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~ that the five hajor positional teacher group$“1ny6]ved were in close

<\ -/

This study employed an intra-occypational approach designed'to in-

ABSTRACT

vestigate the nature and extent of hierarchical stratification bresent]y
existing within the teaching profession. It was concerned with the iden-
’

tification and description of prestige hierarchi; classified on the basis

of selected positional, professional and personal.charactérfstics and

- structured accerding Lo perceived measures of prestige provided by a

sample of 1069 Alberta teachers.. For comparison purposes, hierarchical .
arrangements based on perceived measures of prestige obtained from members
of 29 specified groupings of teachers were determined for related sets of

variables associated with each of the characteristies involved - Additional

concerns focused on determining the relative. importance of the seven pro-
A o

fessional and personal characteristics examined, and on describing ‘the

precise nature of attitud1na] relationships between and among exi%ﬁing high

,and low prestige teacher groups regarding five dimensions of profeseionalism.

The .results of the statistical analysis indicated that the posi-

tional characteristics hierarchy perceived by teachersiin general is

A
.

characterized by eight status catégories réprésenting.four prestige
levels, three of which are comprised of situses containing c]uiters'of
positions sharing equal prestige. The highest prestige level in this

hierarchy consists of-six principals' designations, fﬁ%e of which differ

7 significantly from one another in the amounts of prestige they are  ~

accorded by teachers in Qeneral. Analysis of relevant data revealed

| agreement.régarding?the'relative‘statu§lof the 19 positional subgroups
-evaluated.\ However, 144 was established, that the manr‘ gr'du.p pr'est'lgé
. ' . e L i ’ .
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scores differ significantly between and among. tonstituent subgroups on: ‘

. each p031t1ona1 category evaluated. Furthermdre “the angﬁyses producad

evidence indicating that teachers as 1nd1vidua1s tend to cons1stf"
rate more highly then other teachers the relatite prest1ge of the1£ own
positions as well as the particular professional and\personal Cneracteris-
tics which they pdssess. ' | | '; %3 ‘ gﬁ
| Accord1ng to the percept1ons of teachers in general andggelected
sub-groupings of this population, dist1nct1ve preiflge hierarchies ex1st
for the sets of professional and persqnal charatter1st1cs 1nvest1gat
Prestige estimates obtained from the total teeiner sample_ 1nd1cate thgt
the most prest1g1ous group is Senior High School teachers wh? possess:g
between 11 and 20 years teach1ng experience, six or more year§ of
university preparation and a record of service in an official ATA office,'
The personal qualities of this high prestiée group indjcate-members to
be males in the age range of -25 to 50 who have been preneted in A]benta
. universities. The low p%estige group 1nciudes Division Two fema1e'
teachers over 60 years of age.who have been¥prenared outstde of Canada,
and who have less than three'years of’teaching eﬁper1ence, m1n1m$l quali- -
fications and nd;seretce in an ATA office. Teachers, in generef;‘regard
teaching experience as the most important of\tﬁe proféssional dnd“persona]
characteristics evaluated and sex of.teache; gnd'ATA,office,he]d (1den-
tical p}estige,ranks) as the least 1mbortant.{ When each professional
and personal characteristic is considered‘senerately,-evidenee tndicates |
the presence of statistical1y signif1cant 9ﬂfferenc among subgroups ‘é/%i~7f7
,doidg the evaluating with respect to measures of’ pr::::be attributed to |
each of the Subgroupi&eva}uated Also, there is no tendency among the

eya1uating subgroups-¢o assign 1dent1cal ratings to categories associated ,

g I N l, . Y
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‘practitioners. < o .
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with each professional<;:alp€fsonal characteristic. S . o

' Attitude# of professionalism held by "the high and—]ow prestibe
positional grqups do not differ Significantly, but this ié not the case
for high and low prestige groups 1dent\¥ied for each professiona] and
personal characteristic. Despite the fact that the attitudes of the;e
two categories of teachers do ‘'differ, Significantly on some of the _ |

dimensions of professionalism ihvestigated,‘it is apparent from the

findings that attitudinal differentials of this nature are not cioseiy

- related to the prestige of the practitioner. The attitudes,of teachers

with congruent status differ significantly from thosé of teachers

experiencing status. incongruence regarding the concept of professional

autonomy. Status congruent teachers' scores were higher for the autonomy

: : 4
dimen31on Since this is the only instance where attitudes among these

'S

groups differ Significantly, it does not appear that conditions whicn

accompany either status condition constitute a highly sensitiyé factor -
L . ¢ n

-
~—

affecting teachers' attitudes of professionalism . | e“»/»;
, -
The c0nc1usions and 1mp]1cations resulting from the analySes
may be of interest and value tg persons who are concérned about the

importance of the,prestige‘component in_thejlife and.work of profe551onai
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~ one of the 1nsﬁruments used.
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CHAPTER T - N

\

. . 'STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
‘ | i
The idea that approaches and methodo]ogies simiiar to those
employed in 1nter—occupationai studies could be app]ied to investigate
intra- occupational differences does not seem incon51stent with observa-
tions and suggestions advanced by- scho]ars in this field These
researchers recognize that the rapid rate of techno]ogical and social
‘ change has resulted in unprecedented transformations within the’
occupation profession structure Using this perspective as a basis 1t
was assumed that prestige differences, reiatire hierarchical positions
and the chsequences of these can also be observed and studied-within |

oné occupation, in the case of this study, teaching.

THE PROBLEM DEFINED

Studies of sociai stratification ang of the profeSSiOns includes

substantial ev1dence to indicate that previous attempts to measure and -
assign status rankings to teachers on an inter-occupational basis have at
best met with limited success Bernbaum, et al. (1970) and Davies (1962)
among others have pointed ‘out some of the problems associated with“ these
~efforts and 1dentified inadequacies in several of the: ‘major studies,on |
‘this subject It is proposed in this study that at least some of the
: difficulties encountered by previous researchers may be neg’ralized by ';
studying a single occupat{on such as teaching from an intrﬁ-occupationél
aperspective which recognizes the significant aspects of professions and

. ‘t'

professional ]ife characterizing { single occupational group

1.

>

o L



The central problem investigated in this study was concerned
with an 1nqﬁ{ry into the nature of prestige and attitude differentials .
within the AtBéh@a,teaching force. An analysis of teacher perceptions

and attitudes related to selected factors associated with internal - -
N v,

'differentia]s and profpssionélisTwyﬁs undertaken. The 1mportance of the :é%
prestﬁgeJStatus combonenf in the professionalization of Alberta teacheps
was of major coﬁceﬁnu | | |
;ihore spécifioa11y, the Study at}emptgd tolidentify and describe
the nature-of prestige hierarchies withig the Alberta teaching pro%éssion .
on the bas1s of selected pos1t1ona1 prof9651ona1 and personal charac-
ter1st1cs, to determine the relative importance- of the professional and
personal characteristics; Lo.determine relationships among the perceived
high and low prestige teache groupings with respect to attitudes held
oh five selected dimensions of’professionalish; and to compare the '
aftitudesjof proféisiona]ish held byvteaché} groups‘éxperiencing status "»;
cong;ugnce with those groups experiencing .status incongruence. o
.ffssentiaily, fhe four purpoOses of the ;tudy were: .,
1. To describe the q1erarchiqa1 stratifiéation based on selected -
bositioné1,}pr6ﬁéssiona] and personal characteristi;s with1n,
the teaching profession.accoﬁding to the perceptions of teachers"
in general, and sﬁec;fied-teacher subgroubﬁﬁ | |
2. To determine the re]at1ve 1mportance of the slven profess1qna1
and personal character1st1cs selected forhéons1deratlon
3. To 1dent1fy the_high and Tow prest1ge groups within the study
sample according to selected:§ﬂassif1cations of.posit1onal | L
':profigsional and persona1=eharacteristics as wel] as in terms..
| of comb1nat1ons of trese character1st1cs and to compare the , ";

'»p”-,v

L



attitudes of these high and low prestige groups on each of five
dimensions of professionalﬁsm o | -
4. To determ1ne the nature of att1tud1nal relat1onsh1ps regarding
!

five speC1f1c att1tudes of profess1onallsm among teacher groupings

classified as status congruent and status 1ncongruent according

a

¢

to cr1ter1a established for this purpose. . . . 4

The major problem -4nvolved determining mean prestioe measures
for the various teacher groupings, and subjecting appropriate sets‘of
these measures to suitab]e'statéstica]'treatments to ascertain the
51gn1f1cance of d1fferences among and between them pr1or to a;s1gn1ng
each a relative .status rank. Mean attitude measures obta1ned for each.
of the high and low prestige gronps were treated. in the same fashion,
to oeterminevwhich of the groups involved held the more positive attitude
on~each}concept of professionalism examined.
BACKGROUND

L)

The majority ofninter—occupationa] studies concerne@“ﬁith matters

S s I :
relating to"occupational status have consistently demonstrated that some

3

occupations have higher prestige than do othér! The degree to which
this phenomenon is character1st1c of pos1t10ns within a particu]ar -

occupat1on and the factors which contribute to intra- occupat1ona1 prest1ge

et

]
differentia]s are matters which- have not as yet been thorough]y 1nvest1-
gated *The relationship gf prest1ge to attatudes of professionalism is

a related area of concern wh1ch has not been g1ven sufficient attention

by researchers L . . S e .,
| Ve

Prestlge d1fferences wh1ch are common]y observed among occupat1ons

. N B

N -« 7, L
v .

B often arise as a resu]t of the money and power ‘they appear to command 1n

-

~
1'\
-~ s
L]

-

X
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. | . | o \-
relation to one\another. Why some receive greater materia] and nons- ...t .ol

materta] awards is™nqt altogether clear even though severa] attempts

have been made to expla n this phenomenon. Davis and Moore (1962) argue
that some occupations ar functiona]ly more 1mportant to society than
others, that they requ're 1onger per1ods of tra1n1ng and greater sacr1f1ce
necessitating a system of awards capable of recru1t1ng people into them.

© o Tumin (1953) and others reject this view. They maintain that the dif-
ferential distribution of occupational anards tends‘%%psupport a given
,system of awards']ong after its functional rjﬁhirements are met. 'There

es not appear to bé any geheral consensus on which of these is.the

Y . o ha N ’

better answer nor,'according to Nosow and Form (1962), is there ahy

' Other explanation for the rise and persistence of occupational strati-
ficasibn. . W

¥ : .

0ccupat1onal prest1gé or status d1fferent1als figure prom1nent1y

>

in’ modern theor1es and d\scuss1ons of -social strat1f1cat10n in industrial

' societies. They seem to emphas‘ne that occupatgonal prestige has become
. 124
! a ma}pr bas1s of social strat1f1cat10n in mdﬁirn 1ndUStr1a1ized soc1et1es

. The close relationship between occupatwona] !ﬂm soqiEl,status is illus-
o i
trated by Bernbaum (1970 42) and pis assoc1ates\uho argue that the

g i

o concept of status, L ,
e . .
. rests upon some notion of prest1ge wh1ch m1ght be regarded
as.a feature of 1nterpersona] recognition, tnvolving ehe
individial who 'claims’ deference and another who is prepared
to honourqsuch a claim.: . . 4 A Lo

Ao

_ Tay]or (1968 164) points out that "there is a d1fferent1al
prestige assoc1ated with the occupat1ons in a particular stratum as. well
as between.strata " Bases for this d1fferent1at1on 1nc1ude sdch};actors
Jas the cond1tions, locat1on .and type of york as “well as profess1ona1 |

| and- personal character1st1cs of pract1tlpners. In‘studjes‘of A ;,v;;t »f "%i;
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interfoccupational prestige differentials, factors slich as income and
education have been commonly used. “However, no final answer concerning'
the basis for hierarchical ranking of occupations has emerged. Never-
thé]ess,'SOciologists still maintain that occupatieps remain as one. of

. ”
the very important categories of statuses used in organizing society.

nl

The forego1ng d15cuss1on sUggests that w1despread concerns among
peop]e may exist about the nature of strat1f1cat1on and 1ts poss1b]e
'consequences within a single profess1on An exam1nat1on of the research
" and 11terature of the past decade which dea]s with occupat1ona] strat1—
’ficat1on suggests that approaches and methods of ana]ys1s d1ffer1ng from

those used in the past are required to design mean1ngfu] 1nvest1gat1ons

N

of prestige dﬂfferent1a1s focusing on a profession such/gs teaching.

Descrhptive rather than analytic schemes of analysis ‘are. primarily
l . . . . I

‘ responsible for,the prevailing tendency of sociologists and persons
\ . , : ot ’ ") :
\1ocated outs1ée a particular occupatiop to regard it as a re]ative]y

1homogeneous c%mmun1ty whose members share common 1dent1ty, ro]es, va]ues,”

to att1tudes and interests. Unt11 recent]y the soc1o]ogy of the profess1ons

}
t

" ‘has gtven major attentlon to the sources of cohes1veness .and to detailing .
’the soc1a1 structure of particular profess1ons Consequently, the
concerned observer has tended to overlook the 1mportance of the more
subtle features of organwzat1on within a part1cular occupat1on as well”
as the impact for change 1n the occupatton wh1ch may resutt from prac-
Ititioners d1fferent1a] interests and att1tudes ‘.‘f.,“ L -

Bucher and Strauss (1961 325) point out,

P
h 4

~ w0 in actua11ty, the assumpt1on of - relative homogene1ty w1th1n
theAprofess1on is not entirely useful: .There are many identities,
-many values, and many intereésts. These amount not’ merely to L
differentiation or .simple variation. They tend ta,become . .
‘patterned ‘and shared; coalitions: develop and, flour1sh - and 1n
oppos1tion to some others L

Y
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These authors propose that profess10ns are "o 1oose maiqamations

segments pursuing different obJectives ip different manners and moreé
|

}AN‘iess deiicateiy held together under a common name at a pa7§1cuiar

¢

/ period in history . The preseFt.study 1nvestigated some important
o positiona] profeSSional and personal characteristics .of members of the

ygg‘ Aiberta teaching force in an attempt to provide a ciearer uﬁderstan ing -

/ﬁ of how ciosely the occupation of teaching conforms to - pro#e551on s

h'b described and defined by BucheL and Strauss. ' : ‘ B - a@

' i
i

The process ~0r "emergent" approach to the study of the pro-
,fessions developed by ‘Bucher and Strauss (]961 325) proposes a scheme of
" analysis based on what they refer to as a cbmmon-sense p01nt of v1ew."

This orientation equires one to recogntze that in addition to the .

.‘( )

q inimal structur -which exists in.any profession therefis also great
4 ) > . o \ o
divergency of enterprise and endeavour. Also, there are c]eavageslthat

S )
fﬁ:’} exnst along w1th the divisiomr of labour and the intellectuai and

, \A

T <
‘QQ“ Speciaiist movements that occur w1th1n "profe551on" boundaries the

N \

j ilgvariations, segmentation and groupings w1thin ‘a profe551on is essenttal
L

W

"process“ approach empha51zes that knowledge of ‘the nature of the '

’-/ c/»-

§ 'and useful .if a comprehensive andsrealistic anaiy51s of 1t is de51red

!
} Therexamination of such interna] features as the importance of position

heid in school pnofessibnal and personai characteristics and attitudes ‘;‘

ﬁz_ of profe551onajism were centrai to the present study
,nift"i - Subgroups based on: such charactfgistips as subJect specialty, ffﬁ_ .
1] \(‘ - . AT

“iquaiifications -experience and teachinﬁ‘ievel emerge 1n a profession

~ ’ -

e \

uch as teaching These are referred to by Bucher and Strauss (1961)




g

‘and

“;matters as app]icable to the total spectrum of the : ?each1ng occupation
' does not achieve any useful obJect1ve More re]iabYe 1nformat1on about_
'“:ﬁteacher attitudes an ‘

"descr1ption of-the modern teacher On;‘useful source/of %nforﬁat1on 15;““

of co]1eaguesh1p where one.position or‘stand determjres and leads to
other corresponding Onee. This phenpmenon encourages particular groups
to organize their professional activities‘in a 'way which distinguishes

them £ hom other membens of thelir profess1on Subject specia]ty groups.
fén1n1strators counc1}s may be cited as examples of the presence .

of this phenomenon within the teaching profession. 1; " ”}~J

Charters (1963: 756 760) cites several emp1r1c’1 studies of the -

§
teacher stereotype whtch have been devoted exc]us1ve1 - to descr1b1ng ‘ e

‘the characterist1cs which the public at large attr1butes to teacflers.

Y

He notes that none of these particu]ar stud1es g1ve‘ser1ous attention
to how widely shared the attributions are and proceeds to criticize the
methodo]ogy emp]oyed to obta1n 1nformat1on about teachers An investi-

gation completed by Saltz (1960) attanpted to def1ne the components of‘

the teacher "stereot r held by the pub11c In thls part1cu1ar study )
Saltz (1960: 109) conc]udes, '
The p1cture that emenges is one of an ambitious, dom1neer1ng,
managering, fussy, tyrannical woman who has powers that enable
“her to see more of people's motives than they wish to reveal.
. She has few friendss; she is not interested in people's problems;
social mihgling is not to her 1iking. When things g6 wrong-she .
rarely blames herself. Set ip her‘ways, bound up in routine, . °
'she hes1tates to do- the unconventional ! C I

1]

It 1s conceivable that the observations and statenents offered

/“,‘ v

,,here, and many oters similar 1n nature, may describe some 1nd1v1dua]s

l

"Yﬁ and situat1ons quite accurately, however, to %eneralize ahout these ’

'“'elationships is needed t0, formulate a valwd

3 o : ! f"' .

4l *'\'““




o not taken to coord1naté the multipl1c1ty of d1fferrng 1nterests . T0

: '1mplement such measures the leadership element requ:res knowledge of

Tmportance of a'upstly-lncreased number of teaching functions and 'how -

K |

they feel about their work WOuld undoubtedly serve to cond1t1oh-

s -~ i

"outs1ders'" views regard1ng the nature of th1s occupat1onal category.

Regardless of ‘their relat1ve pos1t1on on an occupation-profession

continuum such as the one proposed by Pavalko (l97l:l5—27)'some measures
ol _ . - | | _ - ! ‘
of homogeneity or unity can usually be discovered to ex?st within the
' \ . [ : ‘ .
‘confines of any particular work group. - In teaching, the socialization

. k4 . Vo .
processes, norms and codes which tend to govern the behaviour of teachers

\may be such an obvifhs phenomenon that it causes the imterested 1nvestls£ X,

\ N . | | . o

gator to overlook significant aspects of this profession and 1tsfmembers,
{ B " : ’ = o ,

By focusing’on an examination’of prestige'and attitude dlfferences among,

var1ous teacher group1ngs th1s study attempted to deal with-some of the

éless obvious, but nevertheless important, aspects of teachlng,

' : ’ -
Reference to ex1st1ng hierarchies ‘in’ educat1onal adm1n1strat1on
I\ . '

.and counse]l1ng as welleag to divisions along subject l1nes and grade
levels taught prov1de examples of segmentat1on which 1llustrate the '
presence of 1has phenomendﬁ'1n educat1on No doubt - the 1ncreas1ng
spec1allzation wh1ch educatlon 1s presently exper1enc1ng will tend to

_1qsrease segmentat1on within the education prefess1on. This trend 1s

- certain to have 1mportant 1mpllcat1ons for the profeﬂigonal1zat1on of '

teach1ng Further segmentat1on of thfs profess1on could hamper collect1ve

efforts to ach1eve 1ncrea;ed relat1Ve status 1f appropria}e measures are ’x'

"fthe nature of the var1ous group1ngs dominant 1nterests values and
“ﬁuqép1rat1ons of all groups must be cons1dered 1n pol1cl development and

iﬁi;execution. The nature ofjteacher perceIVed prest1ge h\'rarchxes based




| _
on posttional, professional and personal characteristics offers a useful
. , ,

referent for future plamming at the organizational level.

[ o

Hall (1969:260) sudqests that as differentiation or occupational
! . AR b

] . | ¥
spécia}1&dt10n oeccurs, "the scope of each individual's activities is,

]essened and at the same time becomes more hidden from the peop]o in

" \ b

other occupationah Accordﬁnq“to Captow (1954), the requirements of

each octupation, its rcsppns1b14111es, and the evaluation of performance
- e »
3 ",\ .
becomo more and more esotericgand removed from the area of the layman.
h 7

v0ccupatlona1’t1t]e rather than qualities of the individual in the

,.ocuupation becgm lhefbas1s for response. Caplow (1954 31) also ma1nta1ns

\\
to more h1qh]y developed authority systems»

that diffd ntla on has fe

“within professional orqan1zat10hs since additional specia]t]es requ1re
/ 4
their own hierarchies and each hierarchy requires coordination with the

whole. Those occupations located at the upper levels of the hierarchy

are given greater status, and again the response is to an individual's

title rather than to personal characteristics or performance.

*

Interest in measuring the social sfatus of occupations has been
e lengthy and continuous as pointed’ t by Reiss (1961:1) who also explains

the importance of differences 1n{fﬁe prestige attached to occupations.

-
.

According to him,

... the principal fact in- qccount1ng for the use of the term
in emp1r1ca1;« é @rch has been the nature of the procedure for

P obta1ning daot A0 rank-order occupations. Whenever subjects
- are-asked. toeevaluate or judge the rank, posttion or standing
of occupat1cns most investigators refer to the 'prestige status'
of the occupation in a larger social system so that the occupa-
tions may be rank- ordenpd Qy d1fferences in their prestige -

- ‘status. B A
RTTRR AN

Kriesberg (1962@238 #eftrs to several recent pertinent studies

AT}

as evidence of the sff:i | ‘;fﬁé axplanations which are neither complete

~ nor unequivocal,
. é

j’ .
N > .
N ’ . - gl T
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hierarchy. These derive

.. from evidence concerping the average prestige score of a D
wide range of occupations in different societies and the relation~ -
ship between average prestige scores for certain occupations and - ¥ ¢
the average scores for many different dimensions for the same
occupations.

"y

LN

Empirical 1nvestiq3iions such as the first major attempt to
measure occupational prestige by Counts (1925) reveal seveﬂa], and
somet imes confligiing; Eoncepts of prestigé differences -and the relative
hieﬁarchica] positions which have been ascribed to occupgtions on the
basis of perceived.variations in the prestige componeni. The same
literature is also informative on consequences and implications of rankings
across occupational groups. These consequences and implications often
result from such oversights as failing to takd technologic¢al and soci@]
changes into account. No doubt this knowledge has contributed signifi-
cantly to our 1ﬁcreased undéfstanding'oﬁ the importance of occupational
'pos1tion in society. Nevertheless, a need still exists to extend

L4

g
research efforts into areas which are exclusively concerned with questions
' L _J * 4

and inquiries pertaining.to,épecifid internal aspects of a single

occupation such as teach1ng./f'\[\
<, \«
\fp£fINIT£SN§AQQ;pESCRIPTION OF TERMS

’
' ¥

{he terms listed are basic to the discussion and hypotheses
presented in this study. - A. subsequent section of this report includes
a comprehensive analysis of the variations in usage characterizing the

1 , e .
concepts of profesgion, professionalism and professionalization. Since

o .
' AW

; \
consensus regardfnyfthgir precisé meanings is far from universal,

R *

- definitions aréibib;igedﬁybjch‘indicate the meaning attached to each for

purposesdf this study. ‘ | !

»

1 ® . - .
Iy



proféssion which has been adopted for the

RN )
)5 LFgYody includes the four comon, specific attrybutes
Y By :\:‘,P 4
by"&’é‘

' i and Meyers (1968:338). They are: (1) an intellectual’
4

competency based OH\SpGCTd]iZCd knowledge that requires a prolonged

fion of a:

2

perigd of preparation, (2) a strong organization which has - clearly

-

- defined and enforceable code of ethics, (3) a high degree of autonomy

for the group as well as for each of its members and (4) an emphasis

. n h
upon service above economic gain. The definition of this term is

" expanded by including in it the Bucher and Strauss (1961:325N\position
which proposes that a profession consists of a "loose amalgamation of

segments pursuing different objectives‘in different manners and more or-

]ess‘de11qate]y held tagether under a common name at a particu]ar period

in history."

