoral student in Educational Administration
at the University of Alberta in Edmonton. Prior to
commencement of study here, I had served as a teacher,
administrator, university professor, and Dean of a Faculty

of Education, for™a total of thirteen years experience in

the Province of Nova Scotia.

o Recently I received approval from the Department of
Educational Administration to conduct a research project on
pupil control inza sample of elementary schools. I have
c¢hosen to conduct the study in my native province. My
purpose in writing {s to solicit the support of you and °
your staff in conducting the research.

= Of eligible elementary schools in the province,

, forty-five were randomly selected tb comprise the sample.
"Your school was one of those which appeared in the sample.

First, let me assure you that the research technique
is simple, requires a short time, and should cause little
disruption for all who are willing to take part in the
study. Furthermore, all participating schools will be
coded and neither the names of schools nor the names of
staff will be requested or used in the reporting of the
study. ' .

The study wi]]‘%olitit staff opinion® on pupil®con-
trol and authority.structure within schools. In this -
connection, participating principals and staff wil] be
asked to respond to two ipstruments and a personal data ,
sheet. « . 3

. \
I would ask you to discuss the project with your

" staff and decide whether or not you are willing to partake .

.

in the study, and thenufaﬁvi?e,youf superintendent as to
your decision. R J e

Should you decide in. favor of participating, I will
look forward to meetind you in early November when I will
be visiting~alT sample schools to distribute and collect
the quégy{g:naires concerned.

Ali.particfpating schools will receive a general

xrepgrt of research findings upan completion of the study.

.
C et

v ~ Thanking you and your staff for your interest and
consideration, - . . o
S, o Yours sincerely,
* s K [

e " Michael R. Mac MilYap
(Y 5 ’
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PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL PERSONNEL QUESTIONNAIRE

The questionnaire consists of three parts: a) Information. Sheet,
b) PCI Form, and ¢) The SO Scale.

INFORMATION SHEET

Please complete this form by checking the appropriate boxes and filling
in blanks where indicated.

» le Sex
( ) Male ( ) Female

2. Marital status
o ) Single ( ) Married ( ) Widow(er)
( ) Separated or Divorced '

3. Age ,
() 20-29 years () 30-39 years ( . ) 4O-49 years -

() 50-59 years ( ) 60-69 years X

4. Present position (please specify as indicated)

( ) Elementary Teacher (please. specify grade ' )
( ) Elementary Principal (teaching Yes (. ) No ( ) )
( ) Other (please specify position AN )

X
5. Experience as an educator (as of end of this academic year)
( ) years as a teacher

( ) years as a principal, supervising prfncipal or
superintendent

( ) years as a guidance counsellor
( ‘) years, other (please specify position )

v

4. Amount of education

(' ) Less than Bachelor's degree

(__) Bachelor's degree ‘

() Bachelor's degree plus additional credits
(__) Master's degree ‘ : .

(___) Master's degree plus gdditional credits
( ) Doctor's degree - :

7 Undergraduate preparation ’ .

(___) Major 'ithin the field of education
(__ ) Major in area outside the field of education

( 8. . Graduate praparation
( _) Major within the field of education

( —) Major in area outside the field of education IR e

[
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DEPUTY MINISTER AR
AND .
CHIEF DIRECTOR OF COUCATION : .
PROVINCE OF NOVA SCOTIA -, “

Halifax, K. S.,. July 19, 1972
B » A

J o o | ) |

N~

" To Mayors of Cities and Towns

wargens of Municipalities
Secretaries of School Boards .

Th= Departrent of Education has completed the calculations which are requi}ed
to be made pursuaat to Section 63 (3) of tne Egucation Act. ‘ S

Attached is: ‘ : ’ S N

O sciredule setting forth the ‘d.e‘eiled calculations to getermine the
ru-icipal ond provincial proportions hic will apply in 12 Calendar Year 1372,
, _ o M A

Q PN

It is to be noted that: . . L

- (1) The 2waunts of valuaticn us2g 1o determine-funicipal'and provinciel
prepariicns for 197¢ rave v2en limited to an increase of 12 1/2% atove th2 amount
of -2iuaticn-used lo delerminz the 1971 runicipal and previncial propartiens..