. Professionalization .

This term refers to the view enunciated by Corwin (1965:222)
’ .
whith indicates that professionalization is essentially, "a drive for

status", representing the efforts of a vocation or a segment(s) of it to

gatn increased control over its work and to improve its sbcial and

»

economic pdsition in society.

o

Professionalisﬁ
Voilmer and Mills (1966:vii) have defined professionalism as the
ideology that hay induce members of occupational groups to strive to

become a:profession. For the purpose of ;histstudy the term profes-

sionalism means the extent to which the ideology'of the teacher. respon-

dents involved in the investigation is répresentatiVe~of the attitudes

Y
o

-
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and beliefs identified in the five diméhéions of, professionalism

selected for consideration. r K
Positional Characteristics

" These characteristics either describe particular positions held
in schools by teachers or they indicate the main educational funcfions

performed by these personnel. Three examples of positions included in

the Positional Prestige Rating Scale used are: Teachers ~ Physical

Education, Principals -lElementary School, and Supervisors and Coordlhar
tors., !

|

Professional Characteristics

These characteristics refer specifically to teaching éxperience,

qualifications, teaching level and pfficial offices held in the ATA.

Personal Characteristics

Py
~

These characteristics refer specificaHy to the age, sex and

place of professional preparation of a teacher.

*

Prestige

This term refers to what teachers believe about the worth and
value of a positional, professional ¢r personal characteristics regard-
less of-whether the belief is as Taylor (1968:165) says, "valid in fact

or not."

Status ‘
The writer has adopted that definition of “"status“ proposed by

Sherif “and Sherif (195@162) and extended by Ratsoy (1966:6):
a :
" A.Repeated interaction over time of individuals who have common

goals and motives gives rise f&h.a group structure consisting of
roles and hierarchical statusie A- status 1s a "different1ated
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V2
A N N
e

BN

r('

p051t1on" in the hierarchz of positions in the group, having
meaning in relat1on to other positions in the hwerarchy

'

Hierarchy |
In this study the term refers tp an ordering of statuses of

teacher groups or of characteristics according. to their relative impor—

tance as perceived by other specified teacher groupings.

Teacher Subgroup

This term {s used throughout thisvetudy to describe varifus
c]esters of sample respondents possessing specified positional, profes~
s;onal or persona] characteristics, or selected combinations of these i
characteristics. Examp]es are: Teachers - Fine Arts SubJECtS, Teachers

over 60 years of age and- Teachers prepared outside of Canada.

Major Group .
Major group refers to a particular grouping of teachers derived
from combining two or more teacher subgroups classified according to
t . t

one specific positional characteristic.

\

. . /
Attitude . -

Newcomb (1943:18) has defined attitude as, "simply a Q%e&ing‘
with some degree (1nclud1ng zero degree) of favour or disfavour. A]&ost
anything, obvioﬁs}y;may be so viewed." -Bonner (1953 189) states that
"An .attitude is a state‘of somebody towards something. This someth1ng N
toward which ae-attitude is directed is a valee.” Thurstone's (1959:216)
definit}On of thfs concept explains.attitude as, "... the.suﬁ‘totél of &
alva man s-inc11nations ‘and feelings preJu¢1ce or b1as. preconceived not1on§%x\

bout-any specific topic .:;.“ E \,

1deas, fears, threats, and convictiopgs

. Sipce these definitioqs are essent1a]uy'1n agreement for the purposé of \~::A

' "’i.
1

.« e
. : . \

. . : )

B £ v,
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this study the concept attitude will mean the verbal expression of one's
attitudes as defined above, delimited to those specific attitudes of
professionalism measured by the Teacher Attitude Scale devefoped for
this study apd the Revised Hall Séd]e‘which was also used for obtaining

(¢ I

indices of professionalTism.
: A

Status_Congruence
This term will refer to the condition experienced by teachers.
who;possess one of the combinatiens of positional and professional status
factors speéifiéd below: |
1. Performs adminisﬁrative duties, has at(]east a B.Ed. degree and
between gkx and 20 years of teachihg experience or,
2. Teachés but does not‘pekform any administrative duffes, has less
e profe@sional preparéfion than a B. Ed. degree and less than.six o

. -or more than 20 years teaching experience.

Status Incongruence

‘Reférs to the condition experienced by teachers who possess one
. of the combinations of positional and professional status factoés épeciA
fied below: o
I Pe#form; administrative duties, has less ptofessional prepara-
, t%qp Fhan a B.td.-degree and ]ess.thaﬁ six.of more than.20 years
of teaching experience 9?@ .

. L" . -.‘V
2. Teachgs but does not perform any administrative duties, has at

. Yo , . :
least a B.Ed, degree and between gix and 20 years teaching - =
- experience. ¥ Sy ‘
LO ; ,%~ . ‘ | \ :
"THE SUB-PROBLEMS : o

h‘stgtEMenthbf_the major pfob]em, the reiatgq‘discussioﬁup?esented..»hmi;.q
L a g : ) | l A \ " ‘/ : B . V d

P
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. for it and the definitions of terms basic:t dy provided:the basis ,

”

for selecting several researchable sub-prgbfems.. They inélOde the

oy
s
/

v m— A

following:
1. a. What is the prestige hier: chy .based on positional charac—
teristics as perceived by the total teacher sample?
b. What is the prestige hierarchy as perceived by each of the
selected positional teacher subgroups? '
2.. a. What is the prestige hierarchy based on the profe551onal
characteristics of teaching experience, . teaching level
teaching qualifications and ATA office held as’ perceived by

’
-

the total teacher sample?

b. What is the prestige hierarchy for each of the four profes-

tics specified in 2(a) above according to

N\

the percfption\\gf cach selected teacher subgroup?

3.: a. What is the prestige hierarchy based oh'the personal;charac-
teristics of age, sex and place 5f professional preparation Q
as ‘perceived by the total teacher sample? . ~ "

h. What is the prestige hierarchy for\each of’the three f‘
personal characteristics specified in 3(a) above according
to the perceptions df each selected teacher subgroup?
4. What is the relative impdntance of 'the seledted professional and
. - personal characteristics in determining teacher prestige? -rvf . ,
yse"Are attitudes of professjonalism related to the prestige of
selected groups? ' 4 o
*ufa, Do members of high prestige positional groups differ in e 123'
. attitudes held from those belonging to low prestige positional
- _groups?_ | “ '

. . L R N -
8 ’ A ’ : . L .
: . . - N . . ' DR > - L v
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lb: Do members of‘high prestige teachind level, teaching '
| experience, teach1ng qua]jfications and ATA official groups
differ in attitudesvof professionaTﬁgm held fron those
belonging fo the corresponding low prestige teachey groups? ,
E. ‘Do membersiof high prestige age, sex and place of pr'fes—
Isional preparation'groups differ in attitudes of ofes;
: sjonalism held from those belonging to ‘the correspondtng.
Tow prestige teacher groups? |
dt Do the attitudes of\professjona]ism for high prestige teacher
groups bast on some combindtion of posittonal, professiona1
,// and personal characteristics differ from those of the low
| prestige teacher groups? ’
'6. Are the attitudes of teacher groups wh1ch have pos1t1ona1—

professional status congruence d1fferent.from the att1tudes of

o ‘teacher groups that experience status 1ncongruénce?

SIGNIF{CANCE OF THE STUDY .

y !

Professional stratification may be a divisive force which‘operates
w1th1n a profession to reduce its power and 1nf]uence relative to that-
possessed by other interacting groups. Know]edge of the nature and N
extent of this tragmentation would reveal the amount of interference
generated- aga1n3t profess1ona]12ation (the dr1ve toward h1gher status)
'Indicators which point to the 1ncreasing trend for new prestjge levels
to emerge w1thin teach1ng arﬁwev1denced by developments such as mod1f1- .,'
, cations or supplements to: the single salary structure, the creation of
an unprecedented number of subject spec1a1ty groups among teachers and
. the expressed»des1re¢ampng those new ent1t1es for increasedrautonomy.and

!

. ~ : . 3
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o
reco\nition These changes probably have resulted in an increase in .
the gumber of ]eve]s in the hierarchy of teach1ng and the number of
teacﬂers )n rece1pt of allowances above the bas1c salary sca]e “thanges
in the‘;&stem ef rewards, could change the structure of a profession,,

This may have a profound effect upon the self-image of the individual if

his relative status is affected. Thus the feelings accompanylng status

1ncoqgruence could be a significant factor 1nterfer1ng with any unified

prof ss10na11zat1on effort.

IS
\

Thesgnvﬂservations saggest that if teachers and Association
offigials were better informed about/the nature of attitudina] differences
which exist as a result of grestige differentiation;'aeprepriate action
could be taken to unify the profession's effort to secure higher status
for the individual.. » .

If the bases on which stratification‘rests were understood more
'cle rly it would facilitate efforts to ssess the importance of factors
]tk role differentiation, increasing'special1zation and segmentation
as stimulators of the strat1f1cat10n process. We cou1d be more certa1n
abopt contr1butory factors and the1r re]at1ve 1mpact on creat1ng prest1ge .
‘ structures w1th1n teach1ng by d1rect1ng some research toward this end. )
rf The d1vers1ty of lnterests, values and att1tudes which usua]ly ‘
, character1ze prestige differentials can-have 1mportant consequences for
\the way 1n which the individual relates to his work his co]leagues and
,h1s[professiona1 organization. If some of these relationshlps can be
revealed and‘accuratelyvassociated with the major groupings which exist
3 within teach1ng a more satisfactory basis for dea11ng with 1nterna1 ' l-, ,

~con§ﬂict and dissens1on may become apparent ‘ e R '_. e

.{,' There is very Tittle ev1dence to suggest that prev1ous approaches'

A
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concerned with the status of teaching have proceeded from ‘the perspec-

tive that different categories of teachers operate in different work
l ' ' : ‘

- situations. Bernbaum et al. (1970;41) point out,

.. it is commonplace in much of the relevant literature that
the question of, status is significant to the critical issue of

‘the recruitment of teachers, but this is rarely. considered in

terms of t'he prestige dllfferences %hj’n 'ohe occupat,ion.h

These authors emphasize the linkage between questions of status
and important practical issues like teachers' financial rewards, career
prospects. and job satisfaction. The possibility that the staous of the
occupation and the differentials within it could be ]inged fo c]asaqoom
performance and teachers' relationships with other professionals is a]so
reéognized. ‘

During the paotldecade a number of significant deve]opments hdye‘
occurred 1n‘the field of Alberta odqggtion which Qi]] undoubtedly.
inf]dence the relative status of the teaching occupation...Some of toose
devé]opments‘afe: h

1.; Several 1mportanf changes have'occurred in the generai objectives
A of educat1on and ifi the structure and funct1ons of educat1onal

organ1zat10ns Education for leisure and for 11felong 11v1ng,

\

early childhood educat1on and the 1nd1v1dua]1zat10n of instruc-

tion, are examples of new emphases in A]berta education
~ | Opportunity -rooms and specially de51gned vocational technical
‘schoo]s equ1pped to offer programs for the non academ1c student
are not uncommon phenomena today Several urban and rural -
'schools now serve as* community centres for daytime and even1ng

qct1vit1es organyzed 1n‘conJunct1on with negu]ar school services.

f

2. A pew form of teacher militancy has stimulated an extensive

. Ld . P ) to. —
- e - : e N

A

o

N

R .
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.. Increased bureaucratizat1on of education has occurred 1n the

-

increase in the activities of The Alberta Teachers' Association.
Educational finance, teacher education labour 1egislat10n‘and.
professiona] autonomy are examp]es of areas where increased |
1nvo]vement has occurred ‘

Substant1ve changes re@u]at1ng a]] phases of educat1on 1nc1ud1ng
‘finance have been 1ncorporated into government statutes. )
The unfavourable attitudes_of various publics toward professionals
have intensified on a nationa} front.  This is evidenced by a
variety of government committees and commissions which have been
established to investigate a number of professions including
teaching. ﬂhe report of the Alberta Legislative Committee on
the'Professions was on the order paper tor\the 1973'Spr1ng,Session
. of the Leg]slature, the Quebec and Ontario reports were completed
in 1970 and the Manitoba wh1te Paper on this-subject Was to o,

~ appear in 1973. Referegwg to spec1a] artrcles contained 1n the |

Edmonton Journal (May*ﬁ;“August 23, 1972) are 1]1ustrat1ve of « .
xthe nature and extent of public protest against profess1ohs wh1ch
serve the A]berta sector

The pro]1ferat1on of semi or pseudo professvons in teach1ng is
'apparent These entities 1nclude people such as aud1o and\video 7 j
spec1a11sts, performance contractors and techn1c?1 vocationa] :
“and commercial tradesmen wha, are.engaged to oﬁﬁér,a'var1ety of

‘ sp3c1a1 education'programs to adults and Students( “- o - Ve

~ c. .

ﬂ‘ E

‘«sense that the contro] units have vastly 1ncreased the number

'ﬁof adminvstratxve and superv1sory personnel 1n their systems

structures . e.g, Finance Analysts Ddrectors of Curr1cu1um,_'
g . ]
: ,}r?' R v * ;

S
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,r” - - . are relatively new and common pos1t10n;u“ﬁ
7. Another recent development wh1ch supports the need for’ add1t10nal
)‘.‘. ‘ t
o research focusing qn internal aspects of the teach1ng profess1on : .

is the Report of the Comm1ss1on an Educat1ona1 P]ann1ng releaséd

. "in 1972. Several recommendat1ons conta1ned in th1s most recent

»

addition to the literature on future educat1ona1 reform in

.\~ Alberta single out teaching, teachers and the1r profess1on for
(1% B .
- critical appra1sa] 0f,part1cu1ar re]evance‘to the present

A\ study are the reéommendations\pertaiping to'p1annedﬁdifferentiar_‘“ S

tion (1972:70-71), professfona1izatdon'and teacher's role (1972:

S 193-197). - !

y e

wh1]e it was not poss1b1e in the scope of this study ta exp]ore Hr .

all of the issues wh1ch cotid pos$1b1y arise as a result of the hier- -

A’

arch1ca1 strat1f1cat1on character1z1ng the teachlng profess1on, it did S

© examine a selected nunber of var1ab1es generaégy regarded as 1mpontant

N \
L

\determ1nants of prest1ge among teachers In add1t1on, an 1nd1cat1on of

® the re]ative 1mportance of these determinants accord1ng to pract1t1oners N \;7

was obtained. Att1tudes of various high and 1ow prest1ge group1ngs

B withinrtbe A]berta teaeh1ng force were examihed on five d1fferent aspects
\

4. of. professiona]1sm e e - ‘) | ‘//

T "Assunmms‘."
) 7

T

b

The bas1c assumpt1on is that/prestige can be est1mated and that
g‘1t 11es 1n op1n1ons of peodh)rathﬁndthan 1n a profession itse]f or in

"c‘  any spec1f1c rewards attached to a posution or character1st1c Conse- ‘




reoawt .
, -t f ' ! .

was to secure Judgments from teachers %hemselves abaut, the prest1ge

- position of the teacher group1ngs and character1st1cs se]ected for ‘

, \ .
1nvest1gation ’ ‘ o

'.LIMITATIONS S

N 1. A major 11m1tatlon of this study is the method used to determ1ne
. re]at1ve statuséds of the teacher character1st1cs exam1ned and ‘ _— *e;
~indices of profess1ona]1sm'he1d by var1ous h1gh and low prestige . }li
. groups Since a ma11ed quest1onna1re was usedlas the 1nformat1on' ‘
\ o gathering techn1que it shou]d be noted that the re]1ab111ty of |
- this’ method is subJect to the usual 11m1tat1ons assoc1ated with

it. The study ls.also limited in the extent,to which it can be
" assumed that verbal ‘responses to‘questionna{res provide -an
T

' accurate account of teachers' cognitiohs about the concepts

be1ng 1nvest1gated L . A

A

2. Inferences regard1ng the causes of relat1onsh1ps 1dent1f1ed among
~ i., .the var1ab1es exam1ned cannot be made, but speculat1on aboqt |
' hese relat1onsh1ps 1s poss1b1e Inferences drawn from the study
regard1ng spec1f1ed re]at1onsh1ps wtll apply only to thosé S ;;
organizations é h1b1t1ng the structura] ‘and functional charaCr -
L hh ter1st1cs of The Alberta Teachers’)Assoc1at1on ‘ |
J3. ;Poss1ble consequences “of - the h1erarch1ca] stratnf1cat1on found |
"to ex1st with1p the A]berta teach1ng force and of the att1tudes . ,f';{,;Lg

A fﬂf. he]d by the variou§ strata toward professionafismﬁare not dealtm, e

'3ffw1th in th1s study,~ -,1f-f5;;_L 1gzi}h[»;f‘f;f.r”‘




: o DELIMITATION: P - ) , et
Vo " ‘ ) . S~ : ‘ : . ’ ‘_‘_. “
\ 1. 'Thisﬁstudy was concerned with that‘sector‘of occupations . ?2 i

“‘? ~ " classified as‘profeSSions and not wtth.the entire spectrum
| of occupations. It was‘further detthitedkto a single profession
\ " in the Province of‘A1berta -- teachtng;. S ,.J
2. Numerousvgactors other‘than‘those se]eeted for estab]ishing the
prest1ge Hierarchies in teachlng may contr1bute to the percep—

t10ns tedthers hold- about prest1ge Forythe.purpose of this -

!

s study the-factors se]ected were those which appear to have

L ~{ ‘ f1gured most prom1nent]y 1n the relevant research.

A

[, ]
3. The study took 1nto cons1derat1on on]y that 1nformatlon whnch
' .

i

\,: &
, wa§'collected by the 1nStruments used for this purpose

> AT  OVERVIEW OF THE‘ REPORT
o o ‘ s “? S
P J" L , g-\ . ‘ Y . ‘
‘ The' prob]em‘has 5een def1ned and d1scussed in Chapter I. -Back- . .. ,
ground 1nformat1on pert1nent to the study and 1ts 1mportance was prov1ded |
.,*L

/)/ Terms w1th spec1a1 mean1ngs were' defhned or described and the assumpt1ons, o

i

11m1tations and de]1m1tat1on of the study were stated. Chapter II 1s

devoted to a d1scuss1on of . the theoret1ca1 bases deve]oped for the study,

;—

[N

a rev1ew of reJated 11terature and research and a stdﬂhment of the ’; '

hypotheses to be‘ ‘ Chapter ITI descrlbes the procedures fo]lowed

i ~ in the construet1on and va]tdat1on of the 1nstruments deve]oped to co]]ect L

the data. The 1n1t1a1 p1lot study and final. stages vh the deve]opment "ﬂf ::gi‘f 5

d, of the 'nstruments are‘exp1a1ned Chapter IV reports on the nature of;'

the study samp}e‘and the structure of the prest1ge and attitude scales*
e e \
‘ere used Detalis of the scornng ahd stat1sttca1 treatment




next three chapters report on the findings obtained from analyses .carried
out to.tesd the hypothese;. They consist of evidence baged on sfatus-
ticslly significant differences in mean prestige and‘attitude scores
which reveal the nature of relationships between and among the various
teacher grgupings on the positional, professiona]l persona1_and Jttiiude
va}1ables examined. The'%oncluding chapter 1nc]qus a summary of the
findings, a 1ist of conclusions and statement of re1evantf{ﬁp11cations.
Thé appendices contain_samples of the {nstruments used and tables which

are supplementary to various parts of the study. *. = \ﬂ



of gociety“--'new and chinged kinds of professions are an abundang
. . N - * ]
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CHAPTER 11

CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES

This chapter 1§/§;voted to a review of relevant literature and

research dealing with those aspects of the study considered essential for

‘the devé]opment of a’ guitable theorética] framework. ' The 12 hypothe;es
developed for investjgating thelvarious sub-problems are stated. More
Spec1f1cally,ibqrfi nt theoretical, methodological and research findings
focusing on concepts of profession, professiona]1£ation and profession-
alism, on occupatignal status and prestige, on s1gn1ficant attitud1nal
factors and on the relat1onshibs~of these to the problem being investi-

gated describes thp nature of the content presented in this chapter.

_NATURE OF A PROFESSION -

’,,"i“ .
Talcosijarsons (1968:536) reminds us that,

..the dejelopment and increasfng strategic importance of the
professions probably constitute the most important change that
has occurned in thg occupational system of modern societies.

He observes the tlndency of profes§ions to dom1nate public discussion.
today and points out a feature characterizing the boundatjes of the group
system generally c&i]ed the professions. They dre'"fluid-and 1ndist1nct."
Authors such as Gilb (1966) and Whyte (1956) offer 1mpress1ve “
documentation to ‘show the drastic transformation 1n the world of work and.
the life-styles of workers. Thelir wrltings illustrate thqt whgrgver we
look -- at the religious, économic. govefnmental_or‘educationa] sector

|l

reality. In his opening address to the 1971 Conference on The Professions

28
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1h the Cmmnonweq]th, Rahim Ishak (1971:10) emphasized that the solution

to many nat1oné&'problems‘res1des‘1n gaining "... an understanding of

the specialized features of the profes$1onals in our society." Atcording
to STocum (1966:119) the concept of profession is a "folk concepf" which
has emotional contﬁﬁf and a morally desirable connotation due to its
common and widespread usage, Hugheé (1958:44) refers to profession as

a terﬁ indicative of "value and prestige", or as "a symbol for a des1red
.congﬁpt1on of one's work, and hence, of one's se]f."\‘ ]

_There is no'short, adequate answer to questions concerned with
identifying conmonly regarded attributes of occupations and with
aftempting to distinguish profession from occupation. The extensive
body of research and writing dealing with the characteristics of profes-

Ns1ons includes a wide variety of materials ranging from the historical
deveLppmeht of particular occupations to c;se studies éf}the status of
specific work activities as professions. These sources have contributed
significantly to the definitional problem which exists by compounding
semantic confus16n.ﬁith the use of prefixes like pseudo-, semi-, quasi-,
-emerging), and others. Despite the pro]iferétion of varying definitions
and Qescriptidns of profession, professionalism and professionalization
subgiantial consensus has emerged to perm{t.the identjfication of key.

features of work groups that appear to differentiate occupations from

professions. ~D.,l ' S

‘Definitipns and Criteria
In his treatise on professions Talcott Parsons (1968:536) g

reéognizes,the many borderline groups whose professional status is
ambiguous but contends that the "core criteria within the more general

category of occubqtional role seems to be relatively clear." .In his
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opinion the three basic criteria of a profession include:
1. The requirement of formal tethn1ca1 training accompanied by

some institutionalized mode of'validat1ng its adequacy and the

competence of tra1ned individuals.
2. A mastery of the cultural tradition and the development of skills
in some form of 1ts use,
3. An institutionalized means of ensuring thét competence will be
put to s&cial]y responsine'uses. ‘
An exadtnation of the literature suggests that the classic work
’ of Carr-Saunders and Wilson (1933) in this field has provided a basis
| for the numerous descriptions and definitions of profession developed.
In expressing their belief in ‘the reality of criteria by which to judge
‘occﬁpations as being, "professions”, Carr—SéQnders and Wilson (1933:284)

‘| write,
... to members of the professions and to the public alike the
word is pregnant with meaning. The group formed by the profes-
sions }«Ptherefore no mere sociological abstraction; indeed the
public has long been in advance of the sociologist in that it
has recognized the essential interest and importance of profes-
sionalism (1933:1) ... the term profession clearly stands for

\ . something. That something is a complex of characteristics,

\ (1933:284) which include ... intellectual ¢ompetence, a prolonged

' period of specialized training, and the formation:of a professiona]

. organization.

\ Flexner' s (1915:576-590) discussions of the: criteria of “profes-
siohalism“ Ithe article entitled, "Is Soctal Work a Profession?”) date bagk
to ;RIS - He singled out motivation for‘serv1Ce as the most 1mportant '
criteqion While many contemporary writers on the subject have repeated
the tgke of analysis he initiated, others have attempted to avoid what
have be n referred to -as contradictions and amb1gu1t1es in-his approach
by takizg intn actount occupatiohai differentﬁation and the qemands for

«
e

profe;sidkel Stdtus'brtught about by unpreCedehteﬂ specialization

\.



According to Slocum (1966:121) popu]an belief expressed b; many
of the recent\studies on the sociology of work suggests that the distinc;
tion between what is generally regarded as profession and .certain other
occupations "seems to be a matter of degree rather tnan a matter of
kind." Consistent with this thinking a theoretical model comprised of
eight core dimensions or characteristics of work was developed by‘Pavalko
(1971:26) to differentiate occupations from professions His notion of
an occupation-profession continuum is based on an attempt fb\lilustrate
i%re accurately the extent to which a particular work activ1t is a
profession. In this context profession refers to an extreme en j;aps\\
continuum of work characteristics. To qualify as a profession the work .
actinity would have to exnibit, to a high degree, the complex of work
characteristics specified by Pavalko (1971:18-26). | %
Vollmer and Mills (1966) restrict their use of the term

"professions to. refer to an ideal type of occupationai organization which

does not exist»in reality but does provide the model of the form of

organization that would resuit if any occupationa] groups\became completely

professiona]ized If the conczpt of "profession" apolies only to an
abstract model of - occupational orgaﬁTPation, shen the concept of "profes-
sionaiization" Volimer and Mills (1966:vii- viii) suggest is the process,
. whereby many occupations can be observed to change certain
crucial charact
though some of these may not move very far ih this direction.
These authors subscribe to the idea of an occupation profeSSion continuum
which locates profession at one end and non- profess1on at the oppositée .
end. Professionalism is. the ideoiogy that may 1nduce members of occupa-.
tional groups to strive to become a profeSSion through the process of &,
“distinctive change e(perienced by . occupations in transitéon (profe551on-

» L]

alization)

eristics in the direction of a 'profession’, Lven_'

27
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The NEA (1968:8) suggested eight criteria identifying “profession” '

which do not differ sobstdn jally from many of those mentioned later.

Myron Lieberman (1956:2-6) also advanced eight characteristics
which he claimed must be present to some degree in all recogn1zed
professions. Except for the charq;terist1c<wh1ch specified an acceptance®
by the practitioners of broad personal respons1b1]ity for judgments made
and’ acts performed w1th1n the scope of professional autonomy, these
. criteria are sim1]ar to those proposed by several of the authorities
referred to in this section of.the report.

Wilensky's (1964) frequently quoted artic]eydiscusses fhe"pature,
of~profe§sions and discounts the idea that all occupations ere moviog
toward orofessiona1 status:lerobably the claims made by authors Tike
Foote (1953) and Barber (1963) which suggest that; "the professionali-
zation of labour" is a general Erend, and that the "elite" in social work
\ - are "clearly professiona]s“\prompted him to label this idea as "a bit
of sdciologica] romance." ‘Nilenéky (1964:142-146)-cohcentrates_on
describing a sequence of eight steps 1n,professiona11zaeion to describe
profession.- Four of these steps are worthy of note: |

1. Redef1n1tion of the core task, so as to give the "d1rty work"

. over to the subord1nates, e ! o f
Z.u‘Conflia: between the o1d timers and the new men who seek to-
upgrade the JOb N
._ 3. Compet1t1on between the new occupatlon and neighboring ones;

4. Political ag1tation in order to gain 1egaﬂ protection

Greenwood" (1957 : 44~ 55) suggested the idea of occupat1ons being

distributed along’ a vertlcal contanuum with the established profess1ons ‘

at the top and the unsk111ed manual;qfcupatlons at the’ bottom The
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elements wh1ch he ma1nta1ns a profession must possess 1nc1ude

1. A bas1c systematic theory; |

2. An authority recognized by tﬁﬁ é]iente]e of the professional
group; , : “ l | |

3. A broader community sanetion and approval of ehis ad%hority,

4. A code of eth1cs regu1;}1ng re]at1ons of profess1ona1 persons )
w1th c11ents and col]eagues, '
-5. A professional cu1ture susta1ned by formal Lrofesswna] '

assoc1at1ons.‘ ‘

Bernard Barber (1963:672), Pava{ko (197]) and several others
have acknowledged the non-existence &f abso]ute differences between
professional and other kinds of occupatlonaf behav1our Barber (1963)
proposes a sca]e compr1sed of four attribumes to measure occupational
behav1our and s1ng]es out the profess1ona1 culture which deve]ops due
to forma] and 1nforma1 groupings, as the<most crucial’ charaeterlst1c
d1fferent1at1ng profess1ons from other occupat1ons ‘ ,3‘

Moore (1970:5-6) deve]ops his définition of & pro?ession" after
1dent1fy1ng four commonly noted character1st1cs (of unequal value) which
make up his suggested sca]e of profe5510na1 sm. . These e]ements whicn_'
establish the points or,t]usters a]ong the sca]e 1nclude fu1] time *
occupat1ona1 pract1ce, comm1tment to a. ca111ng, spec1a11zat1on and
profess1ona1‘autonomy Thg defin1tion of a. "profession wh1eh émerges
from Moore S dlscuss1on (1970 53 54) states that it 1s, ‘ , | | }f
) cen an occupat1on whose incumbents »eate and exp11c1t1y ut111ze

‘ systelit1cal1y ‘accumilated general Knowledge in the solution of

probléms posed by a clientele (either 1nd1v1duals or collec- -

) t1v1t1es) K . , - !

A number of prominent writers on the subJect 1nc1uding Caplow ‘

(1954) Goode (1868), Gross (]958) and Corwin (1965) have chosen to refer

.
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‘either directly or indirectly fo proéess1onélization to aescribe the
‘signif1cant traits of a profess?on. Typical of the writing of‘these
authors, and particularly .those like Buqher and Straﬁss, is a’ tendency
to reject, or at least question, the §tcucturevof a prdfession pdrtfayed
in the classical model. Rather thqn accepting the-unitafy approach
which seems to view proféss10ns as relatively homogeneous groups, they
developed variations of the professiohal model which attemptlto recoé—
nize existing différencés acros§~the professiohs. Buchér and Strauss
concentrate on identifying the internal varjations'of professions.’
| The gehfréT idea suggeéted by Goode's model yiews thé profgssions
as dependent communities within the larger soFiety. Goods (1957)
observes that criteria usually cited for professiona]iém offenlpa;a]1e1
. community attributes. , |
Theodore Caplow (]954;]39-i40) maintains that there is a
predictable, exp]icit‘sequence‘of four definite steps which occupations
follow to assume the attributes of a profession. These steps are:
1... The estab]ishment of a brofessiona] a5§oc1ation;»
2. The‘changelof name; ' |
3. 'The-deve]bpment and\prpmulgation of a.code"of ethics;
4. ”Pro1onged:polit1cal agitation, whose objectbitits.to obtain the
suppoft of the pub]icépoWef for-the maintenancé 6f‘the 0ccuﬁé-
,tidna],bérriers and COhsequentIy,to the developméqt of training
facilftjes'qirectly~6r indirectly controlled'by the-profesgiéna]
B society.. - “'bg_ ” L
Cap]ow, in 5uggest1ng such a def1n1tjve and un1versa1 process

of profess1onalizat1on, fa11' to recngn1ze that different occupat1ons

' engaged 1n profess1onalization, particu]arly those of more recent origin,



will not necessarily experience the same degree of change during each

step in the sequente as those which established themselves earlier.
\ .

According to Corwin' (1965:222) professions can be viewed in two
ways: | \ / |
1. In terms of a set of ideal structural characteristics which they
are supposed to possess, and |
2. As vocations 1in éhe process of achiev{ng these characteristics.
In Corwin's (1965:222) view, from the ideal structural perspective a
profession exhibits:

1. A legal monopoly ovepr the app11cat1on of the knowledge to the

rl

solut1on .of social problems and,

, | . | |
2. .Legal control over its membership,‘1nc1ud1ng control of the /

1icensing standards and a code of ethics sanctioned by law.
As vocations proceeding toward professional status Corwin (1965:222)
claims that there are three criteria indicative of fhe progress achieved

by a profession:

1. Level of educational standards&established for admission to the
vocat1on, - S

i

C 20 Advances accomplished in raising prestige and economic stand1ng

-

and,

3. The autdnomyfachieved by the group over control of its own work

"y, )

activities.
1In Corwin S (196& 222) View, profess1ona1izat1on is essent1a]1y, é drive

for . status“, representing the efforts of a vocation to gain fu]l contro]

o

over its work and to 1mprove its .social and economic pos1t1on in society.?f

‘Beckep (1962 32) struck a new note 1n the T1terature by pursu1ng_

-
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what he termed a "rad1§:11y soc1olog1ca1 view" 'to identify profess1ons as,
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.those occupat1ons which have been fortunate enough in the \
po11t1cs of today's 'work world to ga1n and maintain possession

of* that honourific title. On this view! there js no such thing

as. the 'true' profession and no set of characterlst1cs neces-

+ sarily associated with the title. There are only those groups
which are commonly regarded as professions and those which are
not. ’

For him, a "profession" is a folk concept, a symbol wh%ch he matntains
most professions have failed to match in their a tual practice.
Y :

Probably a statement made by Gezi and Meyers (1968:338) sufficiently
Summarizes the numerous attempts which have been made to delineate the
characteristics of a profession. ' These authors maintain that an

\ ‘ ' ‘
objective examination of all the criteria found in the literature can
be synthesizéd into four common, specific attributes as follows:
1. An intellectual competency based on specialized knowledge that
requires a prolonged period of preparation,i
2. A strong organizatian which has a clearly defined and enforceable
code of ethics,
3. A high degree of autonomy for the group as well as for each of
its members, o R
4. An emphasis upon service*above economic gain

o~ Reference to a current and comprehens1ve ana]yses of the

,‘vT terature dea]1ng w1th the concept of "profession", and the proceés of

ofess1ona]1zat1on a rev1ew prepared by St1nson (1970 16-203), suggests
Tt at some progress is discernible regarding a genera] consensumbout

the cr1ter1a of “profession" and the nature of the process of "profes‘ Y
510nalizat1on " ‘ - ‘L.f" E 'r'ij : =

L}

Hrynyk S study (1966) po1nts to the cons1stency whtch exlsts

gv"among the several definitions of a profession To 111ustrate the degree

Bf consensusjp:zient among 23 wr1ters on five bas1c d1mens1ons
) - . a\\, : o )

- : ‘ .
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S _ Coag ,
descriptive of professions, a table (slightly modified) prepared by o

Hrynyk (1966:]1) for this purpose is reproduced here as Table 1.

.
4 W o
. . o

The ”Process“ or "Emergent" Approach

\ Reference has been made. in Chapter [, to the ana]ytica] approach
~ to the study of professions deveTOped by Bucher and Strauss (1966) me
elaboration of their proposa]s is considered'appropriate here in order to
fonmu]ate the theoretical a@?roach to be used in this: study

" To illustrate application of “the cohmen sense approach”, Bucher;}
. and Strauss (1961:326) seTected medicine as the prototype of "profession "

JHowever, they\p01nt out that some other profession wauld have, served equaiiy

t* et e
IN \‘:-

asgﬂifl.. Consequent]y, this ana]ytica] approach may be app]ied to—feaching
" In order to structure thetr concept of profe551ons Bucher and

; Strauss adopted a po51tion which differs in many‘respects fronathe prevaiiing
viewpoint characteristic of functionalism.. Goode (19571194‘2005;'and others
of his leaning see iprofessibn as a homogeneous community where members
_have SImilar 1nterests, values, attitudes, ro]es and—identities ”In .
contrast the “process" approach: focuses on change and confiicting 1nterests
to ensure that the anaiyst will remain cognizant of the many differences
which may be present within any one profession The central thesis of this
approach is 8oted in the be'lief Bucher ‘and Strauss (1961.:325) write, that
professions &re, _ wf”*/’ﬁ A S U ' |

' loose'amaigamations of 'segments pursuing different obJeetives

: in different -manners and more. or less delicately held together
: under a common name at a- particu]ar period in history.

4
»

‘Central to their model 1s the 1dea of internal heterogeneity and
'segmentation. SRR | ~‘ !
: | In describing each of the seven concepts which constitute the

"process model“. stress is p]aced on illustrating hou'activities related

Fah .
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'Ta£5E“mﬁ‘

D]mens1ons Included in Various Definitions
of Professionalism

" Dimension ‘of Professional Orientation

Knowledge Service Format - Colleagues Autonomy

Writer & Ski1l...  Ideal ' Organi- - Profes- . - Client
3 zation sion
*Barber X X o
Becker * X & X X
Caplow X X X X
Carr-Saunders tX X X . X
Clayton S X X X
Q .
Cogan X .o X : X
Corwin X v X X X .
Flexner X x' X . !
*Gezi and Meyers . X A OX X X
Goode X X . C X X
Goodman X "X X X
Greenwood X X X X X
Gross X X oo X X
Hall . X : L X
" Klass X X X X X
“Lewis and Maude X NN X X
Lieberman - « X X X : X
Lindsey X X : I
McGlothin X - X X v X
Marshall © X X X BN
Millerson X. X X X X
*Moore X X . T X
Nosow and Form X X X X ot
‘Parsons | ‘ ‘ X X e T
*Pavalko - CX X, o X 4 X
Tyler" X . XA i
wi]ensky & X " X \
& . : P ) e !

" Reproduced with minor modificationsi(*)'frOm Hé&nyk\(IQBG)‘ o
{ . w R ' . s
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to each concept generate 1nterna1 diver51ty and divergence in a- professnon.

‘tnons associated w1th each concept which appear to have part1cu1an

\

\ne1evan'e for . the teach1ng profess1on have been extracted from the

. or1g1na1 d15Cuss1on for 1nc1us1on in the summary account which follows :

L " . [

ThelSenSe of Mission. Typica]ly. specialties conceive and\c1a1m a

~ unique missiod They alone c]aim to be able to make the un1que contr1bu-
t1on and show why they are peculiarly f1tted to the task. Those that are

)
,1abe11ed as unequa1,to\the task are exc]uded . A]though each profession

\

claims 1ts ‘OWn uniqhe mission, each segment w1th1n it c1a1ms a un1que con-*

tr1but1on toward Nat genera] miss1on Th1s-sense of mission is such that
i N
1t is portrayed as the "ra1$o§ d' etre for-the profession's existence,

\

\
WOrk Activ1tie3\\ There is a great d1vers1ty ln the tasks performed

1n he name of any professqon Incons1stency between segments occurs
regarding the precise. nature\of the\mork funct1on, its organ1zat1on and
priority Within any part1cufar core 9pec1a1ty there are many d1fferent

general to’ the highly sk1]1equunctions

| . ’wk1nds of practice ranging from £

v :;'A551gn1ng more 1mportance to somé \ 1V1t1es than-others such as 1n the

:fcase of research and thé | preparation »0f profe§s1onals adds to further
divers1fication ' Th1s 1{1ustrates th:\divergence 'of opinlon wh1ch may

"exist annng any group of pract1tioners w1th respect\to what actual]y con-

- st1tutes the core AHe“ ;there is a tendency fOr segments that have ,
3 }deve]oped d1vergent core activities to deve]og add1tiona1 assoc1ated

- activitxes whtch diversvf1es even further.'7

Meth dd[_gy,and Tﬁchnique. MethodoIogy and technﬁque produce the

I

*Vf;ifmost profound Hiviszons within a profession.;» Bucher and Strauss (1961 328) f;;p;

lﬁ;:‘?*~_;}7;al ;;Q«ﬁ;;i i i{i‘g;\

r;SItment to maJor areas such 'ﬁifrf”j
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¢ vt ‘ .

~_“ IO f‘ , Methodo1og1ca1 d1fferences can Cut across spec1a]ty - and even
“\ ' professional - lines .with specialists sharing te chn1ques with’
kN . . members of other spec1a1t1es which they do not share with their
N fe]]ows , N .

! ! .
N ! . ) 0, . l,

Clients. The re]at1onsh1ps between special groups of pract1t1oners

{

and their clients may vary great]y 1n a profess1on from the 1dea1 estab-

S

11shed for the profess1on as' a whole. Spec1a1t1es or segments of spec1a1t1es AT

v

tend to- concentrate on deve10p1ng 1mages of re]at1onsh1ps with c11ents

t

des1gned to enhance thg~un1queness and 1mportance of the spec1a11zed serV1ce

D

A

they prov1de The1r own sense of mission and the distin t1ve nature of
the1r Job compe] them to create separate 1dent1t1es by def1n1ng, e]aborat1ng

apd 1dea]1z1ng the pract1t1oner-c11ent re]at10nsh1p for the1r partlcular
group1ng BT LT “LW a

Colleaguesh1p The conception of co]leaguesh1p presented by Gross

(1958 223—235) stresses the 0ccupat10na1 un1ty of part1c1pants Th1s -

2N approach does not recogn1ze that such un1fy1ng features of a profess1on ‘e] ‘

'5-‘}“ a]so may operate as d1v1s1ve factors since as Bucher and Strauss'(]961 330)

B : Nhat t1es a,man more closely t&e member of his pr‘ofessmn v
.- e/ ~may-aliepate him from another: whe royp develgps a unigue .. .
U " mission, he ‘may no longer share a m1ssiUth others in: the same .o

: profESs1on. v,‘e;* : . R ' T e

P
i

The nature of circ]es of co]laagueshap advanced by Bliher and Strauss.

suggests that coileagues hold common notions about the endQEperved by | J’Tf »f.:;

o their work and attltudes and*problems center1ng on’ 1t‘,f-
. r" "—',',

ipnsequent1y,;

-" .'~ . . sl
.v‘ 4 B . Y °

: -E{f‘, Interests and Assocwatlons.‘ In consfder1ng the extent_to wh1ch
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this is so to the extent that their "fate" is bound together. By too

A

readf]y'éssuming unity of interest among professionals a rich arca for
research has been overlooked since, as Bucher and Strauss (1961:330)
point out, ) . ‘ .

\ ) = s

.. Interests do diverge within a profession is clear enough when
the observer looks for it: not only may interests run along dif-
ferent lines, but they may be, and frequently are, in direct.

" conflict. -

\
-

" Areas concerned with seeking some control of institutions, recruitment and
external public relations are highly sensitive matters and the source of

much of the conflict of interest among members for competing segments.

Spuriqus Unity and Public Relations. The element of spurious unity

'1s interpreted primar{f} as the.type of unity which is created solely to
servé the interests of a profession and the speeial interests of its members.
It is created by codes of ethics, licensing arrangements and eimi%ar profes-
sional activiFy but it does not necessarily constitute evidence of internal
“homogenei ty éﬁd‘censensus.' Rather, these features are evidence of the

power held by varioue‘segments in the profession: The wggments in power «
-often control the organs of public relations'and act as spokesman for the

entire profession To 'the outsider the profess1on appeazg_gngiier a solid

front, a perspective not always held»ny the membersh1p

~ . Bucher and Strauss present a description of the diversity and
mbvehent,whiqh take place among the various groups of people who organize

their professional activities in ways thch detingpish themd from other

members ‘of their-proféssﬁon C
’ h

Y A]though the process“ approach to the study of professions may
not be, the most fruitful method of anaiys1s to employ in all cases, it* *
does seem to offer a usefu1 alternative which focuses on the differences

L] . : g .
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and chanqe experienced by profess#ms in transition. The author of a

Rl

recent publication who subscribes to the "process approach", Elliot
Krause (1971:7). reveals that the strategy of his book "... even when we
take a systems approach, s that of Bucher and Strauss, the study of
profession in process.” S .

A number of other authors refer to character1stics of professions
v-\
which suggest the potenttal use of the "process” model. Zald (1971:26-30)
|
discusses the fragmentation of professions and mentions the need to

redefine_fields of practice into sub-units. Hall (1969:90-137) stresses.

\

the importance of intraprofession variations for understanding the nature

of the prqfessions and investigates the sourceslof profg;sional variation

-

and diffe?engiétion in"terms of attitudes of profession found in profes-
sional organizations. The extensive subdivision of existing professions
and implications of the process of occupational differentiation are also
pointed out by Caplow (1954:21-24). The views expressed by Lieberman
(1956:259) on types of professional organizatioﬁs include reference to

" the different, as well as comnon, interests held by professionals and

_the multiplicity of spec1alized associations found w1th1n a profession.

OCCUPATIONAL STATUS AND PRESTIGE

e
[}
-~

Pré11m1nary tq ﬂiscué\ing some conc]us1ons regarding the stabil?&y.
of occupational’ status and occupat\sﬁaﬂ prestige Pavalko (1971 J32) notes
that “occupational status and occupat1ona1 prest1ge are frequent]y
used 1nterchangeab)y and as surrogates for other concepts such as soc1a1
class'.”" This pract1ce is unfortunate in his view because the terms
repreégnt;piffefent aspects\and dimensions of occupations. Confljctjng

b Y

or at least varying po§itions on this issue characterize this particu]dr

-
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field of study. No doubt this is one of the reasons contributing td
the multiplicity of problems and disaggzanents exﬁib1ted by the ne]evant
11tora§ure.

Dubtn (1961:283) maintains that status is always evident in a
systén of rankings where thére are at least two jnd1v1duals or groups
to compare and that such a'comparison has to 1nd1cate~wh1ch one is "better",
e :
“hiz;er“, or “mpre‘imhortant.“ Another position put forth by Bernbaum
et al! (1970:42) suggests that “status rests upon some notion of prestige
which might be regarded as a feature of interpersonal recognition,

involving one individual who 'claims' deference and another whg';s

q »
prepared to honour such a clatm."”

Measuring Occupational Status
Among the numerous attempts to develop scales and schemes for
measuring occupational status a few have gained popular recdgnition.
Interest in the study of occupational rank dates back to 1897
when William Hunt arranged gainful workers info foﬁr classes: proprietary,
clerical, “skilled worker and‘]agouring.. In 1917, Q]ba Edwards extended
this scale into niﬁe socio-economic categories and much later (1933)
‘developed a scale, reported by Pavalko‘(l97i:113), grouping occupations

into six broad categories ranked from high to low as follows:

1. Professional persons -

2. Proprietoqs; managers, officials

3. Clerks and kindred workers | A ' ' ;}b‘
4. Skiiled workers and foremen - | | | ‘
5.

Semiskilled workers

-

6. 'Unskilled workers

Reismann (1959:145) indicates that this seale was intended as
. - . .)4 /
\ S
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- to fbe 1950 census data they madk it possible to examine changes in

)

a classification which coﬂ]d,

. fit all occupations reported in the census into a relatively
limited set of categories, that would combine occupations
together insofar as they connoted a common life style and
social characteristic.

Numerous variants of this sga]e have beén developed chhhas the one
produced by Centers (l949}&hjch differentiated bustness occubations on
the basis of size and placed profess1ons below this category.

Reiss (1961:263-275) discusses one of the most widely used
measures of occupational status, the scale developed by Duncan in 1961
using data from the 1950 American census. This "socioeconomic index"
15 based on the educational attainment and incoune df persons from 500
different occupations.

Blishen (l968:741~753) developed a similar scale based on
Canadian census data and refers to the rev{sed version which used ]Qg]
census data. | |

The occupational status scale produced by Nam and Powers (1968:

167-170) used 1960 census data to assign status scores to the same 1ist

" of occupations dealt with by Duncan. By applying the same procedure

’

statu§ of occupations during a ten year interval. The corre]ation‘of
.97 between the two sca]eswindicates a high degree of stability in-the

relative status of occupations between 1950 and 1960; The key factors

" identified by Nam and Powers, those which may lead to changes in relative

status of occupations, include the number and age of persons in a

particular occupat1on as well as their educat1on and income, Even though
-

'they d1scoveredf§2 occupations whose score dlffered by at least ten

.

‘points (fogr were "higher. and 88 were Tower) the relative stability of

PANEN : ,
occupatddnal status during this"ten year period was apparent.