(2) ‘there there has been 3 reduction in the'provincial'proportien, the
prosortica which anill te effeciive in 1972 is not less tnan 57 1/2% 0i 2 oropartiGn
effective in 1971, o \ ., ‘ '

. (3) In those cases vhere the provincial proportion 1S less "than 27 1/23,
the provincial prensriien whiph'will apply to.calculaticens de pursuant to tne
Education Act for purpises set fortn in clauses fa) a2 {p) .of subsection (o) of
Seciibn 61 will be 27 1/2%. Th2 actual prdpartidn, without 87y rinicun of 27 1/25,
will D2 used in ay other calculations wade pursuani to the Education Act; e.g. Cepit

* Debt Charge Grants.

¢

If you wish 10 make'ahy enquiries in respegt of¢ these schadules, pleasc"
address the enquiry to ¥r. William 4, Vinceni, -Director of Pudblic Ecgucation Grantsg, .
and Financing, Department of Edgﬁption, 2. 0. Box 573, Halifax, Npva Scetia. :

~Yours, ver
\__./ /-

HET A W
Enslosurd

0“ N
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. rd , . .. ., g
_ o FOUNDATION PROGRAM PERCENTAGE PROFORT JONS ,, el T
tevised ’ , {Based on Academic Schoo) Year 1970-71) . . ,,
’ Effective Calendar Year 1972 = . Coe
- , . ~ Adility to - . Prowncial
Total-Cost “tess °  Net Cost Pay ¢ $1.35 Municipal & .. Proportion .
* Towns and : S - Tuition Foundation  Juition  Foundation per $100: Proportion Provincial - _Priar te¢ o
Cities g Salaries Maintenance  Conveyance Paid Board  Program Received  Program Valuation 12 b wm.oa Proportion;  Revision |
: _— . (a) - (b) 3 A o .
Amherst 372,353 51,300 nil 501,205 nil 1,004,650 - nil 1,004,858 546,111 54,35 5.5 .4 TR
Aragolss Royal. . - .- 73,25 - " 73,250 . 73,250 51,448 70.23 31,32 3L A
Antigonish 257,060 27,825 4,990 394,023 . 663,850 . 663,650  343,%22- 90.20. . 490 46.33
Bricgetown 118,491 16,190 . 72,899 . 07,50 - 9%,%9, 111,231 93,419 ¢ 63.99 2.8 ALY .
Briogewater 410,73 - 60,720 . . . 471,492 - ATLe%2 895,887 96.60 9.1" T 95 .
-~ Canso 174,638 28,2 1,462 . . 204,600 - 204,600 35,609 . 17.93 £2.07 Bl.O% . o
Clark's Marbour 51,243 9,500 9,3 33,309 . 103,397 - 103, 387 n,02 . %010 69.50 60.65
Ca-tmcuth 7,752.09 918,550 59,378 1,750 . 8,731,768 3,600 8,720,108 5,479,706 62.% 37.15 . 33308, .
D1 gby 184,041 22,100 . 142,627 . 39, 4,0 99,780 249,608 143,274 _ 57438 % 52 3.t o
Lennion 39¢,504 47,59 - . - 439,854~ - 439,054 44,18} 1004 .04 ' 69.37 o
Glace Bay 2,259,(00 305, 966 5,206 LOTY . T 2,572,793 - 2,512,753 913,509 35051 2.%\). 62.11 B
Halifax 13,414, 464 1,87, 224 65,412 - - - 15,420,500 ~8 BNG 215,227 15,493,548 - HSS P ol
Hanleport 199,239 27,00 32 . 6,50 . 192,174 - 7,355 " 185,019 119,353 64.23 35,77 ' 131.65 o
Livergool 231,287 35,40 . 117,149 - 382,93 ¢ - 393,93 241,398 . 62.87 37.13 33,15 -
Lockeport 67,:9) £.L%0 . 69,174 - 143,177 - 143,177 41,578 29.04 C0.50 I/S\mg o
. Louistourg 133,117 21,80 . . 160,67 2,00 150,867 65,2 a3 " 5255 - 2.0l
Lunenturg 265,131 3,20 - . 600 - © 02,191 .- - 2, 18] 263,399 87.1% 2.4 7.9
Fatone B3y 193, 410 29,10 . - - 223,010 92,398 13,612 60,870 - 45,60 LN - 1))
Midtieton 113,320 16,19 - . 158,659 . 249,129 %,472 251,651 163,650 65.15 .85 C 3467
Mulgrave Y:3,202 20,140 . 2,400 3,288 159,000 . 7,520 151,50 - 37,57 4.0 790 - - a7 .
Mew G1asgow 974,47} 140,200 . . . 1,014,171 13,99 1,111,262 781,000 . 2.28 29.72 o 1 m
Kew Wateriord 1,794,053 235,19 915 . - 1,983,118 - - 1,983,118, 152,10 _ 1.7 92.33 *91.:2 ;
Uelors 169,930 11, 400 - 100,641 . 217,071 70,255  145,81% 48,232 33.09 66.92 L 65.12
Paresburo 104,924 15,200 . 100, 150 - 228,274 22,800 05,874 56,317 - 21.3% TN AT .
Pictou 439,734 75,110 - 9% - 515,000 ° - 515,00 ° 182,504 5.4 . 64.60 62.69 .
’ , . . S . mnm.u..._ ot3 - ,\
g St
.. - .
% ‘ o
. . > B r . . . - N
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. ) . R SRR