LI .t
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A study similar in design to the NORC study of occupational

[

prestige reported by Hodge, et al. (]964) was replicated in Canada by
Pineo and Porter (1967:62). Essent1a}]y it was a comparative study of
occupational status involving the Unlted States wh1ch provided some
empirical justification for the criticism that soc1o]og1sts have made “of
| the‘way in which occupations have been treatéd in thé Canadian census."
The work of Inkeles and Rossi (1956) provided an international
comparison of occupational ranks by synthesizing data from various
studies carried out in six different countries. . These inve§t19ators

discovered an unusually high consensus among the nations examined

-

regarding thejranking of common occupations.

Measuring Occupational Prestige

Since occdpational prestige refers to the subjectiye eva]uationé
that people hold of dccupations there qppear§ to be a widespread belief
that it is more difficult to measure than occupational status. Genera 1y,
attemptsito measure occupafiona] prestige have concentrated on obtain; g

qa;he op1n1ons of representatlve or random samples of the‘qvult populatio

~. to locate particular occupatIons on a ranking scale. In cases_where
sociological Titerature refers to inve§tigat4’ﬁg-of occupatioﬁa] préétige
that employ®such procedures as studies: of occupationai status, some
confusion is created. Inc;eased‘usagé in research lite}aturé'of the
term "prestige status", dur1ng the past decade may be the result of an

“ attempt to avoid this problem Inter-occupational studies which 1nvolve
the rank1ng of teachers are both numerous and varied; however, the ’

'1ntra Qccupatlonal counterparts of these have received, relat1ve1y little

- attent1on in -the past. - v “) o, ’ -

41
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- 0f’1nqu1ry ‘pursued to~construct a "publicly recognized“ﬂochpationel

42
Relevant research indicates that Most ‘of the studies in occupa-
tional Stratification have focused on the brestfge dimension and that
many seem to suffer from a dariety of weaknesses. Davies (]962:255~256)
discusses the limitations of prestige scales as research instruments by
/ revealing three classes of doubts which question their usefulness:

1. Doubts concerning the pub]ic‘hature of the recognition.of
occupational preStige particularly the one suggesting that
judgments of the prestige of occupations will vary notabiy with

" the social status or social classvposition of 1nformants: Y

2. Doubts concerned with the possibility of different types of
%récogeition" of prestige differences. Occupations closer to
informants will be more meaningful. ’

3. Doubts thch call 1neo question the singleness of the pferarchy’ -
of different occdpations,

The last observation made by Davies (1962:256) is bertinent to
this stddy in view of his interpretation of Hatt's suggestion which |
maihtains that "meaningful comparisons of brestige can odly be made for

' occupations within certain organically related groups", cbdsequent1y~j

“comparisons between such groups'('subeierarchies') will lack the sure-
ness and thus the 1egitiﬁacy of 1ntrégroup’comparisons."

Davies (1962) claims that the simple ranking studies which form
the bdik.of empirical literature on occupational prestige have failed | i
to produce a totally acceptab]e scale for measuring the prestige of r:

occupatiqns Questionable ?at1ng and sampling techn1ques employed by
researchers add to the skept1c1sm about the usefulness of the. method S

prestige "hierarchy." The ancwer may reside in approaches which focus
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on an intra-occupational perspective.

Empirical Studies of Occupational Prestige

With some modifications the selective review of studies which“
follows parallels the account presented by Davies (]962:256—26]). The
purpose of this review is to reveal developmental trends and some of
the conc]usions.reached about occupational prestige.

Counts (1925:16-27), was among the first to develop an occupa-
tional prestige scale. He asked 450 students and‘teachers to rank 45
occupations which included all the main levels of the teaching profession.
In seeking to determine the comparatjve standing gf this group of
loccupations he found agreement on the placing of particular occupations
to be greatest for those occupations which were raoked Towest. Generally,
he found a high oegree of agreement émong,respondents in ranking‘a1T

occupations. Teacher evaluations were found to be more consistent than

~

LY

those of students. .
,  Studies by Neiz (1935 454-461) and Deeg and Paterson (1947 237- 241)
_re licated Count's study by ut1l1zing shortened versions of his Tist for
askin co]]ege students to rank selected occupations Both studies were
concerned w1th d1scover1ng qgfferences in rankings over a‘per1od of time,
‘and both found no marked changes at a]] about occupat1onat‘prest1ge over
the 1nterva1s dea]t with. N1ez (19351‘dlqvoonclude that the “depress1on

,had 11ttle effect on chang1ng the social status of occupat1ons
| Two stud1es by Anderson (1927 and 1934) reported the relation -
1 between notions-of soc1a1 prestige, social contribution and economic
return’ éoth Studies: used oolleoe stbdents to rank 25'occupet1bhs. Inﬁ
-the earlter study he fourd rank1ngs by social contr1but1on to be fairly

‘s1milar to those obtainea for social prestige\ﬁy Counts The later

'
: " »
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study faund social prestige to be more closely related to economic return
than soc1a1 prest1ge to social contr1but1on or soc1al contr]but1on to

\

econom1c return.
- Hartman s study (1934:144-152) used judges from various fields

of endeavour to rank 25 occupattons for thé main purpose of determining

‘the status of teachers. In addition to confirming'the previously

established ranking pattern the s tudy produced 1ttt1e evidence of
"marked egocentricism." - .
Coutu (1936:522-530) reported findings on 20 professions which
revea]ed that each group:chose its own profession as the most important
and selected a different one as second .choice. 'Why these particular’
findings are so contrary to their cdqnterparts reported by Hartman 1sl
unclearr. According to Coutu, there were striking disagreements in the
p]acement Qf particular professions and marked differences 1{ the’
closeness of agreement within groups. ’f»
In 1941, 0Osgood and\Stagner (]94]:275-290) attempted to identify

some of the qualities associated with occupational prestige. Their major

finding showed few high correlations between‘traits associated with T

people in particular occupat ons and genera] prestige, the h1ghest being
for "bra1ns , “1eadersh1p R "exc1t1ngness and "self—assuredness.

Tne study by Cattel (1942:293-308) examined the extent of

3

. agreenent in‘ranking occupations by prestige. Twenty Six occupat1ons

were ranked by.a group of college students and group of~{abodrers The

results showed close agreement between the two’ groups but notable

d1fferences within the labourer group Students regarded ' real estate ,'

. v‘

44

dealer'C "cashier", and "accountant" as more 1mportant than d1d 1abourers,_

N

4,'wh11e labourers ranked "manager of bus1ness“ and “works foreman ‘much

’\ o : ‘ ’ . \ ’
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higher than did the student groub: Familiarity with occupation was
bosed as aqussib]e';gason for these differences.
A rather ambitious plan for developing a prestige scale was
‘undertaken by Smith (1943:185- 192) In his attempt to develop an 1dea
which would lead to the buﬂdjng up ofa Com%]ete occupational scale
he put forth a proposal to erect equally spaceg and solidly placed
occupations -which,would serve for all time as i sortingrdeﬁige fgr
processing sample ]jsts of occupations. The probiem associated with
guaﬁanteeing the“equality of different groups of subjects guring such
a'systemat}c repetition of tests apparently has proven to be insur-
mountable. | _ é
In 1546, the ‘National Opiﬁion Research Centre employed a national
adult sample for obtaining the first indication on record of how Americafis
view occupations.. One year 1a§ér a 'further NORC survey (!949:Ch. XTI\ )
questioned 2,920 perso;s\¢§present1ng a cross—secfion of the Americ
.population. A total of 90 occupations were eated and 1ater‘sorted into
five prest1ge categories accord1ng to a,scor1ng scheme that averaged the .
ratings of al] respondepts for each occupat1on ‘The average score
obtained by an occupation (possible range was a high of 100 tq;aylow of °
20, and actual range from 96 to 33) determined its category‘as: "exce]lent",
(_\“good“ "average“,' somewhat below average“, or "poor." A]though four—
f1fths of the occupatfons were ranked average or above, all the occupa-
t1ona] categor1es were fairly we]l reprehented The finding considered

to be,outstand Wag “the identical prestige rating accorded;Eo‘whiteA

The 1947 NO s tudy was rep11cated by Hodge and associates’

(1964 288 302) 1n 1963 on a nat1ona1 samp]e of 615 persons to determine

{ v . . . . +
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the degree of stability and change in,occupational prest1ge The

corre]at1on between the 1963 and 1947 prest1ge scores was .99 indicating

\v1rtua11y no change in occupational prestige over this‘period. .According

to Pavalko (1977:140) “this scale remains the sing]eloest measure of

occupational prestige in the Ynited States."

In his appraisal of ngsearch findings on this subject Davies

(]962:262~267) emphasizes‘two conclusions for fhe guidance of. future

investigators in this field:

4

1.

the Nam and Power S analy51s of” occupational status for 1950 -and 1960

1

"revea11ng important. differences about occupat1ona1 prestige

A

Evidence has not been forthcom1ng to support ‘the susp1clon that
differences in region and occupat1onal level of 1nformants are -i@'
re]event to their judgments ofythe prestige of occupations. ¢
However, the tests have shown: ' C .
(a) there is more agreement among members of some groups about
' the rankings they produce than there is among certain other
groups , - |
(b) peop]e'are more certain about p]acing occupations in the
;h{gher and lower extremes than in,the middle range of
status and, ' o . - ,
(¢) though the consensus typ1ca1]y reported supports the use
of the mode] of a s1ng]e publ1c to rank occupations, only

a list. of occupat1ons conf1ned to a part1cu1ar sector of

the pub]1c can exam1ne marg1ns of, disagreement.
£, . A

s

The simple ranking me thod has not been very schessfu] in

wh1ch may exist both across and w1th1n respondent groups

Bprompar1ng the resu]ts of the 1947 and 1963 NORC studtes w1th

- .
- . . .o
. . e
o C e ' .



‘changes in the income and educational gttainment
‘associated yith occupations, the way in which they are publicly
perceived apd evaluated does not seem to reflect these.changes.
Rather thepé tends to be a lag between changes in status and
€ption of prestige with the result that occupational

the
prestige tends to be more stable over time than occupationa}

status.
Taylor's comments on occupationa1 pressige provige~a‘f1tting

Despit

summary for' the review presented. Taylor (1968:177) concludes,

the measurement of occupational prestige is far from
absolute. Nevertheless, the evidence which is available both

nationally and internationally suggests that in urbanized and
industrialized societies the occupational prestige hierarchy
has -been relatively stable in the mid-twentieth century,

It is apparent from the preceding discussion that a high degfee
of consensus has emerged‘?egarding the ‘relative stability of the occupa-

tional prestige hierarchy over the past'four decades.

'

The Status of Teachers

o Qo¢cupation3 ey
© The 1947 NORC study (1949) revealed a high:order of agreement "

P The concern over the status of teachers 1s'réf1ectedlin much of

¥

category

‘the research on occupational stratification. Despitenthis°1nterest many

studie: havthéndéd‘to treat "teacher“‘agha'unified'bccupatioha]
by fafZiﬁg to rgcégnize sbﬁe 66viou§ distiqctions between different
kinds of teachiqg in‘the occupational lists ysed.

ing 1nto;q1fferent ranks such as

o

Counts (1925) separated teach
college professor, sthod1fsUperintendént, eleméntary teacher, high
. - Lo © . ‘o ’

' school teacheraﬁdxp%rél,sthool teacher and found that each of the.

” teééhing-oCCﬁpqtﬁdqugbbeared above the mid-point in the list of 45 ©
‘0', R " ‘ ‘ . ) e . - -",‘!.'N . )
uded that teaching could not be regarded as a unitary

rated. He concl
g

» ) . !
¢ . f - ' . ..
: s . . : . R a

__between' different occupations on!the ranking of teachécf. There was
. . " s i o ) o R . |
o | “ .

.
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-
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evident more consensus on the ranking of teachers than- 51milarly ranked i

occupations A wide disparity in the ranking of teachers by the different
age grOups was not found to be the case~for other occupations rated of -
the age group 14 to’ZP 59 percent gave "good" or "excellent" ratings to
the occupation of teacher while 78 percent of .the 40 and over age group -
+ gave these ratings . "The 1nab1l1ty of the younger people to recognize
the 1mportance of education at an individual and societal level“, lS the
explanation offered by Bernbaum and associates (l970 45) for these,
findings of the NORC study <

Most of the status studies previously referred to have emphasized
the marked stability of the rank ordering of occupations over time The
teacher s p031tion has remained virtually un1form even across the six
nations surveyed by Inkeles and Rossi (1956) One notable exception is
the work of Groff (1962) who attempted to compare the rankihg of teaching
as an occupation through an analy51s of American studies undertaken
, between l93l and - l958 The nature and extent of the differences Groff
discovered are reported 1h Table 2 which is reproduced from his work.
The data reported by Groff suggest that the stability of teaching over '55
“time has been somewhat qdestionable and that the relative status of High

},School teachers compared to Elementary School teachers may not be what S

D ‘ . ¥
is often SUSpected lr R

.

The repeat of the NORC. Study carried out by Hodge and assoc1ates

! (1964)- in 1963 saw the categorv “public school teacher" elevated from
‘p051tion 36 1n 1947 to position 29 in 1963 despite the remarkable degree |
of agreement reported between the two studies. A dbrrelation of 9§/ o

s . S

was reported for the two sets_of ranked scores..

In two related studiecharried out 1n Britain, Hall and Jones (1950)-' ’

e R
'\’, [ ] B i 5 LR . A ]
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' o Table 2 : R ‘

\
4 Judged Rark Order of Teaching Among Otheﬁ“esfupatidns L
o 4 Elementary School ) ﬁigh School | |
‘ e - Teachers ‘ © Teachers
Rank  No. of ~ Rank .No. of
‘ .Occupations - . Occupations
1931 - Lehrman L . | :
: (Girl. judges) .10 - 200- 28 200
(Boy judges) - © 50 200 .66 200
11932 - Menger .8 3 s 35
1934 -~ Hartman 5 . 12 6 12
: 8 g ,gs Ty oom. . 2
7. 5 . 9 .. 25
. 1934 - Anderson (*School Teacher')
- n - 25 »
1935 - Duncan | (" Teaching Jop v
R 3 8 - |
1935 - Njetz ' | 9 ., 40 n 40
1939 5 Ruch (*School Teacher') (
. | : 12 25 . . " oy
1940.- Stevens =, ' ( Teacher') - N
| e ‘ ‘ @10 25 ! ’ !
1947 - NORC " | ('Instructor in the Public Schools') ...
o - - '- o 3
1947 = Deeg _ - R .26
1948 - Best - N (‘Teaching") oo :
fMen judgeS) "4 15, o
Women judges) 5 15.& . \ .
1948 = Baudler fi; 6 297 . o1 9
1949 - Welch- o 6 % 8 2%
.. 1951 - Richey - 5. . 18 - . g 18
1958 - Tuckman - - R 15
S —_ ..« ('When job description added') 1§
A - A ¥ 15
. | v ,A .. . . . ST " ‘- \‘ ‘ ’ . '41.-- .

"§ohrcé’ :P J;;” of f - Journal of- Edutational Sociology. Sept 1962, p. 21 oot
S as}zeprodUced in G Bernbaum, G. Noble and y T. wh1teside, 1970, o
¢ ) iy ' i ‘\ 2
| 1 ) 7




i prest1ge 1

report that teachers (on1y e]ementary teacher was 11sted) p1aced -tenth
e
in’ the1r ]1st of 30 occupat1ons Gerst] and Cohen (1964) had a national

. . | o
teacher was rated ninth by the general public and received tenth position

-

\

sample and a group of eng1neers\(a2i\a Tist of ten professions. Primary.

from the engineers. Lo | S,

Intra—Occupational Prestige Studies

In 1955, "a study on the differential'prestige among school - |

»

superi tendents‘was reportedrby Mason and Gross (1955:326-331), A
strat13\ed random sample of super1ntendents positions was used as the
basis for gathering data from a group of superintendents who were asked
vto reg1ster the1r fee11ngs about a move from present pos1t1on to each
of the others descr1Ped T’Nthe buest1onna1re Feelings on each. of the
pos1t1ons were obtained by use of "a five category sca]e rahg1ng from a
great gain to a great ]oss in profess1ona1 stand1ng Judgments about ',
cr1ter1a used by super1ntendents to eva]uate their JOb were so]1c1ted
and these cr1ter1a turned out to be faé1l1t1es, profess1ona1 qua11ty,

9

esp s1b111ty and salary

Sa]ary was foun to be the best 1nq;cator

and th most re11ab1e measure of p st1ge ‘ Th15’study of h1erarchy

w1th1n ion: served to 111u£trate that d1fferent1a1

determ1n1ng h1erarch1es in educat10n~~

Lou1s Kr1esberg (1962 238-244) reported the f1nd1ngs of a study

‘concerned with the occupat1ona1 prest1ge of dent1sts F1nd1ngs 1nd1cated ‘

'f‘;that the relat1onsh1p between such att1tudes as those haV1ng to do W1th
B

hy1mportance of the wqu perfgrmed and the1r prest1ge was not 1mpress1ve
“fRather, h1gh pnest1ge Was‘bwarded 1n cases wheee respondents be]1eved

that a]] profess1ona1s obtained h1gh presttge and that‘Henthts Selonged

‘n

50

‘:;HVto this group Tay]or (1968) 1mp11es thatﬁthe resbits of this research iy
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{ndicato occﬁpationdl prestige may bg attributed more by situs of
nccupationa] famili;\ thah,by the perception of individual occupational
prarfitiunvrﬁ. * )

A study of male nurses in a Boston hospital Qﬁs carried out in 1962
by Segal (1962:31-38). Male nurses were compared with théir female counter-
parts’ regarding their uﬁtitudos on 1ntrn~hospital status and thefr status
outsider the 6ospital. Th& findings-suggested {hat male nurses {ere
nnrq1nal men whoso prest1qe wag gpcar1ous due tq their inability to

,\‘n Iy

adjust ta a female -y ‘ffang ggsfgﬂht1fy with other professionals.

PR o
,\\ H lﬂ'"‘ I

A studg;ﬁ&gcguééd1t dﬁr&*w1th prestige differentiation in a

speci fic ﬁ1tuaE§§?th;w prest1qo attrlbuted to a particular professional
practitioner was repérted in 1963 by Gamson and Schuman (1963:463-479).
The findings reyealed considerable d1§par1ty between the prestige given to
physicians and the raters' attitudes abbut‘tpeir occupation. It was
discovered that regardless of the ;ate}s' judgmeﬁt about the behaviour 6f
physicians a high prestige was assigned to them even ih some cases where
considerable hostility was manifested toward them. It'was suggested that
high prestige may result from.a pérception of medical roles in general, er
respondents may not react to differential standards of role performpance.

K Bernbaum and associates (1970:48-51) carriéd out an empirical
1nvestlgation in 1969 designed to find out whether prospective teachers
still perceLye 1ntra -ogcupational prest1ge differences. The Hall-Jones
scale of 30 occupatlpns with the position of teacher removed was employed‘
"to obtain information from 1?§.pfospective teachers reqarding two
duestions: (1) where they thought the pub]i; would place each of six .
specified teaching positions and then (2) where they themselves wAuld

p!ace the same positions. Tables 3 and 4 display .the results obtained.

+




Table 3

Students"Rerceptions of q;neral Public's Ranking

Further Education 5.9

iy
N Standard Deviation
Primary School Teacher ° 12.4 3.52
Secondary Modern School Teacher }'~ 11.4 3.3
Independent School Teacher N WA 2.67
Comprehensive School Teacher ‘ 9.8 2.9
" 'Maintained Grammar School Teacher' 7.6 2.35
Assistant Lecturer in Co]]ege of
Further Education } o 6.4 2.84
I
Source: Bernbaum, et al. Eurppean Yearbook of Educational Research,
1969, p. 49.
- v N
. ety )
_Mean Scores of Students' Own Ranking
—
-/ Standard Deviation
Primary School Teacher 7.9 3.47
Secondary Modern School Teachgr 7.1 3.09
Independent School Teaéh?r | - "1.6 3.97
Comprehensive School Teacher 6.6 2.78
Maintained Grammar School Teacher 6.5 2.7
Assistant Lecturer in College of

2.79

R

Source: European Yearbook of Educational Research, 1969, p. 49.
: TN

¢

The findings indicate the overall tendency of teachers to place

!

the general public to be Noteworthy was the finding which revealed that

the highest mean score given any'teaching posttion (5.9) would not place

[

J

«  their choﬁcn profession above what they perceived the Yikely rating of

52
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the teacher with professions on the scale like accountant or solicitor.
For the 1nvestiga€ors, the most surprising finding was the higﬁ prestige
- the respondents accorded the Assistant Lecturer and their perception of

his public prestige., The findings of Bernbaum and associates (1970:51)

N

~also reveal,
oS
. no significant correlations were-obtained between-the .
prestige rankings and the social origins of the students as
measured by their parents' occupations, nor between the rankings
of such variables as sex, type of school attended, type of
university attended or class of degree.

ﬁumphrgys (1970:1-22) reported a study which was pr1mar{]y
concerned with examining the differential prestige of teachers teaching
at the same level but in different ;uﬁject—matter’fields. Daia were '
obtained from‘426 randomly selected Ohtario secondary teachers who réted
75 teaching positioﬁg\on a prestige status scale. The fiﬁ§1ngs suggest
that a presti;e hiefarchy based upon the subjects a teacher teaches
exists in the Secondary s;hools\of Ontario. Ev1denc§ revealed that
academic teaching posijtions ranked highes§ in prestige followed by
commercial and technical positions.

The finding of pafticu]ar relevance to this study is
the variation in value pf prestige rankings (range was from a high of
+1.88 to a low of 6.17) which illustrates that teachers are accorded
different prestige by other éeachers. | '

In a Tater study reported by -Humphreys (1970:1-25) which was an
oUtgrowth of the fjrst, a s1nﬁ]ar sample of teachers was used for rating
fhe titles of seven occupational groups on a seven position semantic “X
differential usind nine ;cales. The data provided information about .
attitudes.teacher‘fhbld\of teaching col]eague§ in their own and in other

. | . @
groups. / |
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' Bases of Stratification

at

The findings indicated that academic teachers think of technical

-

.teachers as being more like skilled workérsﬂthan professional persons.

However, the hypothesis that this group would conceive -of commercial

teachers as being more like white collar workers was not supported. As

might be expected; the technical teacher saw himself as being more like.
. »

a professional than a\fkilled tabourer and both technical and commercial
teachers viewed the pomﬁb"ciak\teacher as being more like a professional

person than a white collar worker. Probably the most 1mportant finding

was the relation which existdd between the type of teacher and the

- .
concepts he held of colleagues in his own and other groups when he was

asked to Judqg a Sing]e generalized concept of a teacher . ‘type such as

Senfor High School teacher rather than to rank him on a prestige scale
. . [ :

listing the specific titles (Art teacher, Science teacher, etc.)

associated with type. ‘ O

a -

The literature on this subject)is replete with examb]es to show

that the occupational structure is n an absolutely or clearly ordered

- status continuum. Much less certai ty exigts about the nature of the
. *

, \
prestige hierarchies which exist within .particular occupations like

teaching.

]

The five features of ;tratificqtion which emerge from Tumin's

g discussion (1967:12-18) on this topic are: its essential social character;

its ambiguity. its ubiquitousness. its diversity; and its consequentia]ity.
Tumin (1967 19) exp]ains status differentihtion as "the process . by which
social:positions like ... teache® ... are defined and distinguished from
one another by assigning to each a distinctive role..

- L
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In addition, Tumin (1967:19) suggests that although there are
nynkrous criteria on which social statuses could be ranked only some
~are employed in the ranking process. The others receive Tittle or no

3

consideration. In the rankin§ of jobs, educationé] prerequisites:,
e :
.‘requirements of intelligence and skills, and difficulty of performance,
have ‘recéived considerable. emphasis. The‘extent to which persons
belonging;po particular occupational gr@ups posséss tpe'criferia beihg
Qpnsidéred 1§‘ofteq difficult to measure oblective]y but an assessment
can be made in terms of more or less, orvhigher or lower.

TQE two major ways in which individuals and groups may achiref

\

status is through assignment by some external source or by acquiring

a position by means of individual or group effort.

Lieberman (1956:452) maintains that every peérson has ... & p]ace'
in the prestige systém of hjs societ}", which is délermined by many
facto;s bésiées dtcupa&ion. He 1dent1fies‘some of the bases for ascribing
status lo a person as ... occupation, wéa]th, appearance, race, religion,
age and talent.” In streésing the importance of the status of one's
occupation to the individual Liebgrﬁéh (1956:543) emphasizés the cruciality
of recogn:zing that status cannot?bé equated with occupdation or pérsona]
Qorth when he ans. "Ignorance nf the rquirements of occupations and of
th?'gradations within them~ead ,eople to react.toward each other on the
6asi§,of océhpationa] type." - ) :
‘ Of particular sfgnificance to this study is.Lieberman's statemént
(1956:543)vpointing out téqt, T / o '
....skill differences betwgen members of the same ogcupationdl
group may be a.more important influence upon the status of the

individuals in the group than the statut - of the group as a whole.

Some of the comnents made by Tumin (1967:84-86) are offeréd=in

‘-



this study as explanation and justification for the selection of cfiteria.

made to f;vestigate stratifiéation within the teaching Profession.
besides recbgnizing the many complexities and ﬁrob]emf'associated with
studies of stratification he maintains that the number and kinds' of
criteria emp]oye& to distinguish strata depends on the conception held
of classeés and their composition, of what 1s‘considered as cause aﬁd of
what‘is tfeated as outcone or result. He contends that there are-many
approaches to the study of strapgf1cat1on and many ways to justify each
approach in spite of the advantages and disadvantages 1nherent‘1n them

The three criteria Tumin (1967:20) prdposes as the basis for ranking

statuses for the purpose of making comparisons are:
1. Personal characteristicé believed«to be required. e
2. "frained.ski11s and abilities believed to be required,
3. Consequences or effects upon others of fhé performance of the
status ro?eﬂ
[t is generally recognized and accepted that there are numeYous -
o;her”factors which may ‘have an influence on the\way in which teaphérs

vt

perceive prestige hierarchies in their occupation. Awareness of this

possibility réahired that the investigator select, thoughtfully, a nuwher

of characteristics which would in his opinion constitute the most

Bl

appropriate set for investigating tﬁé research prdb]em.
. THE NATURE AND MEASUREMENT OF ATTITUDES

Although there seems‘to be little apparent agreement in social’
psycho]ogy ‘about the prec1se def1n1t1on of attitudes a common core of
agreement has emerged Stern (1963: 404) 11sts the four fundamenta] points

of agreement about deftn1ng att1tudes wh1ch indicate that they are: -

a
P
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(1) socialjy formed (2) orientations.toward‘others and'tdnard objects,
(3) seTective, (4) ref]ect1ve of a disposition to an act1v1ty not a_
verbalization. The basic’ difference in det1n1t10ns of attitudes seems -
to be that some are directed toward the nature of the concept while others
are direCted_toward its measurement. . ‘ . | |
Zimbardo and Ebbsen (1969:6-7) observe that "attitudes have

general]y been regarded as- e1ther mental readiness or 1mp]1c1t predisposi- -

tions which exert some general and consistent 1n‘]uence on a fairly 1arge

. usually '

‘class of evaluative responses, .. responses wh1chAare

“directed toward some object,‘person or group." Attitudes in their view are

<

"also seen as enduring, learned predispositions which are susceptible to

change and as "stdtes" whtchhe;Tst inside the person to exert behaviour.

s

Many. of the references'which deal with this topic 1ist affect,
cogni tion, and behaviour as the three components which characterize

attitudes. These sources propose that the affective component consisting

LY

of a pgrson's evaluation of some object, person, or group may be-measured

by verbal statements ofhlike and dislike. Since it is this particular

f

aspect of attitude measurement which'is'pertinent to the problem being
1nvestigated the study has been confined to an examination of re]ation— g

ships on attitudes of professiona]ism between and among spec1f1ed teacher'
1;"‘
H

groups Such groups are perceived by teachers as possessing varying e

amounts of prestige and consequently differing relative statuses (high o

or Tow) on part1aular characteristics or combinations of them | . \
""" “4 , . '
- THE co;?cep‘rs-‘oFisrATus_ CONGRUENCE AND STATUS mcouali_UEN'ce

'

A]though.tne concepts of status congruence‘and status incongruence

have been explained by several.sociologists including Homans (1961 :268)
' L. . i i PO . o J . - ‘,’; p".‘"

) :



" gruence can be useful, .-

and Malewski (1966:303) there dgfes not appear to be at the present time

any universally accepted definitions of these terms. In order to
1nvéstigate the nature of certain .attitudinal re]ationships amortg teachers

who possessed sB%cified combinations of positional and\prbfessiona]

" charaCteristics, 1t was necessary to develop appropriate definitions for

these terms and a classification model which would faci]itatefthe inquiry.

us congruence and status incongruence

According to the definitions of s
presented in Chapte} I, the spdtus of é teacher would be gither congruent

or incongruent depending the particular combination of specif(éd
positional and professighal charécteristics;he possessed. The classi-
fication model presentpd in Figure 1 illustrates the status factors which
wefe used to derive the status congruent 553 status incongruent teacher |

groups from the samplejof respondent‘. \ .

’ Professional Status Factors
» 5

. High Status Lgy_§£§gg§
Positional Status Factors
; T
High Status , Status . Status
: Congruent Incongruent
o (Hi - Hi) | (Hi - Lo),,
. Low Status - . Status Status
: | ’ Incongruent - . Congruent
(Lo ~ Hi) . (Lo - Lo)
Figure 1 -

Status Congruency-Incongruency CiassifﬁcationhMode]

Sy ' & . . o Co
Malewski (1966:303) pqig}sngg},ghat the concept of status incon-
i‘ v ‘. ) . . N ’

... in the analysis of differences in the behaviour of different
categories of individuals and differences in relations between
people depending on the degree of congruence of the status factors.
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In accordance w1th the definition he has suggested, Malewski
(1966: 305 308) presents seven propositions concern:gﬁ\the consequences
of status incongruence. Some of these beliefs may have reievance for.

A

teachers exper1enc1ng the condition. of status 1ncongruence according to

éghe meaning of the concept adopted for th1p stddy ‘ .
. ; o
‘ HYPOTHESES
- |
: {% - The approach adopted for this study reflects an attempt to examine

\the relative status of teachers from a perspective which takes 1nto
account the results of techno]ogica]tand sdcia]‘Change., A position was
taken sjmi]ar to the one advancednby Bernbaum, et al. (1970). This
\posttion ho]de that other,_possibly more 1mpprtant basesvfor inferring
the prestige rank of teaching and of variousicategories of teachers who

) compr1se the .occupation may exist. Essent1a]1y, this posture quest1ons
the validity of those approaches used in the past wh]ch have ranked

. teachers without making adequate distinct1ons between the'd1fferent types
and classifications of teacherg comprising the profession. In some‘

' respects this «approach reflects the same interests as ‘those expressed
by author1t1es such as. Blishen (1964) Etzioni (1968) and Lort1e (1968)
in investigating matters re]ated to the status of teach1ng Blishen
(1964) developed an-occupational scale based on the 1951 Canadian census

.'which revea]ed status differences between several c1a551f1cat1ons of male

»
w

.'and ﬁenale teachers Profess1ona11zat1on of teaching has been dlscussed
:d} Etzioni (1958) Lortie (1968) presented an art1c1e concerned with-

the relative status of Elementary teachers. By examining the'nature and '
‘ degree of teacher perce1ved stratification within the profess1on accord1ng

to. sets of associated posit1ona1 profeSS1ona1 and persona] character1st1cs,



and by determining attitudinal relationships on attributes of pfofes&
sionalism between and among‘specified.status groupings, it was assumed
that empiriéa].evidence would emerge to reveal more clearly ‘the internal
structure of this particular occupation. o

An underlying purposé of this study may be described'as an

_attempt to reconfirm, empirically, a f1nd1ng reported by Counts (1925)

ﬂﬁ

almost a half century aqo. Resu]ts;bf his research established that
"teaching" could not be considered a unitary occupational cateéng.’
The foﬂlow1ng const1tute the hypotheses tested 1n this study:
Hypothesis 1.1:. There are significant differences in the amounts of
| prestige which teachers, in general attribute to subgroups
c]assified according to the specified positional ‘charac-
teristics. | | |
Hypothesjs\l.z: The}e aré significant differences in the amounts of
prestige whi%h major teachéf sub-groupings at;ribute

{10 subgroup§;c]assif1ed according to the specified
b "

‘\

-pésitTonal characteristics. o .
HypOthesis 2.1: There are significant differenées in the amounts of
v | ‘prestige wh1ch teachers in genera] attribute to subgrouﬁs
on the basis of the profess1ona] characfér1st1cs of
‘teaching exéerience, qua11f1cat1ons, teaching 1eve1 and
official ATA office held. Lo v; | -

.

Hyplothesis ’2.2: Ttw are 51gmf1cant di fferences in the amounts of
. "_prest1ge which selected teacher group1ngs attr1bute to.

) ' 'subgroups ;]assn’/:mthe Qasis of the professmnal
i , 'charactemsmcs of teachmg expemence, quahf1cat1ons,.

'teach1ng 1eve1 and-off1c1a1 AIA_off1Ce heLd.

R
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Hypothesis

Hypothesis'

Hypothesis

Hypothesis

‘Hypothesis

© Hypothesis

-

_HynotheSis

3.1:

3.2:

4.

5.1:

5.2:

5.3:

There are significant differences in the amounts of

"prestige which teachers in general attribute to subgroups

~ classified on the basis of the'personal characteristics

of age, sex and place of professiona] preparation

There are s1gn1chant d1fferences 1n the amounts of

prestige which selected teacher grouplngs attribute to

, subgroups classified on the basis of the persona]

characteristics of age, sex and place of professionai ‘
preparation. )

There are significant differences in the importance
which teachers attr1bute to se]ected personal and

professional character1st1cs as eternnnants of prestige.

The attitudes of high and low prestige teacher groups

classified on the basis of specified positional charac-
teristics differ significantly dn the dimensions of

profess1ona11sm

' The att1tudes of h1gh and ow’ prest1ge teacher groups

classtf1ed on the basis of teaching ]eve],AeXper1ence,

qualifications, and official ATA office held differ

' significantly on the d1mensions of professionalism}

The att1tudes of high and Tow prest1ge teacher groups

'class1f1ed on the bas1s of age, sex afd place\of profes-

LI

'.s1ona1 preparat1on differ si n1f1cant1y on the d1mens1ons

——

of profess1onalsim B < L .

:'~The attitudes of high and 1ow prestige teacher groups

classified on the basis ofrqpmblnations of pos1t1ona],

»

professional and. personal character1st1cs d1ffer

-

N



o -

r
i

significant1y'on the dimensions of profesSiona]ismf

Hypothesis hf. The attitude oflstatus congruent’ and status incongruent
v teacher groui1ngs classified on ‘the basis of se]ected

positional and professional factors differ sign1f1cant]y

on the dimensions of professionalism.
SUMMARY

The abundance of literature on the professions exhibits great,
diversity in the approaches adopted by the varTous wr1ters in def1n1ng
and detailing the criteria of a profess1on. Neverthe1ess, 1t does
illustrate the consensus which has.emerged{among these writers about
basic dimensions which are generally descriptive of pnofessions The

process" approach developed by Bucher and Strauss was stressed/as be1ng
\

the mos t appropr1ate ana]yt1ca1 or1entat1on for 1nvest1gat1ng those TX ,

i

aspects of the teach1ng profession selected for exam1nat1on

) The concepts of occupat1ona1 status. ahd occupat1ona1 prest1ge

were reviewed in-a context apphCab]e to t‘ ﬁerpretatmn and use in

. this study. The development and use of a number of the prom1nent sca]es

and schemes ‘devised to measure occupationa] status suggests the*continuing‘/

.1l'Urest which has character1zed this field of endeavour However there .

' attemptéeto construct a vpubTicly recogn1zed" occupat1onal prest1ge

vpas been a variety of problems and 11m1tat1ons encountered by unsuccessfu]

e 4

f

“h1erarchy. Deve]opmenta] trends and sope of the conc]us1ons reached

about occUpat1ona] prestige can be ascerta1ned ‘from the f1nd1ngz presented

;'ﬂ}aprom1nent emp1r1cal stud1es on the subJect Ev1dence from this

research seems to support two conclus1ons whlch 1nd1cate that the meaSure-

ﬂent of occupat1ona1 prest1ge is st111 far Trom abso]ute and the apparent‘

b)



‘academ1c teach1ng pos1t1ons highest: with commerc1a] and’ techn1ca1 teach1ng

’ Perhaps the reason that Some have rece1ved more emphas1s than others is

. '\take

.

stab111ty of the occdpatlonal prestige h1erarchy has not. changed

appreciably during the m1d twent1eth century

’
Some status studies of tdachers emphasize the marked stabitity~

of the pos1t1on of teachér over time and across nat1ons wh11e others

A
)

report contrary findings. The contrary findings are o%ten reported in
J

~

those cases where ﬂteacher“ has not been treated as a unified occupa-

"

t1ona1 category. n]

Y

Interest 1n conduct1ng studies concerned speclf1ca11y w1th
|

[}
i

intra-occupat1ona1 prestige problems has been 1acking. ;The most signi-.

‘

ficant findings to be reported by the research available in this area .

suggest that'teachers tend to place their occupation.ahove what they

" perceive the public ranpking would be; but not high enough to: correspond

with rankings of occupations that place at the upper end of a prestige

s

scale. Humphreys' studies show that teachers aré accorded?differentia1

prestige by other: teachers His findings revea1 that teachers ranked

-

positions fo11ow1ng in that order -

RRY

There appearS'to be a great deal of uncertainty about the bases

of‘stratification ‘ Ev1dence from the 11terature on th1s topic suggests

‘e .

. that there are numerousfcr1ter1a on wh1ch statuses could be ranked BRI

the poss1b1]1ty of ach1ev1ng more obJect1ve measures ‘for some cr1ter1a

than for others It seems that the pract1ce whlch has been fo]]owed by

! e

the researcher 1n th1s fie] was to se]ect criter1a which could be
r P

~_Just1f1ed hy the part1cular approach to strat1f1cat1on that he chOSe to

. -
i M ' i A ' .

4

A common core of agreement‘seems to have emerged regard1ng the ‘

»

UL SRR B



nature and measurement of -attitudes. Generally, att1tudes have been

regarded as e1ther mental read1ness or pred1spos1t1ons whlch exert

. 1nf]uence on a 1arge c]ass of evaluatwve responses usua11y d1rected at
some obJect person or group It has been prOposed that the affect1ve
component of att1tudes wh1ch cons1sts of a person s evaluation of

individuals' and groups can be measured by ‘verbal statements of ]1ke and »'ﬁ'

dislike. Statements of this type were used in the Attitude Sca]es

’ ’

: constructed ‘for thijs study o ‘. : : E ‘ SR
The concepts of status congruence and status incongruenCe ' ' b,
: deve]oped for the purpose aof th1s study are concerned ‘Wi th the class1f1— S

cation’ of teachers according to the part1cu1ar comb1nat1on of spec1f1ed
pos1t1ona1 and professional ‘&aractemstms which they possess. 'Thi¢
procedure‘made it poss1b]e for the se]ected attitudes of profess1ona11sm

held by teacher group1ngs c]ass1f1ed 1n this manner to be determ1ned h

and’ compared ' "_ z?‘ o | ' A
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- CHAPTER 111 ' .

INSTRUMENTAT ION

\

The data required for testing the hypotheses ad#anéod for this
~

| study were collected by means of five spectally prepaged instrumbnts.

fhese whre assembled to con;tituto a single dd}ument comprisidg an
tnventory of teacher perceptions and attitudes on matters pertinent to

the <nvestigation, and on personal-educational identificption information.
Esseﬁ\ial]y. a four part™questionnaire was designed to provide the
required background information on each respondent in the research tfample,
(bd;t A) teacher perceived measures of brestige on aslected positionai,
personal and professional characteristics (Part B) and attitudinal
measu;es on selected dimensions Sf.prqfessionalgsm (Parts C and D).

Tdis ;hapter desgrigeS'the sequeﬁce of evénts and the procgddres which
were followed during each stage in the development of the instruments

tncluded in the questiondaire eniit]eb Prestige Differentials Within the

L - ) .
Alberta Teaching Force: Aurjnventogy of Member Perceptions and Attitudes.

ARH origimal copy of the-Questioqnaire containing the ipstruments used in

the main study s included as Appendix A, ’ )
7

. " INITIAL DEVELOPHENT _

* * .
.
L d

- The original questionnairg designed fér this study consisted of
Y

three parts Part A included an insfrument prepared to obtain pensonai-

educational data on characteristics descriptive of the respondenb In-
’

| struments designed to.abtain prestige peasures on positional, prof, sional

. and personalucbaracterigtics were inéiuded {n Part 8 and a 47 item

.. « . -
i ] . . n &
b &4 ] . - » i

/ ?5 i o , . .
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. | ) ’ il ’
leacher Attitude lnvenf&nxﬁqii\ oeﬁhined in Part C. A sample copy of the

instrument is included in Appendix B.

Personal-tducational Information Instrument

This tnstrument was constructed especially for this\study.

LOriginally, it éohﬁjﬁted of 15 "fixed alternative" 6ype items designed

to\5e0v1de specific information on the personal; professional and posi-
tional characteristics of the respondents. Data obtained from this
source émabled the classification of respondents according to the teacher
subgroups identified in the body of the preetige scales included in Part
B of the original inventory. This procedure was‘necessary to permit
testing of the hypotheses involving these subgroups. Since it was
expected that‘the nature of the information requested would be very
familiar tcse;e‘y respondent and that it would be stated accuréte]y, it
was considered that the responsES obtained would yield valid and reliable

A

data. The origjna] questionnaire solicited: the following 1nformaf10n:

1. Age, sex and marital status, A
1t ® -

2. Years of teaching experience -

3. Type of school unit served e.qg. County, City Public, etc.

q. Professiona] preparat1on (years of teacher education and degrees

)

,heaa),“ ',,.g
N '
5. Major*idb”isé‘gﬂméit according to teaching and/or adnﬁnistrative
' ™ ¥‘4‘ ‘\l\"'-g!'\‘
duties, grade levé1 and position held in the school g

6. Grage organization of the school Ie. g. 1-12, 7-9) and size of
< 4

. staff e.g. 11-20, etc. "
7. . Popula ?oniff.sbhoél centre g. g. City - oveF 108,000, etc.

..

. ¥
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Positional Ihdrqcteristics Prestige
ﬁhtini Scxle

TheJoriginal version of this rating scale consisted of a list of |
18 occupational groups classified on the basis of the position group
\
members held in the school. To ensure that the classification Tist

-
adopted for this scale would be cpmprehensive enough to include categories

coverting the total range of teaching, administrative, superVisory and

" special functions berformed in Alberta schools, 1t was checked against

similar 1ists employed by Ratsoy (1970:94) and The Alberta Teachers

Assoctation (1972:22) to survey positional characteristics of the total

' S
Alberta Teaching Force. Essentially, the instrument was designed to bbtain

perceived measures of prestige from each respondent in the sample for each
of the 18 océupational subgroups de51gnated on the scale, Respondent
estimatés recorded on the Likert-type interval scale provided the data .

required for estab]isAing the positional prestige hierarchy presently

- existing within the~Alberta teaching force according to the perceptions of

the total sample, various positiona1 subgroups angd combinations of these

subgroups.

\

{ . »

Professional-Personal Characteristics 7
Prestige Rating Scale

!

Each.of the seven separate sectiqns‘comprising the origiual
instrument contained a list gf variéb]es associated with the pérticular
professional or personal‘characteristics that each section identified
Séttions 2 3 5, and 7 were designed ‘to obtain .data‘on the four profes-
sional characteristics of teaching level, teaching qua]ifications,. Q‘E&

. 'teaching experience and official ATA office held. Sections-l 4 and 6 ‘

were concerned wi'th the three personal characteristics of sex, age and

place of professional preparation The basis for selecting thé‘Lrofessional

vy
hs * v e R -
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anquersonél chardcter}st1cs included in this 1nstrgment was a survey of
the related research and literature. What was deemed ta\se a manageable
number of factors for each parﬁ of the instrument was selecfed.from‘a
11st of those mBntioned most frequently in the related literature. The

| YATA officlal office held" characteristic is an exception. Teacher
subgroup cateqories listed for é ch char%cter1st1c were created to conform
to" appropriate clusterings of teachers which are known to exist w1£h1n
the Alberta teaching force. The\rélatad scale used for evaluating each
1teT of each characteristic was identical in na£ure to the rating device

-~

designed7for the Positional Prestige Rating Scale described earlier.

]

Teacher Attitude Inventory

The original version of this instrument contaTned a total of 47 \\

‘items. - Forty-five of these items dealt with matters retated to support

of the professional organization, its méjor policies and practices and
‘matters associated with job.satisfaction of the individual teacher.

Items 46 and 47 were déveloped to obtain measures of feelings concerned .
?1th the concepf of re]ativgldgprivation. -A five;point Likert-type | V
ratifgg scale was uﬁed to obtain the degree of agreement or qisagreement !
of thé respondent on each ihventory item. Ideas for several of the items
1‘nc1't:<\1ed in this 1nstrument._-wei'-e ‘btg,tqinéd‘ from similar instruments- "

.developed by Ingram (1965) and others.
.' » . . ‘ o r v
~ " DEVELOPMENT OF THE PILOT sTuoy, VENfORY .
S . ' . \ ;
The original ‘instruments which have been described were submitted

LNy

. ﬂﬂjgo a panel of ten educators for critical review. On‘the<ba§1s of their

:

recomméndations substantial changes fo each instrument were made and

incorporated into the inventory ﬁ}éparéd for the pilot stgdyf §1nce:.

9q
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these chdhges wére numerous and extensiye they are'not reﬁorted here in

detail., However, the nature of the mo‘ifications mentioned can be

Gbserved by comﬁarinq the two inventor\es which are inéludea as Appendix
3?1 ‘

B. Modificatipns of directions, forr ng of some items and

additions. of items were completed for the pilot version. The instruments
|

used in the "fiefd tryout" were deemed to have face and construct validity

as a result of th@ roflnemontq which were made according to the recom-
“3
mendations of the evaluation panel.

i

PILOT STuDY

In order to obtain reliable evidence and data for improving the
¢

validity and reliability of the instruments involved and the-adequacy

”\\\ of the personal-educational data inventory, the'pilot project was care-
Y fylly planned. | - - .
' R : , | N 1-
. Pilot Samgl : - ‘ : y

-~

Permlssron to contact author1t1es‘represent1n9 the three school

.

-

+ jurisdictions involved was obtdined from the Field Experiences D1v1s1on
of the Faculty of Educat1on. After secur1ng’each super1ntendent s- -
approval to contact the‘principals 1nvo]ved arrangements were‘finalized
with these perSOnnel for part1c1pat1on by the1r respect1ve teacher staffs.
Four schoo]s representat1ve of all grade leve]s, rura]. urban, ~and rura]-‘

urban settlnqs, and organwzed to serab students at the E]émentary School,

L4

Elementary-Jdunior, Jun\;r-Sen1or and Seg;or High $chool ]eve]s were v o

se]ected The d1str1bu\1on of the 131 t cher part1c1pants by school ',/5>

was a fo?lows _ County df Park]and E]eme tary Schoo] (grades 1 to 6) 3 *

. teachers, Edmonton Roman Catho]1c~Schod1 D!str1ct E1ementary Jun1or H1gh

ey . * . .
S N - s e . . ’Q .. \ )
. R . ] e .o .
s h . - . .
Lo »
E . . . - . : [
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’

School (yrades 1 to 9 30 teachers; Counfy of Strathcona Junior-Senior
\1High School (grades 7 ta 12) 32 teachers and the County‘of Parktand Senior
High Sc¢hool (grddes 10 to 12) 38 teachers. Brief contact was made with

two of the four staffs to dut]ide the nature and purpose of the pilot

study.