4 - .f. ) . .t M
, .. Ability to- . " proviacial
: : , Total Cost  tess . ' et Cost ‘Pay 6 §1.35  funicipal <. -Proportion
Tams and - Tuition ~ foundation  Tuition *  Foundalion per,$160. - Progortion Provincial  ; ‘Prior 1§ .
_Cilies Salaries Maintenance ' Conveyance  Paid Board  Program Received Program Valuation (Tb'is.of - Proportion . = Revision
. . _ (a) ©{b) d) e
Part Hawkesbury 441,944 60,350 . 320 . 502,514 51,090 451,464 - 148,952 .33.00 67.00% . 64,74
Shelturre . 120,487 15,200 555 172,58 . 08,810 - 308,810 116,574 . 3.7 £2.25 %42
Sprirghill £09,423 04,100 - - . 504,223 42,259 551,964 196,737 - B/.6d,, . 7 oea3. TN €17
Stellarton 452,059 72.7%0 . 2,986 599,394 . 559, 354 272,459 3.1 51.¢9 £2.15
Sydriey 3,574,975 455,541 3.116 . - 4,043,633, 37,945 - 4,005,667 2,278,460, 5.88 - 63.12 .».‘ £33.9
Trenton 5,709 49,60 . 1,59 - 399,989 . 399,98 66.23 By 23.5)
Westvalle 361,175 53,890 1,505 3,70 . 440, 316;,. 1,750 438, 566 18.73 - B} ¥ 3. 12
Windgeor . 193,263 20,500 . 223,003 - 445,566 525 445,041 23,300 53.10 45.9 £3.87
Yarssuth __an 776 70,600 - 333,479 . . 99,855 - £, 55 46h, 963 52,42, . 47.56 £3,03
3,513,579 4,968,726 182,295 2,604,014 3,260 44,376,802 §97.100 43,679,702 < 29,919.260 L e
————p F— . . f ————- = . ., o .
- ) ‘ ) .. ». ‘
~ A - . A\\ N - -
: v i ]
. ) E 4 ,
) . 2. . = (. .. ‘ o
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Municipality

Annarolis
Antigonish
Argyle \
Barrington
Cipe’Breton

Chester
Clie
Cu~terlang
Digty
Guysboraugn

Hatifax
Hants liest
In . erness
Lencnburg
Pictou

Qu.tns

ki chmyng
St rarys
Srelturne
Y3rmoulh

Suamnary:

Mun.cinalities
Towns & Cities

. o . mifityto ., = k. ' Pravingial
o Total Cast Less Net Cost  Pay e $1.35  Municipa). o Proportion
. y - Tuition Foundation Tuition  Foundation per $100. ° Proportion Provincial Prior o -
Salaries Waintenance  Conveyare-  Paid .  Board  Program Received  Program  Valuation- (X b is of Proportion Revision
. (a) o 3 .. ‘ )
029,921 102,050 310,81 191,007 1,380 2,435,299 26,0 2,408,949  655,15) 2.0 72.60 7n.22° .
1,533,625 177,29 < 323,827 35,523 - 2,360,265 27,123 2,333,142 213,260 - 9.14 9.84 .32
712,799 103,5% 169, 447 71,497 - 1,057,333 . 1,057,333 164,39 15.55 . 34.45 83,77
810,757 114,700 -~ - 121,2% . 1,134 1,047,927 33,209 1,014,618 . 166,360 16. 83.60 02.65 -
3,33, 48) 403,270 - 39,312 6,077 4,309 4,146.449 52,8200 4,093,629  989.054 c2.06 . 75.84 74,30«
791,107 122,000 110,110 720« 1,020,940 12,00 1.011,91. 352,902 M s 62.93 ¢
854,957 127,70 162,433 84,530 - 1,225,220 1,50 1,228,220 - 188,4% 15.34 64,60 ra.24
1,170,861 200,150 433,03 604,204 - 2,416,090 379 2,416,511  543,2 2.49 751 - 77.02
534,910 83,250 139,443 477,870 - - 1,237,516 44,875 1,192,647 269,278 22.59 M4 15,9
592,941 77.620 172,538 16,095 4692  83.9% . - 063,88 116,15 13.45 86.55 5,04 -
8,369,447  1,129,3% 1,083,562 125.724 3,39 °10,731,5%2 - 10,731,532 3,552,929 .11 65.55 ¢4.%4
1,063,617 147,650 - 204,525 29,543 - 1,706,935 48,940 1,657,995 423,72 25.56 74.4% 73.04
2,346,039 324,240 504,213 35,537 42,318 3,252,457 488 3,251,9%9  453,904.  I%% 86.04 5,37~
1,5%, 544 221,530 293,653 99,033 0,450 2,205,618 ' 16,%0 2,167,058 . 721,833 1" 3300 67,00 €5.11
1,747, %% . 22,710 464,697 11,042 3,947 2,457,702 30 2,457482 613,9% 24.98  '175.02 NN
625,55 2, €60 107, 426 245,216 3,95 LuGOEP3 17,008 - 1,143,235 611291  °53.47 45,53 437, M
1,752,656 268,740 227,460 13,248 16,395 W.275329 15,860 2.262.669 271339 11799 “3,01 87.43
313,32 52,870 107, 446 . 378 94,037 . 494,037 . 93,284 16.£8 Ars
- 159, M) 28,4 130,816 255,001 6,058  &@0,6% . 620.69 . .. 112,85) 18,13 .82
544,923 - 75,20 110,934 20, 06 600 1,039,013 54,203 984,810 - 224,75 22.82 JE .
2076840 4,000,600 5,724,987 4,084,795 97,004 43,764,068 31,055 43,412,213 10,738,312 © !
= e e == T —_— - )
20 768.,48) 4,088,840 5.724.889 4,084,795 97,064 43,768,068 351,655 43,412,213 .
3.648.599  4.98. 72 152,253 2,504,014 3,200 44,376,192  §97.100 43.679.762 .
€6.417,079  9,057.5¢6 5.877.]44  6,608.009 100,352 63,140,550 1,043,955 87.051.99 ’
—— - B sv—— - .
. . . . ’ , . b g 4..
- . . ‘ o
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November, 1972

-y

Mr.

On this sheet you will find descriptions of two
different points of view concerning schools and pupiTs.
For convenience they are called Type C and Type H.
Undoubtedly the point of view held by pripcipals and
teaching staff members will vary from Type C to- Type H
for vindividuatls. - ’ :

After reading these descriptions, please try to
evaluate which type of atmosphere (C or H) genrerally
describes the schools selected from your district. Any
information will be held in strictest confidence and no
schools, principals, or teachers will be identified in
any way in the reporting of my study. Your cooperation
is deeply apﬂfecia;ed. I o :

TYPE ¢

The type of school _referred to here is generally

more traditional in its sdﬁool climate or atmosphere.
Traditiona)] teachers who prefer to work in’ the formal
atmosphere of such a traditional schogl are typical of
Type C ?

pupils in terms of stereotypes based upon appearance,
behavior, and parents' social status. They look upon
pupils as, generally, irresponsible and undisciplined;

therefore, they believe punishment to be a necessary form

of control. Such a {taff does not generally attempt to

understand pupils' behavior, but instead view misbehavior

in moralistic terms or as a personal affront. A staff
holding this viewpoint would tend to treat pupils
impersonally, to mistrust them, and to be generally
pessimistic., Such a staff would prefer an autocratic .