Al

, Copies of the questionnaire prepared for the»pi]ok sample (see :i -

Appendix B) were delivered to the partic1patingyschools on Octoeer.]Z

and 13, 1972. LEach questiunnaire was accompan1ed‘byda'le£ter of request \
to teachers conta1n1nq all the additional d1rectlons deemed necessary
(See Append1x B) The pr1nc1pa]s involved col]ectedC’for pick- up, 108 N
.completed quest1onpd1nes representing a return of 82.4 percent. -The

]owest return from a scho ]’was 77 percent and the highest 88 percent.

Each staff wasAforma y thanked for its asSjstanee following the terﬂina—

]
tion date set for each school.

REVISIONS » - SO
Analysis of Pjlot Study Data

. . . i
A T . ‘ ‘
' - N . ' . -

v - Persona]-Educationa] Data Section. Severak changes in format,

" - wording and content Were indicated as a result of comments ﬁece1ved and
. LRE S ": B
) 1nadequac1es noted To obtain the cequn‘ed dath for this study *was .
» v
d1scoVered ‘that .two add)tlona] items were needed to pProyvig

on the source of f1rst teach1ng certificate and thé ATANE e
by respoddents;,_Represéntatfvenes§ of thefpi]dtlsamp]e_ggg checked and . .

| : found to be‘éatisfaﬁibry on a number of impogtaaf charécteristits:f Cot,



e

W ' N
[} . , . \
[ntra~Uccupational Rating Scales Section. Results of -the analysis
of data(indicated that the directions provided for the position%;h‘profes—

sional and personal tharactemsth\ instruments needed .further clarifi- %

cation. Rev1s1ons to the rating scale head\ngs were required in sevoral

instances. Needed chanqges in the wordjng of items and format were
apparent. Distributions of respondents' ratings were examined for each
item of each scale and itlwas determined that the six rating levels
provided an adequate ranqe of measures to obtain teacher estimates of

-

prestige attrﬂbuted to the various items. The ana]ys1s 1nd1cated the
necessity for extend1nq this section to include a separate scale for
evaluat1nq the re]at1ve importance of the seven profess1ona] ‘and personal é(‘

characteristics to be considered. ' ~

Igather~ﬁttjtyde_Ihyeptprxwﬁectjgg, "The analysis of relevant data
suqqested that in qeneral part1c1pants exper1enced no d1ff1cu]ty in
respond1ng‘to the\ﬂS att1tude items. Items 46 and 47 were deleted since ;-'
they proved to be unsatisfa(tory for the sampte tested Distribution of |

respondents(:scores obta1ned for each of the attltudé 1tems 1nd1cated’ "\
f

/
i

“that the d1scr1m1natory power of the rat1ng scale was acceptable Thns‘ ‘

d1d not occur for 1tems 46 and 47 as a high’ percentage of the scores"

appeared at the m1d po1nt of the rating,scale Severaﬂ negat1ve comments

L}

, aboutﬁthese two items were rede1ved from the respondents along with some

suggestions for changes in the wording of other items. . 5‘,.‘

Lo b : Co , iv‘f V.8

, Se]ect1on of Att1tude Items. R\rtinent data obta1ned from the ' e

-
*

4 p1lot study were subJected to a stat1st1c91 treatment genera11y known as Y

' the Prrnc1pal Components Method of the, factor analytic techntque. Essen- T -

“tlally, this apprqach is des1gned to reduce a tab]e of intercorrelatlons
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I
to a set of one or more factors. Frost (1967:146) describes factor

analysis as "a method of condensing a larger number of items in the
' < _ '

original analysis into a smaller number of hypothetical tests.®™ frost ~
" \ \ ) ‘ .
(1967:148) explains the Principal Components ilethod as,
... a way of breakfnq down a correlation matrix into a set of
orthogonal components or axes equal in number to the number of
variates concerned. These correspond to the eigenvalues (latept

roots) and accompanying latent vectors of the matrix. These
roots are extracted in descending order of magnitude. ; s

In this method of analysis it is assumed ghat items correli}e__-__““‘

»
because of an underlying functional relationship. Each conponent in the

- !

matrix fis 1dent1f1ed by d set of loadings for the or%ginal variables,
To achteve an "ensdly interpretable" structure, the varimax Ortth%Pa]
rotation was selected in accordunce with the discussions of Crawford and
Ferguson 196%0n the topic. " | . h, |
Tab]e 5 presents the resu]ts of the factor analysts method -
| applied to the data. obta1ned’from the 43 5?ems 1nc]uded in,the pilot
vers1on of ‘the Teacher Attitude Scale. Qn the basis of the analysis
reported in Table 5 a Teacher ~Attitude Inventory was deVe]oped which
o ' cons1sted of the ten hlghest ]oad1ng 1tems appear1nq under factor one -
‘ ‘ . (the-factor des1gnated to identify support,wtems) S1nce the analys1s -..
did not produce a suff1c1ent number of 1tems deal1ng ‘with spec1f1ed
matters of assoc1at1on _policy. and pract1ce anq ‘job sat1sfact1on, it was -
dec1ded to exc]ude _these from the study and u‘a rev1sed verswn of . the ‘ \

.

proﬁbss1dna]1sm 1nventory deve]oped by Hh]] (]969) to examlne att1tudes f,‘

. Deta1ls of

1‘
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4 Pilot Study Version of the Teacher Attitude Scale
‘ factor Loadings of ~Items on Factors Commu- .
‘ ' ' ‘nal-
Ltem 1 2 3 . A 5 ities y
1 L 0.147 ~0.005 -0.025 0.029 0.539*% 0.314
S 0.102 0.155 0.441* 0.008 * -0.035 0.230
3 3 -0.119 -0.491*  -0.238 0.387 0.106 0.473 .
L 4 . 0.134 0.303* Q.139 10.004 -0.378 0.272
| 5 0.552* 0.222 0.025 0.321 - 0.003 0.458
' 6 0.134 0,215 0.382* 0.066 0.093 0.223
T~ 7 ~0.058 0.004 0.430*  0.077  -0.167 '0.222
8 ., 0.767* - 0.221 0.193 ~0.017  -0.092 0.684
9 0.375* 0.266 0.139 0.301 0.220 0.370
10 0.273 -0.004 .0.064 0.531*  0.034 0.361
11 0.180 0.495*% 0.136 ~0.051 "0.115 0.312
12 0.654* 0.256 0.098 0.016-  -0.094 0.513
13 -0.058 0.527* 0.166 0.021 0.379 0.453
14 0.694* Q.067 -0.198 0.073 0.077 0.536
15 0,083  0.512fF  -0.310 0.226 e 0.195 0.454
16 0.437* ' -0.086 0.193 7 0.404 0.222 0.448
17 0.267 -0.077 -0.051 . 0.145 -0.295* 0.188
18 -0.264 . 0.253 0.465* 0.030 ~0.098 10.361
TG, RSO e e el e e e
19 .- 0.644* /W 0.110 0.320 0.151 0.166 04580
20 0.681* -0.010 0.021 ~0.051 -0,123° 0.482
21 0.178 0.050 0.047 0.607*  -0.135 0.423
22 ~0.051 0.465% 0.001 0,038 0.014 0.221
23 0.150 0.576* 0.133 '.~0.108 . 0.103 0.394
24 -0.097 0.111 0.655* ' 0.144 . - -0.061 0.475°
25 0.7495 © -0.079  *-0.023 0.261.  -0.053 0.639 °
, 26 0.013 * 0.485*  0.135 0.272 * -0.332 0.438 .
27 0.667* (162 -0.108 0.158 0.038 -~ 0.510 o
28 " 0.225 ~0.038 + 0.466% - -0.368 0.025 0.406
129 - 0.436%  -0.055 -0.218 0.265 ~ - 0.245 -~ 0.371
30 . 0.234 . 0.290 ., - -0.088 - -0.131 " 0.592*  0.515
31 0.460°  0.481% 0.021 *. '0.088 *  -0.269 .  0.524
© 32 .0.056  -0.080 0.391 0.03]"  --0.489%.  0.402 ,
| 33 «-0.263. . -0.321 . 0.03 0.348* b.306 - °0.388
l - 34 0.014 . 0.407* ~ -0.043 0.041 -0.102 0.180
3¢ 35 0.560*  0.052 0.488 .056 - . '-0.042 * 0.559.
- 36 - 0.490% - 0.230 0.365 =0.250 -0.937 © . 0.490 -
<% Indicates .the primary factor :

Lo

Table 5
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Prihcipal-Axis With a Varimax Rotation Factor Solution for the
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. Tablé 5 (continued) o ‘
Factor Loadinds of Itemss on° Factors Commu-
\ . . nha].e
Iten 1 2. 3 4 i 5 ities “
37 0. 812* , 0.024 -0.003 0117 0.113 ‘, 0.686 .
38 . 0.129 ~0.007 0.163 -0.023 . ~0.430* 0.229
39 0.673* 0.190 0.357 -0.006 0.224 0.667
40 0.147 ~ -0.102 © 0.106 1-0.392* 0.200 0.237
1 0.233 0.139 -0.029 -0,544* -0.174 - 0.401
42 ~-0.035 0.372 0.402 . - 0.505* -0.015 0.556
43 - . 0.838* ~0.025 -0.037 0.133 0.026 0.723
44 0.370- 0.076 _ 0.587* . 0.124 0.375 - °0.644 ’
45" 0.761* 0.164 0.118 0.137 ~0.067 0.643
— ————_— N A ‘ i ‘ ) . ) -
‘y; 18.20 '7.197 . 7.07" 5.93  5.29 - 43.67
Q - .
* Indicates the primary factor loading fon that item ;V/j
a The percent. of total variance accounted for by,each,factor -
L) X . . /i“ ”/ ' .
Table 6 1dent1f1es the ten items se]edted fron ‘the pilot study = .,
f

lnstrument for use in the Teacher Att1tude IgVentory used in this study. / f{
. Table 6 a]so réports the primary factor loaé%ngs obta1hhd for each of Nmf o
these 1tems and 1nd1cates their word1ng sty]e and scorﬁndnseQiﬁsce, A&'si‘

Ev1dence preseqted 1n thts section of the report est3b11shed !
'factor1a1 va]id %? éaqher Att1tude Inventory and suggested grounds

fffor acceptiﬁ@' s YeTighlllt .

L)

> T CONSTRUC*ION or THE PRESTIGE DIFFERENTIALS
. o Tae * AND ATTITUDE INVENTORY (PDAI)

| I . ! 1

¢ The instruments described unﬂerﬁthe above head1ng were the
' \
vers1ons used to col1ect the data. requfred for the main study Necessary
: rev1'?”ns 1nqicated hw analysfs of the data obta1ned from the .pilot study

were made to the apprdpriate 1nstruments, the Profess1ona] Peﬂgonal ',»Q 2

.'Charactefistlcs Pvestige Rat1ng Sx
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’ Table 6
Item Identification, Primary Factor Loading, Wording Style o
and Scoring. Sequence for Items Included in the -
AN . Teacher. Attitude Inventory (Pilot Jersion) ‘ ’
‘ . < Pr%mary Attitude
Pilot Insgrument Factor  Inventory . Sconing -
dtem” , Loading [tem Wording  .Sequence '
The .elected officials of my ATA \
local provide competent leader- , .
~ ship ’ | 0.694 1 Positive ,
. The Executive Council of the . 4 A ”‘
provincjal ATA does not spend . . ' Lt
the funds ‘of the Association ! v ' LT
. wisely _ .. 0.812 2 - Negatiye Reflected
The programs, acfivities and - N . o . .
services of The#lberta Teachers'" ) :
Association are improving 0.767 3 Positive |
The Alberta Teachers' Associa-t ¢ C
tion #s-not sufficiently con- 3 . : : / |
cernedywith matters of real : ‘ ' ‘
importance to its members 0.749 -, 4 - 'Negative Reflected

4 1

In general, the employed staff . ,
officers of, The Alberta Teachers' - c 0t
Association provide very com- ' ' ‘ i '

petent service 0.681 5 . Positive

: 1 am not satisfied with the .
opportunity I have to partici-- ' - , v } )
pate in the policy-making and - , . o R
governmental. function@of,the ' 3 , ~ - NN
. provincial ATA _ *' : '0.667 6 .  Negative . Reflected
.. If 1 had the choice; I 'would | S ‘ |
¥ not belong to The Alberta BN , D L
- Teachers®-Association. ', . = 0.673 7 . Negative Reflected
Most of the criticism of the = L e L,
provincial associatidon bg&its S e v % e
~ members is justified ) 0.654 8 B egat1\£e_ .Reflectgd
The Exécutive Council of the R c
*provincial ATA is not providing - . A R o
compegent leadership = - 0 0.838% - ¢ Negative .. Re_f'lected T
The programs apc . SR '

‘policies of The . s, \

brs ' Association - e T .

wWith my approval- . - .o o T T et
oo e @6t 0. Positive ..

TR

N
v &
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S .
A estimate of the amount of prestége he would accord to each partrcular~ :

f~f teacher‘subgroup spec1fied The "low"'ana “high" extr‘;

'

additionai instrument, the Attitude/Behaviour Inventory was developed

and included as Part D of the PDAI. The procedures fo]]owed for checking
the vaiidity and re]iabiiity of the instruments used and the resu]ts | ‘
obtained from treatment of the. re]evant data are reported' in subsequent
sectiqns of this chapter An gxplanatory ]etter describing the purpose
of the study and soliciting the cooperation of partiCipating teachers

uand administrators is positioned to precede the 1nstruments which con— N

Stitute the four separate parts of the PDAL. U .;r

AR

Personal-Educational Information Instrument

The. final version of this instrument contains 17 "fixed alterna-

tive" type.items. With the exceptior” of ‘two additional items (16 apd 17) -

and- minor modifications in the?wording of,three others the‘item_con ent -

|

is jdentical to that used .in the pilot study instrument. There‘was. 0
eVidence to indicate that this jnstrument was- inadequate or ineffiCient

for the purpose qQf’ this study

/

QOSitionai Prestige Rating,Sca]e (PPRS) -

. This rating scale waS designed’ for the purpose of co]]ecting Vg

: data on teacher perce;ved measures of prestige Which these persons

/attribute to various teacher groupings C]ﬁSSlf1ed according to speCific

pOSitiona] characterfstics A definition of.. the term prestige that

S reflects the ba51c notion of the concepx advanced by several writers

finstrument. and 'the Jne dnsplayed in

a- siX-posxtion Likert-type rating scale to obtain the respondent s.

\r\ e

N ( o

|

\ ;

" on the subject is inciuded for easy rKference of the respondent This N

he éecond section of Part B. employ -

-
. .
Lo i
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’

‘ Q L
continuum are designated.ij'Samp1efitem‘appears below:

1

~

o o | © AMOUNT OF PRESTIGE |
| | - ATTRIBUTE_TO_THE GROUP

LOW - - HIGH
Item 8. Teachers - Commercial subjects .. 1V 2 3 4° 5-6

The distribu;ion of responses obtained from the main sample for
each item evaluated indicates that the six scale positions provided an

adequate range of measures, to discriminate among teacher perceptions of
. . \ . " . )

prestige.

Validity and Reliability of the Prestige ;
Rating Instruments . ’ X

ke

Pearson product -moment corre]at1on coeff1c1ents computed for the , \
4 1 R
- mean prestige scores. of each item Qf the Pos1t1ona1 Prestige Rat1ng Scale R

-

U

are reported in Table 7. Data presented in Tab]e 7 reveal a strong > ,,‘f‘..'
‘ re]at1onsh1p among the scores obta1ned for the: sub-group1ngs of pr1nc1pa]s '
'(values abovd' 65) and among the correspond1ng vocat1ona1 techn1ca1 meap
scores. Essent1a11y, the data in Tab]e 7 1nd1cate a strong relationship
among scores obta1ned for clusters or related posit1on§ ;;H a weak‘ ' qﬁ;_ DR
_ relat1onsh1p among those scores for posit1ons which, by nature, appear, o
i'l _lto be dlfferent Th1s prov1des additlonJ] supportlve evidence for hV

aCCept1ng the valldity of . the PPRS.

Coy % N
&

.'numerous to present here 1n su1table tabullar form) computeﬁ for the 1tems

ef each professional and persona1 charact'ristic 1nd1cat4,that except for

'\

to 0 903) exi ts betWeeﬁ mean 1tem scores ,n,adJacent items belong1ng :,‘“ﬂ.”

L
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belonging to different characteristics (values below 0.500) with few

exceptions. e.q. (Teachers,. 25-30 yeaﬁs of age and'gfachers with over
20 years tefching éxper1enco, r = .195) Coeﬁilgloﬁfs with values in the
range of 0.,/601 to 0.687 were éroduced for fiean scores obtained from the
-

younypst gznder 25) and least experienqed (]ess than 3 years) subgroups
and frou/éhe oldest (over 60) and mord ekperienced (over 20 yegrs)
aybqrqdﬁs. Comparisons of méan item scores for items belonging to the
various .characteristics, and mean item scores indicating the ‘relative

importance.of personal and professional characteristics yielded very low

. values (in the range 0.240 to 0.284) indicating négative or retote

re]ationsﬁips.'

Table 8 reports the correlation coefficients obtained for

L4
3

comparisons. involving the mea; prestige scores derived from the total
sanple percept1ons on the re]ative‘importange of .the sevep, professional
and personal characteristics considered. (Item é, Part B, Section 2, of
the:PDAI) Values of the coéfficients~reported révea]»remote relation-
ships among the mean scores for a]l character1st cs except sex and
teaching level *(0.811) and sex and ATA office held (0.508).
D1str1but10ds of scores provided by the total sample and the

[}

range of mean prestige ‘Eores are reported later (see ChJ;ter Iv) for °
each item of the Positignal Characteristics Prestige Rating Sgale and
the Professioné]-Personil Chqracteristigs‘Prestige Rating Scale. These
data provfde furiﬁer evidence of the scales' discriminatory power, 5&\
the basiy of the relatﬂénshipé described &bovq and other oSservations
reported here, the Prestige Rating instruments appear to have acceptable

validity. Houever. s1oce they were Specially developed for 'this study

‘*1t']§,fmp°5§?b‘° to_estab]i;h their reliability coefficients with a high

& N
£ C - I

. ’g L "i".’( v \_

- . T
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- specially for this study. It consists of ten statements worded to

“are reported in Chapter 1V,

5?

81
Q l
deqree of conf1denge Testing their performance in similar situations’
is required. u
Teacher Attitude Inventory

This instrument, designated as Part C &f the PDAI, was developed

1

.

express either a positive or negative orientaticn toward basic policies
'

and practices of The Alberta Teachers' Associotion. A five-point Likert-
type rating scale is used to obtain the degree of agreement or diéaqrée—
ment of the respondent on each invontory item. In scoring, a value of
five was awarded to the least favourable "alternative and a va]ue of one N
to the most favourable. This procedure was reversed for the five 1tems
whioh were strogsored to be antithetical to ATA p011cy and practice.

The univérse,of interest selected for this instrument was
confined to measureifof ath;fude which would provide an estimate of the
responoent's dggree/oflédbporf for the professional organizationf
Consequently, item content was sglected which would inoicate the effec-
tiveness of the orofessional orgohizat;on in meeting member expectations.
Procedures employed to select items and establish va11d1ty checks have |
been explalned in a prev1ous section of this chapter Results of Factor

Analysis treatment of main study data for the Teacher Attitude Inventory

[N

X . i Y N . ' N Fa
The Attitude/eehav1our Inventory = .. : , .
\ ' ¢ ’ ' CA
Inadl This inventory 'is a revised version of the Professional Inventory

developed by Hall. (1969:81- 91) to measure the degree of professfona11sm '

.. qﬁbﬁg pgpctitioners .on. each of ff:% att1tudes of professionalisn use

of the‘ﬁrofessipnal organization q; a major referent. belief in pub]1c
A 3 .

g
> .
. . »
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“from .80 to 78;1. -
:" “The Likert scali,'

[}

service, belief in self- regulation, sense of ‘calling” to the field, and

a feeling of autonomy He used ten 1tems for each of .the five dimenSions
of professionalism listed. An empirical reassessment of this scale
reported by Snizek (l972:lO9~ll4i providedvthe basis for the reyisions

- .
undertaken by the inpvestigator. ’

EN

Construction of the Revised Version: Permis'sionas obtained

from Professor Hall to use a selected number'of'itemg'%rom\his original

"~ " invenlury. Research evidence presented by Snizek (1972:111-112) was

influential in the decision taken to develop an instrdment consisting

4
/

of 20 of the most scalable items for neasuring teachers' attitudes

toward four rather than five dimensions of professionalism. Due to the

relatively high inter-dimensional correlation coefficient values reported

" by Snizek (1972:112) for his and Hall's sets of data concerned with the

sense of calling concept and the relatively low stratified reliability
coeffiiients he obtained for the same data, this dimenSion was deleted

: The ba31s used for item selection was the results obtained frbm
factor analyses carried out by Snizek (1972:111) on the Hall and Snizek
sets of data. _Fron the total of ten inventory items used for. each of
the four dimensions of professionalism involved, five securing the highest
related factor loadings on ooth investigations were selected. The Snizek”
analysis also demonstrated that the reliability of the Hall scale dld not

diminish appreCiably by deletion of. five items from each component of

" the scale. Reliability coeffici computed through the use of the ;
| Kuder-Richardson Fornula 20 indicated the ¢ rease for all dimenSions 7

to be minimal Hall‘s data reveal a drop from 86 to 84 Snizek s data

aﬁd scoring procedures used by Hall were

82
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ﬁ*v, to e11c1t teacher reagtions to a numbér of prest1ge and profess1onalism

i §

retained for the Attitude/Behaviour Instrument. Most favourab\e respohsés Y

were awarded. a weighting of one and most unfavourable response§%p . %‘

}<
Lo
L\

weighting 'of five. o ' ‘ ! | '”J

v !

The Dimgnsions of Professionalism. Four dimensions of profes- by

stonalism cons1st1ng of five items each comprise ‘the Attitude/Behav1our "

¢ 5 TN
Sca;]e‘. (See Appendix A) A brief description of the concept [based onﬁgﬁ N
. c ,‘}'} ‘

Hall's views (1969:81—82)] associated with each dimension according to

the title used to describe it is provided: " _’ . N “ .*f ‘.ii;'
Bimension 2 (Profess19n) uses the profess1on$\ organ1zat1ga as ﬁg*
a major referent. The related items seek to determtq@ how’strongly v § ’

:meuenced the practitionet is by the standards of his'bnofession.
' ' ' < ¥

D1men31on 3 (Be11ef in Pub]1c ‘Service) is concerned with the
degree to which the pract1t1oner has deve]oped a be11ef in pub11c serv1ce,
or a comii tment to service for his fellow man as well as maintenance and

expans1on of the body of knowledge which 15 his expert}se )

»

Dimension 4 (Belief 1nr5e]f-Regu]at10n) attempts to measure the
§trength'of the practitioner's belief in self-regulation, the concept

representing endorsement of the notion of colleague control or authority

over his work. ' ' | .

o

Dimension 5 (Autonbmy) 1nvestigates the practitioner's attitude
toward autonomy which is interpreted to méan‘his desire to be free from B
extefnalithreat or préssure‘to make decjsions about his,onn WOrk: '

v -.‘ .
e -

SUMMARY

.
’ "
— & -

Data required fqr testing the hypotbeses advanced for the study

'were co]lected by means of a special]y prepared quest1onna1re designed 7 f

- k ) . LET LT LT . L

JUnars
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! | \

matters. This inventory includes a Personal-educational data section, :

[

[ | ’-YA' .\

two sections including instruments designed to measure teachensfzpreStigé Q,

li‘\‘)

. L , " -
erceptions about selected positionals professional and personal charac- ' .

ter1st1c§, and two sections including attitude séaies for’measuriné.‘

I

[
) “ " \ * . '
selected concepts of professionalism. Result$ of the analysis of data %
’ \ : / o : .

obtained from a pilot study provided the basis for most of the revigions
and additions to the instruments used in the study. Thése data also -

prov.ided means for establishing ipstrument validity and reliability chécké

-and for the selection of items to be Used in the Teacher Attitude

Al
, ) - 2
Inventory, ‘ . b

]
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© CHAPTER IV

SOURCES COLLECTION AND TREATMENT OF THE DATA
oy
R : '
This chapter contains <an expTanation of the procedures used in

obtaining and examining the data for this study The naturé of the sample,
' methods used in seTection of the sample and in the collection and statis-

ticaT treatment of/ the data obtained are discussed. This section of the
report also incTudL

s a tabalatio of the frequency distributions for

characteristics of the tota] teacher samp]e selected to describe it

©

SOURCES AND COLLECTION OF THE,DATA

»
T

‘ Secunihgqthe required data for. this study necessitated contact
with a iarde number/of teachers and administrators Tocated throughout
,the prov1nce;‘ In order to faCiiitate this task, perm1551on of the

,Executive Counciﬂ of The ATberta Teachers Association was obtained to |
reqUest the cooperation of the teachers invo]ved to use. the association

) membership lists, and to distribute the questionnaire through the

“ Association s mailing fac1iity

S S | - o )
The Sam le = ' - T ”}';\ifﬁﬁg ' B

' B *7 ‘r K .
| To obtain a sampie representative of the ATberta teaching force |

a systematized random\sampiing technique was employed to eTect 1094

from the most

names (approximately five percent Of the total me‘bershi'“
; 1current membership Tists of The Alberta Teachers Assoqéation. The same
"'procedure was followed to generate an addition&& 100 nimts on a suppTe~ hr

o "}‘

¥u‘#5?_mentary Tist~which provided the source for repTacing questionnaires

'.fg,;:returned as’ undeiimerabie or incomplete. On'the basis of seTecting a Q> K N




]
b

. *

,random~sample of similar size (approximately 1000) to thosefemployed bya

‘1n9ram\5]965) and Hyrnyk (1966) in rec 1 studies invpi@ing

the same population, it was assumed that representativ ness would be.
dchieved. A comparison of the study samplg and the Alberta teacher/force
is presented‘in Table. 9. A noticeable.discrepancy exists between the two
sets of data which rep&rt‘on less than three years of teaching experience.'
If the Alberta teaching force statistic is correct then the less than
three years of teaching experience'group was under represented in this

study. A . - .

.The Prestige Differentials and Attitudes Questionnaire
‘ - The Prestide Differentials and Attitudes questidnnaire was
mailed to éach of the 1094 teachers comprising the study sample on
November l7, 1972. Approximately ten days later follow- up reminder cards
were_ sent, to\the same teachers. A final appeal in persodél letter fonn
went to each prospective respondent on December 7, l§72 urging the early
return of completed questionnaires \ Notices included.in December issues

| of newsletters published by the four largest ATA city locals requested

S‘ teachers in these locations who had received questionnaires to complete'e

e

K and return them promptly

. " tf' ~ Ninety questionnaires were returned as undeliverable Twenty-one L
of these returns wene readdressed and forwarded To compensate for the :
.fremainder '69 substitutes selected from the supplementary Tist received
: “jquestionnaires TWenty-five personal letters late arrivals and unusable-
questionnaires reduced the' total nember of possible reSpondents to 1069 i'f L

‘*Seven hundred and twelve usable questionnaires representing a return of |

o f66 6 percent were received in time to be included in the agply51s.

‘t
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C b Table 9 N
Compar1son of Study Samp]e to A]berta
Teacher Force* by Percentages
S .,.A‘ /f‘% 3 . | :
N S R A N - - Alberta Teaching
Yo PR A o s Total Sample Forced
o : Characteristic = . Category - . (1972-735 - (1971-72)
v ! N \ . t St e 2 -
ot Sex . Male ‘g . \ © 44,9 N 43.4
! t ) \ , . ’
Female . & 55.1 -~ 56.6 -
;ﬁr  ’Exper1ehce : . ¥lLess thanf3‘Yr.‘ 8.4 - 23.1
| o | 3y, 8.0 6.8
NP 13.5 1.2 .
;0 610V 3.8 . 209
More -than 10 Yr. 46.3. "37.8 .,
Place of Professional A]berta o -70000 72.1 .
Preparation Other Can. Prov. 203 . . 19.4 _
‘Other Country ' 9.7 - /'8.5' ) P
“ Teaching. Level - Elementary ' '46.3 .L P 50.2 . ¢
) " Secondary ' 47.7 | 421
‘ ~Teacher Education LR . o 9.2 S 9.3 .
B ,_ 2 Yr. 8.9, 130
| 3y, R P I o 12.8 o
4¥r. - 415 42 7 R
S5y, . 7.4 . - 138 . ‘
R '6.Yr. or more mwr oo g
1 J/f' R L "Degkéé Holdersl - 69 9, . 63;6
“* The Alberta Teachers Assoc1ation. The Alberta Teaching Force.‘ }
e September, 197)< . Unpublished Document, Edmonton: Thg Alberta - - AT
S Teachers Assocfation Augnst 1972; e d e -n;*,[fvc“;ﬁ,fi@
g a These were the only’characteristics on which comparable statistics et

could be secured ‘ SRR L
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TREATMENT OF DATA |
Description of the treatment of'the data is repbrted in a!section
| describing the scoring rocedures used and the results obta1ned A
subsequent section out]ines the stat1st1ca1 treatments applied to the

data. <

" Scoring - . S
The information provided by respondentsfon the FDAI's wasktrans»:'l g
ferred to computer.cards Items in the attitude scales 1nc1uded %n |
Sect1ons C and D of the 1nventory that were not answered were ass1gned "
a value’ of three for a max1mum of two m1ss1ng responses in Sect1on C ;"
and each of the- four d1men31ons compr151ng the Att1tude/Behav1our Sca]e |
in Sectlon D. Three or more m1ss1ng responses on Part c or any one
‘: d1mens1on of Part D resulted in these sca]es rece1v1ng a zero score ) Qﬂ
'so that data dirds could be identified and removed from the samp]e under
conshderation when ‘the ana]ysis requ1red such treatment No attempt was
‘made to* compensate for m1ss1ng data in the other parts of “the question-
na1re Data cards which did not 1nc1&de responses for the particular S %'
" items included in the various ana]yses were removed pr1or to statist1ca] |
treatment of the data. f o f ;-c'~h f\ﬂA ”7‘ o wﬁ;.f
‘ Prest1ge measures for each of the separate scale 1témG were ‘
7‘obtained by computing the}sum of a]] the weighted responses madé by
Af'members of a part1cu1ar teacher group and d1v1d1ng this sum by the number
‘t‘of teacher respondents 1n that groupeﬁ The resu1t1ng mean seores served

‘;'as t;e\basis for determxning the re]ative prestiggvrank of teacher - f“"¥i;

.| v
,,,,,



R _ groups were obtained.in”much'the same manner for each of the five

[

l n . - / " l

l* dimensioné of profes51onaldsm examined. Nelqhted scale responseS‘were
summed and d1v1ded by the appropriate frequency to caTculate mean
“attitude .scores for the various groups on each d1menslon of profess1on—~

\1'al1sm « To.carry out, comparisons between and among mean attltude 'score
. ! ‘ \ \ '
N dlfferehces, raw scores ‘for the groups 1nvolved were standardized to

Cog e ,
qproduce equ1valen4 measures for responses from the two separate attitude

1nventorles used ATl mean attitude scale]scoréS'of the groups’involved

/

'were standard4zed to a mean of 50 and a standard dev1at10n of ten:
,‘I' : . . A » ! ' o

N ]

'Results of Scor14g

he frequency of 1nterval scale responses obta1ned from the total

'teache' sample on each category of the posltlonal professional and
per énal characterlstics evaluated is reported in Tables 10, ll and. l2
T te range for each set of scores is also reported in these tables but

!

ean scores and standard deviatlons are not as they are reported else-

where ln the study Ihese data are not reported for the selected
_suhgroups 1nyolved s1ncd there were more than 30 of them. wTable l3 ~

;repdrts the frequency ofrinterval scale responses obtained from the

~total teacherpsample on the ratlng scale used to evaluate the relative

~
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. | ' Tab]e 10 ‘
Frequency of Response by Rating Sca]e Interva] and Range of Mean.
. Prestige Scores for TotaT Teacher Sample Accarding to A \.
Positlonal Characteristic Evaluated ) ‘
. ' Teacher Groub' Frequency Obtamed on Rapng Scale Interva] . .
. . . Evaluated - (L . . . (ngh) Total
: S | ?? 2 3 4 5 6 /
| ' . : | ) N ) ‘ )
o T. - Phys. Ed. é% 62 199 . 248 104 . 63 . 702
. Prin.-Elen. © 17 24 74 210 200 138 704"
 Prin.-Jr.High 13 11 57 19 - 283 .. 143 © 703
. 'qouné.-Psych. o ”sn50"f‘ 80 135“§ 213 143 79 - 700 2
SToElem, (1-6) 17 40 134 216 150 - 149 .- 706 '
. T.-FineArts . 9 36 165 254 152 83 . 699
Prin.-Elem.-Jr. Hi. 1] 16 .58 209 281 . 131 . 702
-T. - Commercial 12 55 202 ‘25 .08 .- 68 7001 .
Prin.-dr.-Se M0 11 14 .46 144 FE 214 700 K
T, - hd. Arts 5 56 lage 270‘ N6 60 .. 701 L
© o Tu- SpecialBd. 10 27 lilfh 8§ 200 125 . 701 -+
Prin.-Elem.-Sr. [TV L I IV 380‘ 47 197 701 4
T. s Home E. 98 s9 84 v .oz e . 702
Prin-SeWEL T3 12 @ M2 a7 283 700
©Uibrarians 14 l54 146 . 266 144 87v-‘,‘ 699
U Vocational ' 10~ '54e 183 272 . 11 90 700 T
: Dep*t Heads-Curr‘ 217 "40: 100 e 275 1205 | 65 /<' 9& .
fe‘. T..< Sec. Academ1c~ -3 }]1f'9-:, 88, 314 . 205 79 (698 Co
) Supervisors-Coord 25T 64 113 197 29 86 \ 704 Ac; .
L n'_-x;. o u“l_Range of MeaanQe§t1ge Scores 3 76 - 5 oz T LA
T ’a';§ T
N
"', 3 ,f;_
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SRR R A \ ' Tab]e]] § - '“\ | .“
..=Frequency of Response by Rat1ng Sca]e Intexva] and Range of Mean i . .
‘ Prestige Sceres for Total Teacher Sample According to . ‘ T
Pﬁ ) f ss1onal Character1st1c Evaluated ' . - ~
R o '
Rl Teacher Group i Frequency Obta1ned on Rating Scale Interval . '
Evaluated . (Low)" L S (H1gh) ‘Total
" T 2 3. 4\ 5.3.6 '
- —~ —— — —44!—7: .
.- Experience : Jte | S oy
' - Teachers: 5o L e
. ‘Less. than 3 Yr. . 41 169 249 158~ 56 "33, 704
. 3-51\r." ' 5 © 32 181 297 126. * 65 .° 706°
-6 - 10 Yr. 3 4 58 276 281 T4 - 706
M-15w., . '3 3 .46 1 228 276. 149 706
16 - 20 Y. 5. 13 24 227 176 -~ 706
o Over20¥r..'- 19 32 106 192 ° 180 .]ZZ T8
B Lo Range of Mean Prestige Scores ‘3517\-~ 73 R
» Teachi*g Level T .f"' o B
: . : St A TR
Teachers: . N T c - SRS
Div. I (1 -3) .12 32 9 7t 172. 220 ) 786
Div. II (4 - 6) -5 170109 -:238 . 196 141
Jr, High (7 -9) 12 > 677 - 265 219 139-.. 7 706 .
Sr H1gh (10 -'E?): 4 - 0-".58 . 201 "3344& - 1890 706 o -
SN ‘ Range of Mean Prestige. Score; =4.45- 475 27 0 S
‘.a'f\ Unlvers1ty Qualifications \\ RS S N W
’ . Teachers: ' '\e & .o o2 e L T RN B O
.Less. than,S Yr. ‘g;69 ‘ JS7 B 215 158  : 674 39v;'~ . 705" R
. Piof, ceni.f¢ SR 157 284 054 63 7044
S BB WY B 1] g .54 301 219" 1147 704 o
e Two Bach Degs u';5‘, 10,739 . 0AY. 268 v 142 . 705 . u
Loa T MUSEYT S 6 SRR i 37.:ﬂ;,]55 vo282 283 0 704
S LR Ed or Ph.D.. " 24 132, f‘198: . 295 i.;w‘g]QS-fv;" o
e “*\;i\.{f‘;,. xv*ff?,§£~ Range of Mean Prestige Scoresf= 3. 16 g, 9 . sl
:;ATA Office He]d‘ "'thai'ﬂa“;?;“f': ;ﬁr‘}guf‘;_'f;;f . z ‘a€ej" ﬂ.’f;Qizu'%‘sQAQ

K Teachbrs B O S *v;.an' cod S
: vea,No Office P38 gl 89 28y ffﬂ 64, 700,*.-
" Pres.‘of Local " 22 3088 2 M6 69
699"
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}ab]e 12

Frequency of Response by Rating Scale ‘Interval and Range of Mean
Prestige Scores for Total Teacher Sample According to
Personal Characteristic Evaluated ‘

|

Teacher Froquency 0bta1ned on Rat1nq Scale Interval i
Subgroup (Low) ‘ (High) ©  Total
Evaluated . ] 2 3 4 5 6

Age

Teachers:

Under 25 Years 26 79 214 221 107 60 707

25 - 35 Years 3 1279 243 231 139 707

36 - 50 Years " .3 4 83 237 250 129 706

51 - 60 Years 1 60 146 264 146 76 706

Over 60 Years 83 121 191 185 75 49 704
» ' Range of -Mean Prestige Scores = 3.28 - 4.58

Sex of Teacher o -

Teachers: . | ¢ . ' g
Male 8 13 48 258 215 163 o 705
Female 8 a5 87 215 177 143 705

Rgnge of Mean Prestige Scores = 4.46 -~ 4.63 . . -

Place of Prof. Prep.. ) | R ,

Téachers: ° L - - &é s
Alberta * 10 13 62 21 230 176 702
Other Can. Prov. 6 13 99 . 292 1eB 91 699
United States 34 83 204 .238 85 61 695

_England 20 . 67 , 170 226 143 69 695
India 103 157 226 e 34 28 694
West Indles 94, 159 227 148 ) I I

Coes 34 32 - 69l

Other Countries> 66 -~ 121 . 252 '
. Range of Mean Prestige Scores:= 2.94 - 4.66

L S
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' Tab)c 18 ‘ S
Frequency of Response by Rating Scale Interval and Range of Mean
Prestige Scores According to Relative Importance of
Professional and Personal Characteristics as
Percetved by Total Teacher Sample
Chaﬁ\cter15t1c Frequency QbLaIned on Rat1q§ Sca]e Interval
Considered (Low)’ - . (High)  Total -
1 2 3 4 5 6 '
O U S Sy — —— —
Age % 86 139 2187 112 52 703
Teaching' + & ", - o '
Qualificatigns 40 33 75. 208 235 110~ . 701
Place of‘Profeé— S St : R : . h
siopal Preparation .72 . J0 132 211 148 67, 700
Teaching Level 141 77 120 189 128 48 703
Sex of Teacher 2N 105 105 157 It cadeye 703
ATA Office - '
Held oy 210 124 126 131 40 13 704
Teaching Y Coe {
Experience: . 35 22 75. 176 250 147 705

)

W Rénge of Mean Prestige Scores = 2.4) - 4.45
N

A

Atti tude Inveniqny. The résults of this analysis are reported. in Table

14 and indicate that each of the ten items of the Teacher Attftude

A
Inventory obtained prlmary factor loadings and located under the appro-

priate +dentification factor. ~ ) -

-

peoas]
R 4 Lo

Factor'Analysjé oF‘Attitude/Behévjour Scale Data. Table 15

reports the nature of the factor loadings obtained from the factor

analysis carried out on the Attitude/é@ha&iour Scale data sechfed for

&

‘this stuﬁy. The perfect épmponept “fit" ‘achieved by all 20 inventory ¢
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table 14 S’f‘_

Pr\nc1pal Axis With a Varimax Rotation Factor SoTut1on for the
Teacher Attdtude and Attitude/Behaviour Inventories
(Five-Factor Field)

3

R
fa iy~ § praee

iactorv .Loadings of Items: on. Factors Commu-
‘ nal- N
Item 1 2 ! 3 4 5 ities
1 0.635% - -0.078  -0.071 0.025°  0.0Y5 0.414
. -0.63¢*  -0.001 ~0.026 0.068 0.117 0. 420
3 0.681* " 0.010 0.034 -0.047 - 0.470
4 -0.751* 0.027-/_ 0.066 -0.015 .  0.570
5 0.761*  -0.027 -0. o 2 Q. 052 -0.005 0.588
6 ~0.570* 0.086 0.024 0.131 -0.026 0. 35
7 0.682% 0.048 -0.145 0.018 -0.067 0. 494 .
8 -0.695%*  -0.03] 0.036 0.053 0.102. 0.499
9 -0.821* - -0.006 0.016 0.084 -0.013 0.68]
10 0.815*  -0.011 -0.039 0.024 -0.022 0.667
1 0.095 *  -0.033 -0.010 0.042 -0.831 0.702¢
12 ~0.050 0.017 0.715 0.059 0.017 0.517 .
13 0.024 -0.700  -0.04] -0.111  0.107 - 0.516
14 0.008 ° -0.056 ' -0.076 -0. 702 -0.113 0.514
15 0.215 0.060 -0.158 -0.020 -0:506-  '0.33]
16 0.091 0.022 -0.733 -0.024 -0.044 0.548
17 -0.089 0.584 0.060 0.024 0.07 0.359
18 -0:175 0.262 0.089, 0.522 '-0.004#  0.380
19 0.516 0,053+ -0.229° " 0.018 -0.126 0.338
20 -0.066 .0.136 0.617 ° 0.050 -0.006 0.406
21 0.080 0.7 0.107  -0.018 .,  0.048 -0.527 S
22 0.021 -0.004  -0.026 0.323 -0.098 .0.115 ;o
23 -0.706 0.126 0.140 -0.060 0.147°  0.559
24 -0.108 0.063 0.704 °  0.027 0.197 = %0.55]
25 -0.033 . 0.654°  0.10] -0.003.  0.153 , 0.463 )
26 0.030 -0.061 -0.048_  °-0.730 . -0.016 0.540 -
27 ,0.001  '0.134 -0.054 0.018 0.819 0.693
28 0.074 -0.092 - -0.435° 0.011 0.072- 0.209
29 0.010 . -0.758 0.008 -0.063 0.068 0.583
30 0.015 -0.083  0.00b . 0.679 - 0.082/ 0.470"
a). ¢ ' - .
Vg 19.75  -8.38 7.65 6.45 6.01 43.25

* lndicates the érimary factor loading for that item

a The. ‘percent of total varfance accounted for by each factor . -
. Items 1. to 10 - Teacher Attitude Inventory (Dim, 1) :
& Items N to 30 - Attitude/Behav!our Inventory (Qims. 2, 3 4, 5) )

N -
. Yol " N
R - ; H .
2 - b - “ . :
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'Resq1ts Obtained from Factor Analysis of Study Data Produced by the

Attitude/Behaviour Scale According to Varimax Rotations from
Principal Axes Solutions for Four Factors

L

]

Ttem F C . O , r* a : Dimension
~_ No. 1 2 3) -4 " Theoretical Empirical Scoring
1 0.806* Profession 2
2 0.702* ~ B. Pub. Ser. 3 R
3 0.694* B. Self-Reg. 4
4 0.735* Autonpmy . , 'S
5 0.575* Profess13n 2
6 0.702* :B. Pub, Seri:t 3
7 0.594* | ' B. selfiReg. 4 R
8 0.511* Autonomy 5 R 3
9 | 0.367* Profession 2
10 -0.608* _B: Pub. Ser. 3 |
N 0.731* : ~ /. Self-Reg. 4 R
12 0.309* Autonomy. 5 - R
13 0.428* Profession 2 R
- 14 0.693* ' B. Pub. Ser. 3 ‘R
15 0.673* . 'B. Self-Reg. 4 R
16 . 0.751* Autonomy 5
17 0.746*  Profession 2 R
A 0.451* B. Pub. Ser. .-3 . ,//‘
19 0.768* B. Self-Reg. = 4 /.
20 | 0.660* Autonpmy 5 R /7

* Indicates the primary factor 1ogd1ngﬂfor that item

** Factor 3 identifies Dimension 2 (Prqussion as major ;efenent)
‘Factor 2 identifies Dimension 3 (Belief in public service)
Factor 1 identifies Dimension 4 (Belief in self-regulation)

Factor 4 identifies Dimension 5 (Autonomy)

L4
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items is noteworthy. The negative factor loading of -0.608 obtained.
for item ten is also significant since Pearson product- mo@ent corre]a-
tion coeff1c1ents computed for the four related items produced negative
values as follows: 10 and 2 = -0.369, 10 and 6 = -0.311, 10 and ]%LP '
-0.305, and 10 and 18 = -0.144. This finding indicates that the seoring
sequence for item ten on the Hall inventory should be reversed unless

a printing errgr hds been made in the;scoring directions provided.

Table 16 presents the results of analyses reported by Snizek
(1972:111) on the Hall and Snizek data and Por the related data obtained
in this study. Rotated facto;\matrices were employed to detertine the
degree of empirical “fit" of the 1tems used to measupe each of the four.
theoretical dimensions of professiona]iSm.\‘

The data reveal that the items selected from the Hall inventory
have in the case of this study an acCeptab]e factor Ioading on the
appropr1ate d1mens1on of profess1onalism w1th but one poss1b1e except1on
The factor loading of .31 obtained for item 40 of the Hall 1nventory
(ttem 12 of the revised jnventory used in this study) may be considered |
somewhat low;: This facto} loading was the highest of all obtained for
this item.and as indicated in Table 16 it did locate uith the cluster
tdentifying the autonomy component of professiona]ism | ,

| Analysis of corresponding«latm for this study 1nd1cates that the

factor loadings obtained for each i tem 1nc1uded in the first. second and

l i"third dimensions are consistent1y higher in eveny case than those reported

‘for the Snizek data and with but o\e\exception 1tem 40, they are similar
" to those he reported for the fourth dimension.
’
When the factor Ioadings reported for data in ¢his study are

compared to those reported for corresponding items in the Hall study

gt
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it is apparent that an almost*identica1 situation prevails. The analysis

‘ qf data obtained from this study produced factor loadihgs equal to or

ﬁ

\

’

greater than those reported for the Hall study in al] byt six of the 20
Cases. In two of these the d1fference is slight, but 1n the case of C
{tems 16, 26, 40 and 47 the difference is more pronounced.

l

In summary, Table 16 presents strong ev1dence to establ1sh the t A

~0

yalidity and rel1ab111ty of the Attitude/Behaviour Scale. Each of the

20 items selected f{om the Ha11 scale demonstrate a perfect "fit" with
\,

their theoret1ca]1y estab11shed components of profess1ona]1sm accord1ng

to the analyses of data from Hall' 4 and this study. Snizek's ana1y51s

fails to offer the same ev1dence with regard to the data from his study

for items 6, 8, 16 -and 36 ! _,;” T .