school-organization where teacher-pupil status is rigidly

enforced and pupils accept -communications- and orders: _
without question.. The staff and pupils alike feel

responsible for their actions only to the extent that
orders are carried out to the letter. :

TYPE H

- . -

Rermiésive principals aﬁq&teéche s who prefer to

work in an informal atmosphere arw typical of Type H. Such
a staff would view the behavior of pupils in psychological
" and sociplodical rather than moralistic terms. _Eﬁgag?ment
~in worthwhile dctivities is viewed as more important to
“the pupjlis' learning than is the absorption of facts. The

»

-

principals- included as well). The primary cohcern
of these teachersy generally, is that of maintaining order
among the pupils.  These teachers and principals think of

175
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" withdrawing pupil is seen as a problem equal to that of ~

the overactive one. The staff of such a school would
"generally be optimistic that, through close personal

. wrelationships with pupils and the positive aspects of

°

* friendship and respect, the pupils will learn to discipline

themselves. * Again, such a staff would desire a democratic
school organization with flexibility in rules, increased
pupil self-determination, and two-way communication
between the pupils and teachers. The difference between
the teachers' status in school and that of the pupils is
minimized. Teachers and pupils alike are willing to act
upon their own volition and to accept responsibility for
their actions.

“«

. ¢ g iy
- RATINGS Cl12345 H123465

SCHOOLS
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~ TABLE WIII
SUMMARY-DATK'Fbg ALL SCHOOLS . - t
e -

“ . % . . Super-
‘Number of _ e visor's
Question-. - Mean Mean .School

School aires Total School PCI  Obeisance PCI '
Number Returned Staff . ,Size Score Score. Rating
1 10 15 330 49,30  99.50 " 8 .
2 15 16 350  49.13 . 109.93 8 At
3 13 18 350 ° 51.50 104.25 7
4 12 2 289  46.33  109.25 2
5 21 21 476  53.28 113.81°% 7
6 16 16 405 55.00 “117.44 - 4
7 23 28 567 50.35 J11.44 "%
g - K n 21 500 54.64 ]14.54 3
8 14 436 55.00 11455 '8
10 10 1. 290 . 53.00 - 113.50 7
1 12 13 362 ° 57.25 %1 122.17 7 -
2 g 21, 534 52.84 101.90 /3
13" 12 12 7 305 53.58 " T17.67. . /7 e
T b A 18 415, s¥22 116.39 [ 6 ,
15 16 16 - 410 '49.88 6|
16 20 20 V<466 53.55. 1 6
17 16 16 . 452 .52.12 TN/ 6
180 T 13 13t 342 49.69 0;7 A
e 15° - s 417 st.20 msa3f o 4
20 15 17. 365 '51.00 111.14 2
- > . ,':"' ’ [
{ . o . i i
. - " v :
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.0 TABLE LVIII (continued) o
‘ A ! . Super-
Number of “visor's
- Question- Mean Mean Schogy"
School naires  Total School PCI - Obeisances.PCI-~
" "Number Returned , Staff Size  Score Score . Rating
21 "8 18 . 555 49,38  105.6] 7
-22 1 11 . 294  55.27  108.09 7
23 13 15 360 54.84 107.92 "5
. 24 18 19 405 751,16 1108.88 ,; .5 .
25 18 20 . . 553  49.17  99.78 2
26 23 27 '686°  49.78. ,110.34 7
27 13 17~ 430 48.42 95,50 3
28 M, s T 375 52,18, 107.54 g
59 26 7 doo .52.76 108.9% 4
30 23 24 780, 50.69 108.47 7
3 016 19 . 533 53086 -, 113.60 7
32 22 28 < - 740 - 47.47 109.6§ 8
33 10 - 10 205 45.10 100.40 3
3@ . o1 14 .- 300 52.72 106.36 6
35 27 2y 670  48.11  104.37 7
36 20 22 500 52.74 -101.00 6
37 19 21 ' 680 47.68 .102.42 3
38 7 18 500" 55.28 108.86 6
39 10 13 250 44.25  87.63 4
40 19 24, 540 56.73 111.26 . 7.
M 25 -25 401 50.33 97.88 - 8
42 18- 19 - 468 .52.06 101.39 3
43 29 29 682 53.17 . 120.28 7
a4 M 27 . 600 50.65 111.39 6
45 -- -1 ) -
\ .