It would appear that the'recommendat1on made by Snizek (197ﬂ$\h2)

negarding use of the Hall scale in the 1mmed1ate future was we]] founded

' since modifications: to the scale adopted for this study were based in

large part on his suggestion to delete certawn of the original 1tems;1n .
B RI *. )

order to diminish the_Sca1e item empirical overlap discovered.

hatY

Re]at1onsh1ps ‘Among Dimens1onsrgf Attitude Scales

Pearson product -moment corre]ation coefficwents for the unadaosted

>

neans of summed scores ‘obtained for each dimension of both attitude scales :
;s reported in Tab]e 17. These stat1stics 1ndtcate a weak pos1t1ve' ¥ f.)
elationship ex%sts ‘between the means of'the Teacher Attitude Scale -4/ -
(Organization dimension) and the second dimension (Profession) of ‘the ;’;
Attitude/Behaviour Inventory.l There is an absence of high poS1type DI
re1at10nships aMOng the nean scores reported for other dimensions. .'.:;’ R
Reasonabiy strong pos1tjve re1at1onships exist between the mean scores 7;Vf‘?~

for each dimension of the Attitude{Behaviour Inventory and the mean



¥ 17
y. 1fbTe 17

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients for Means of
Summed Scores Based on Data Prov1ped“by Teacher Attitude
and Behav1our/Att1tude MeﬁSUremenEJBEETES

S
D1men$1on of . | s o

Profess1oné]1sm 1* 2 <4//3 +4 - 5 6**
1 (Organization) . --- 0.489 0.197 . 0.056  0.091 _ 0.348
; (Profession) ! 10.225 0.123 0.037 0.589 -
3 (Pubhc Service) A . . 0.158,  0.102 0.650
4 (Self-Regulation) . - 0.143 ' 0.633
5 (Autonomy) - o A - 0.482 -
0 e

** Indicates -the Teacher Attitude Sca]e (Dimension 1: 0rgan1zat1on)

** Indicates the coeff1c1ent va]ue based on the sum of means computed
for Dimensions 2, 3, 4 and 5.

- \ _
score deriQed from summing of these means.

Substaq}ial evidence has been presented?to estab11sh the va11d1ty
and re]iabi ity of the Att1tude/Behavwgur'Inventory deve]Oped for this
study. o
| qule 18ﬁshows the4mean attftdde scores and standard deviations

obtained from the total teacher sample on each of the five dimens1ons of .

‘profeSSIOnalism cons1dered ¥ ' o | ‘i‘

-

,IREATME ‘;_PRocenunss et

Initia] identi-

e extensivelyi throughout this\ stqu

99\

' 2
s
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Table 18 o o

Mean Attitude Score and Standard Deviation Obtained
for Total Teacher Sample According to Dimension

- of ProfeSSionalism Evaluated* .
Dimension of Professionalism Evaluated Total
1 2 3 . 4 5 -243,4,5
N = 702 708 708 708 708 708 .

Mean Attitude Score  27.63 . 13.23 1179 13.19 12.55  50.75

Standard Deviation 7.74 3.66 3.89 4.02 = 3.10. 8.73 .
- * Dim. 1 - ATA as referent (PDAI - Part C) ) »
Dim. 2 - Profession as referent (PDAI - Part D)
Dim. 3 - Belief in public service (PDAI - Part D)
Dim. 4 - Belief in self-regulation (PDA} - Part D)
Dim. 5 - Autonomy (PBAI - Part D)

mean'prestige score values to establish the relative importance‘of
variables associated w1th each characteristic evaluated Dispersion ‘
of 1nd1vidual prestige estimates from the mean for each set of scores
was  determined by computing the respective standard dev1ation (SD)
| The hypotheses proposed for this study were mainly concerned
.,nwith determining relationships\among average prestige and attitude
"yestimates secured from various teacher groupings on each of the sets of
tvariables examined The investigator S major interest focused on rank :
“rordering these sets of associated neasures in a manner Wthh would show' ;
accurately the relative status of each category evaluated according to |

gpe rating group 1nvolved Establishing the presence of and locating

ﬁadifferences which were significant at. 8 probability level set (a priori%

at 05 required that~§@brbpriate data be subjected to suitable statis- '"

V1J§tica1 treatments. Pre-determined comparisons WIthln* between and across
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Lty

groups (:‘ould then be made and the results report®d with a greater degree

o

of conftdence. .
FIri the ana]ysisloyf data, paranetric.statistica]_ procedures ha\‘/\ey
.be'en"‘used only when interval variables were béin\'g examined. These para- |
metric statistical [;rocedures included the commonly .known one-way
analysis of variance using repeated measures’ on one factor, two-way
. analysis of variance using rep.eated_measures od\ one factor, product-. - i
moment correlation and tests associated with each such asﬁ F-test,
t- test and the Newman-Keuls mu1t1p1e comparison p@edure In the one
1nstanoe where ordinal var1ab]es entered into, the ana]ys1s the Spearman
rank- order corre]ation a non- parametmc statlst1ca1 procedure ‘was .
followed l | |
Sipoe thxs s tudy rehed almost exluswe]y on the use of para-
.. -metric statx;st:cé] procedpress; asSumptions underlymg these techmques
“and the extent to which they were met for th1s study are discussed
Several sources, such as Ferguson (1966 294) and wiq&? (1962), 1nchc\ate C L,
- that there‘ﬁrg fave bas1c réquirements under]ymgmamet'mg statistical S

ocedures e the samples are randomly drawn from ’popﬁab?n.m wh1ch

P

g-the variab]es under study are normany distr1buted &@vari&nces are
.’homogeneous, the contnbutmns of the factor?*io total vaﬂance are

,add‘ltive and thene is lineari ty of regressmn among varfﬁﬂes. Th'is
ry&" Y
study has assumed that the f1rst reQuirement that of random samphng,

has. been met Normality of distributmn of the var1ab1es 1n the popu- O

1ation has been assumed smte there was no case in wh1ch the data ." .

. N B

| dndicated otherwise. k The reguxrement that of homogeneityof varwance. e




among variabies was-given appropriate conSideration.

has noted

“'j(1962 82) some other methods produce more signifieant results than the

: ﬁ'°fresglts obtained from the use of the Newman-Keuis method are’ statisticaliy S

“ N ‘sigmficant.

x"f'aﬁ;;employed in the anaiy51s of data"\{,;3 K

e

‘l:\'i . ‘ J‘
A Cp

Sl - . : ‘
DR : . .

tended con51stent1y to be nearly equal. Also, Winer (1962:93) has' noted
that the F-test is appropriate since it is robust with respedt to depar-

tures from homogeneity of variance. This statistical technique was

i

emp]oyed to test for the presence of most of the re]ationships hypothe—
sized in this study Since formai ana1y51s of variance drﬁtedures were

used for the analy51s of data the requirements of 11nearity of regre551on

un

\

With respect to the anaiy51s of variaﬁce Ferguson (1966 295)

)

~ With most sets of real data the assumptions underlying -
analysis of variance are, at best, only roughly satisfied. The
raw data of experiments frequently do not exhibit the charac-«

- teristics which the mathematical models require. One advantage
of the analysis of variance is that reasonable departures from ,
thé assumptions of normality and homogeneity may occur ?1thout S
seriously affecting, the inferences drawn from the data. -

' As mentioned prev1ous]y, and for the reasons stated, it was

.dec1ded to use ana1y51s of variance methods and the F-tést to deter 1ne

~ the nature and significance of differences among sets<of mean SCores. To

spec1f1ca11y 1ocate and. describe imp]ied differences where the over-a]i

F proved to. be 51gn1ficant at or beyond the . 05 level, the Newman-Keuls

»

multiple’ comparison procedure, recommended by Giass and Staniey (1970 382)

and described by W1ner (1§62 80- 104), was. used. - According to Winer .

:'Newman-Keuls methOd Consequently, the probabi]ity 1s 1ncreased that

\‘,

meo L -
R

e The minimum criterion ievel of 05 was seiected for aH tests )



. SUMNARY-" o
A L : ,

f"he purpose of th1s chapter has been to descr1be the nature of

V;fy samp]e and te exp]a1n the proceddres which were used to collect
| 4 mine the data On the basis of the 1nformat1on presented Ce
repréSentat1veness of the samp1e appears to be satlsfactory | Approp:1ate-
heso of the maJor statistqu] procedures used, the assumpt1ons under]ying
tHése parametr1c tests and measures ‘taken, to sat1sfy these assumpt1ons

/
haVe been disfussed in detail. Hopefully, this approach has estab11shed

l

& sound procedura] basis for the analysis of data carried out to test

the hypothes s stated in Chapters V VI and VII, the three succeed1ng

[ 2R
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o

| attributed to theﬁpositionai characteristics evaiuated‘by teachers in

"”T’”'lw

‘*i”’rder of magnitude provided the b‘

P
NEN D

‘Q CHAPTER V|

B THE NATURE OF POSITIONAL PRESTIGE HIERARCHIES o
~ "IN TEACHING ' &

‘ This chapter reports the findihgs e]ated to sub—problems i(a)’
and i(b) of the study The hypgtheses formulated for i vestigating these
two sub problems predicted that differences in the amourits of pre;tige .‘

general, and by speCified major sub—groupings gf the study samp]e are ;!

'51gnifidant The results are presented separately for the totai teacher ‘
\ X

sample and the maJor teacher subﬁgroupingslinvolved. Discus51on of these

C. o O ' ’ li“' t .

results follows instge section preceding\thevsﬁmmary. -

' A
e a B

DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURE;

4" R i ) } rg
- I 4

N The procedures foll ed in_the ana]ysis éf ‘data relevant to this '

‘SectIOH of the report are outlined here The sums of respondents

a

weighted scores for each Positional Prestige Scaie 1tem were computed
for the total sample and each specia] p051tiona1 teacher grouping whicﬁ

was established Mean scale item scores reporting measur S of perceived

- L

i e L :
prestige were/derived for the total teac r~sample and f r each ‘of the j e

positiona1 teacher gnoupings invoived in .valyating the prestige‘of
subgroups listed on the rating scaie.'k dn | =
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stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant attthe .05 ]eveT or beyond Stat1st1ca1

iy

ev1dence regard1ng the 1eve1 of s1gn1ficance of d1fferences andxthe1r
prec1se locat1on was obta1ned f1rst by apﬁT1cat1on of the corre]ated

. ) t-test techn1que and\secondly by subJect1ng appropr1ate data to the

-~

~somewhat more rlgourous Newman- Keuls mu1t1p1e cbmpar1son procedure ‘

[ . . )
Yoo T £

‘ »r'.-:
o recommended by W1ner (]962 80) Correlat1on coeff1c1ents show1ng L .

) o re]at1onsh1ps among the rankrordered mean prest1ge scares prov1ded bx
. ; «\N@‘Kf

‘»§4 < Vleach® of the five major teacher groups on the 19 teach1ng posit1ons .
T A

-
1\r‘ ~

- 5 eva]uate 'were computeq by using the Spearman rank order corre]at1on L -

‘method. hese stat1st1ca1 techn1ques are exp]anned in CQapter IV O

| ,
, e
. . FINDJNGS _PRESTIGE DIFFERENTI(\LS‘ BASED ON
Co AR ToTAL : SAMPLE PERCEPTIIONS

N '. .
o .

, ) . . A ; O . ] ..
N . .

Resu ts of the analys1s of data pr1mar1]y concerned w1th raﬁk1ng . R
approor1ate

" i \, [
\1/-.,'

‘an prestvge measures are presented pr1or to re]at1ng the \

I

‘;, “esults of ana1yses concerned With the stétistica1 51gn1f1cance of \
S i b’f’"’f‘

T dwfferences bgtween and among thesé‘measures The hypothesis wh1ch

St prov1ded the ba51$ fqr the analyses carrled out is stated be1ow t :
““.‘.v »"‘. ‘ ‘) | o ' ‘ ‘ : g 1 ‘ .' . ( ‘_-_u“ , . ‘b

1Hypothes1s 1 } There are s1gn1f1cant d1fferences 1n the annunts of

prest1ge wh1ch teachers 1n generaivattr1b&z§pto subgroups' 3 ‘

.h'ﬁé§,lfif4 c]assif1ed accord1mg to the spec1f1ed poswt1ona1 charac- -

“ | KR T R
terast1cs;* SRR ,,zxwivgoﬁﬁ;‘ﬂ-» - ;Q“,"i‘.‘j“ L ﬁ;

C % LN

=
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o | " Table 19
Mean Prestige Scores, Standard Deviations and Prestige Ranks
_ Based on Tptal Sample Response to:Positional
v o Pﬂestige RaMng Scale Items
) o Mean \
Teacher Group = PPRS - Prestige Prestige
Evaluated Item w.’_N Score S.D. Rank .
Principals - Sr. High . ‘Vl ‘701 5.020 -  1.10 1
Principals - Jr.-Sr. High 9 szoo -~ 4.850 1.09 2
‘Principals - Elem.-Sr. High =~ 12° :'700 . 4.750 1.1 3
Principals - Jr. High 3 4703 a.640 1.08 4
Principals - Elem2Jr. High 7702 4.600 1.04 5
Pr1nc1p&¥s - Eem.’, S T2 706 -4.490 1.16 6
" Teachers - Special EB”}‘ L"* WMo ass 1 7
Teachers - Sec. Academic R ,,f?‘, 698  4.355 0.91 , 8
Teachers - Grades 1-6 / ~  8' 706 4.260  1.27. 9
Dept.’ Heads-Currig. Assoc. 702 415 ° 1.1 10
- Supervisors-Coordinators 19 704 4.110 1.28 n
Teachers - Fine Arts 6 699 .—4.080 1.12 - 12
Librarians © 18 699 4.030 1.18 13
" Teachers - Vocational . 16 . 700  3.900 1.12 14
Teachers - Home Ec. - 13 702 - 3.880m. 1.10 15
Teachers - Commercial 8 701, 3.852 1.13 & 16
Teachers - Ind. Arts 10 70k 3.850 1.12 17
. ,ﬁﬁunsellom-Psychologists 4 . & 3.790 1.38 18
Teachers - Phys. Ed. . 1 ,792 3.760 1})9 ' 19

'differ appreciably. the existence of a positional prestige hierarchy is
‘appeg'ent. As may be expected principgls are g1ven the highest statuses ’,
1n the hierarchy o Teachers atzrib te Vwing amunt‘s of prestige to

«.‘ri k!
in" rincipa'ls enjoy the most

-
j .3(

a&n‘ln‘lstntive tmit. Seni&b?,-__
o (‘ o ) <t J

¢ 4
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prestigious position in this hierarchyf The importance of the .other five .
administrator subgroups decreases in direct relation to the scudent level
administered. Consequently, Eiementary School principals achieved the

, sixth or lowest rank pasition ol all principal categories. Other leaderm
ship positions such as Department Heads, Supervisors and Cooroinators,

.are accorded much less prestige by teachers so théy plage inflower rankex !
Teachers of Speciel Education, Secondary Academic sobjects and elementary
schooi'gﬁodes are perceived by teachers in general as having nore prastige
and con§equent]y higher statuses than teachérs serving 1in leadership—
supervisory cephcities. It is noteworthy that SpecidilEducation teachers
achieved a rank next to principals ‘and Elementar} School teachers share
approximately the same prestige as Secondary Acadengc teachers in the

opinion of the total teacher sample The Tower end of the positional
prestige hierarchy is occupied by teacher suogroups~which seem to con-
stitute two‘rather separate strata. Fine Arts teachers, Librarians, |
Technical, Vocational and Commercial teachers constitute the first stratum
While Counse]iors\.Psychologists and Rhysicai Education teachers share N
the' stratum which inciudes the est statuses of all. The standard

| N
dev1ations indicate that a high(g}b:or%don of the total .sample scores

reported for each of tn\élg posit
cale’ 1nterv:7\3bove or below the me&n.-

-] ..
=}

The procedure used in Table 19 of rank- ordering mean prestige 7

bgroups eviluated, cluster within

the iimits of about one

wcores to establish the positiona] prestige hierarchy in teaching may

.

have some shor:comings in describing the precise nature of . the continuum.
The observed differencq; between neans uuy\not be_statistitaliy signifi-
cant at an‘ acceptaﬁie )evei of probability ‘Consequently, sacn\obServed

différences nay not be a reiiable basis for assigning staty; ranks

! N *
F] , . . .
* 4 = ) , . K N

B B Lo A
- C. . . - . “, ' .
’ R ) N . i
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; .;751% 05) identica] rapks should be aSSigned to these
» éjﬁ the positions compared share the same prestige :

' w”"itions of Alberta teachers. To pErmit this, refine-

i_%‘ {a U] A

ment of the Qositionai hierarchy, the data involved were submitted to

further analysis. The correlated t-test technique was: emp]oyed to
.:determiné the significance of the difference between each adJacent pair
“lof means appearing in-the rank order reported in Tabie 19. The results of
" this ana]ysis are oresented in Tab]e Zd Since the validity of using the
t-test in similar situations has been questioned by Glass and Stanley
(1970:382), the one-way ana]ys1s of variance method followed by QEE
Newman Keuls multiple comparison procedure was carried out on these data.
Tab]es 21 and 22‘report summaries of these anaiyses_to permit comparison
of results’ obtained frdm‘appiication of both multiple compariéon pro-
'cedureé to tne sae da(a .

Both of the multip]e comparison procedures employed prov1ded
essentia]iy the same 1nformation about differences a;nng the’ mean prestige =
scores obtained: Differences significant at the .05 alpha level were
- discovered between means for five of the six’ principa] subgroup positions,
between Elomentary principals and teachers~of’5peciai Education,,E]emen-
tary~teachers and Depar t Heads, and Librarians and Vocationa] |
Education teachers Reslil ts of " the analysis of variance treatﬁbnt ,
reported in Table 2] p oduced an F ratio indicating the presence of
differentes significant beyond the 001 probability level. Location of
| stafisticaf{z significant differences and computing their. precise degree
of’ significance was achieved through applying to these' daga the Newman-

~ Keuls procedure. Table Zg show; in mateix format the results of

.-
’
ik iy

R s -
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Table 20

Results 6f Analysis Using t-Test Method-for Comparisons of
PPRS ‘Mean Item Scores Derived from Jotal Teacher Sample

N = 697 Lo
PPRS
PPRS Mean Prestige Comparison T-test .
Item Positional Subgroup Score Rank by Rank Value P
14 Principal - Sr. High 5.02 1 : :
1-2 7.08 .000
9 Principal - Jr.-Sr. High 4.84 2, o
. - ' 2-3 3.42 .000
12 Principal - Elem.-Sr. High 4.74 3 L
‘ : : 3-4 3.00 .003 Lo
3 Principal ~ Jr. High 4.64 . 4 . o)
- 4-5 1.57 .18 I
7 Principal - Elem.-Jr. High 4.60 5 o ‘
5-6 3.32 .001
2 Principal - Elem. 4.49 6 :
S 6-7 2.40 .017
11 Teachers - Special Ed. 4,37 7 '
} : ' . 7-8 0.62 .538
" 18 Teacheérs - Sec. Academic 4.34 8 g
. 8-9 1.41 .156
5 Teachers - Elem. (1-6) 4.27 9 .
. : 9-10 2,13 .033
17 Dept. Heads - Curr. Assoc. 4.14 10 T '
: J0-1N 1.07 .287
19 ‘Supervisors-Coordinators 4.09 11 \
‘ o, . 11-12 0.37 .M
6 Teachers = Fine Arts 4.07 12 '
. ' . . 12-13 1.05 .295
15 Librarians 4.Q3 13 . .
‘ ' 13-14, 3.52 .001
16 Tedchers - Voc. Ed. 3.8 14
| ’ ‘ 14-15 0.39 .699
13 Teachers - Home Ec. 3.88 15 L L .
b X - 15-16 - 0.83 .408
' - 8-Tegachers - Commercial 3.852 16 L
v s ‘ - 16-17 -0.18 .856 -
10 Teachers - Ind. Arts 3.866 17 o :
. S L S ; X7 1.20 .23
- 4 Cpunsellbrs--‘RsychologistS‘-3.79 . .18 o S
Y AN ' 18-19  0.51 .613
1 Teachers - Phys. ‘td. 3.7 19 o S o
/ e AN . ' .
- ; - = (\ - “' g ' P9
/, ; \ ’ . . -

/e
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Table 21

Results of One-way ANOVA with Repeated Measures on One Faetor
for PPRS Total Sample Mean {E?m Scores

K | | N =697
- = ‘
PPRS - o ' : Treatment - " Prestige
Item Positional-gubgpoqp ’ Mean - Rank
s
1 Teachers - Physical Ed. , 3.759 ' 19
2 . ‘PrincipaTs\-‘Elementary : - 4,489 6
3 Principals - Jr.‘High 4.643 \
4 . Counsellors - Psychologists 3.788 18
* 5 - Teachers - Elementary (1:6) 4.2N 9
6 Teachers - Fine Arts 4.073 2
7 Principals - Elemenfary—dr. High 4.598 5
8  'Teachers - Commercial _ 3.847 .16
.9 . Principals - Jr.-Sr% High 481
AT0 Teachers - Ind. Arts 3.852 Y/
11 Teachers - Special Ed. 4.367 7
12 Princjpa]s - Elementary-Sr. High 4.743 : 3
13 Teachers - Home Ec. 3.875 A 15
14 Principals-- Sr. High 5.024 - , R
.15 . Librarians 4.029 . ) .13
16 Teachers - Vocatibnal ) 3.888 o 14
17 . Dept. Heads - Curric. Assoc. 4.139 10
18 N ~Téachers. - Sécondary Academic T 4.340 8
19 . Subgrvisofﬁ - Coordjnators 4.095 . - n
s R . ' ‘ M
“.._Source of o \ . oL
. Vavja&ign’ R I . DF. o M - F . P L
Between People®. '6954.75 = 696 .  g9.99
Within People  12397.19 12546 0.988 R
Treatrents . 1889.25 18 104,96  125.14  .0000 .
Residual . . -10507,04 . 12508 083 T e

" Total - 19351.94 13242
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comparisons made for all possible paired combinatfons of means and

presents a more comprehensive analysis for describing the "posit1ona1

hierarchy" presented 1n Tab]es 20 an& 2. ' ‘;

L Examination of the results presented in Table 22 supports the
speculation that the "positional hterarchy in teaching may be more
meah1nbful]y descr1bed by order1ng the subgroup pos;tions 1nto strata

| .or situses accord1ng to the ideas advanced by Beno1t-Smu1]yan (1944)

.and Pau] Hatt (1950). Based oé th1s approach and the evidence obta1hed
from the preceQ1ng analyses, Table 23Adescr1bes character1st1cs of the
positiona1'prestige'hterarchy which is'most descripttve of the*one,

Tikely to exist in the Alberta teaching ‘force..at th?, time of the stuoyp

| The sixldifferent positions of principa] occupy the five highest ranks
in the positional prestige hierarchy.' They make up the family category
or situs of "Administrators" and also the h1ghest re]at1ve status 1eve1

'iThe second relative status ]eve] includes Spec1a1 Educat1on Secondary

‘Academ1c and E]ementary teachlng pos1t1ons Teachers who hngd these
pos1t1ons constitute the "Bas1c Instructiona]" family category. They |

I share equal re1at1ve'status rank (1) within their. status level (2) and
place sixth 1n‘this particular hierarchy. Department Heads;«Curricujar
.Assocfates' Supervisors. Coordinators' Ftne Arts teachers'and’Librarians'

J .. ,’belong to the "Superv1sory Leadership" situs which occupies the third o ’~’~ cu

-

NN ‘re]ative status level and the seventh rank positlon in the positional "\,»%f"

-’hierarchy. ‘The six remaining teaching positions group together to form
the "Technical Vocational“ situs because they occupy, the fourth re]ative T

R .i:”status %?vel the eighth and Towest position :n the h1erarchy, and they
$ !

" also;are equally prestiglous teach1ng ro]es‘- Technical Vocat1onq1a :

o |- e
‘,:f’;; Ev‘the descriptive term seiected for this s1tus 3s not very. suitabté to ;.,,,"
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| .h‘from collap51ng the - l9 subgroups are identified for purposes of reporting

"i;:,the results of the analyses of relevant data. These major positional

LI .Lfi¢Academnc teachers Setondary Non-academdc teachers and the group comprisep

L 8
TR et

N4
describe the teaching functions performed by Couhsellors—Psychologists .
and Physical Education teachérs. Consequently, these positions have s
been referred to as "others"'belonging to the Technical-Vocational siths. ‘
Since the evidence presented in this section has proven the null
hypothe51s to be false, the statistical hypothesis 1.1 as stated is
tentatively accepted Significant prestige differences do exist among
the positional characteristics investigated
FINDINGS PRESTIGE DIFFERENTIALS BASED ON
PERCEPTIONS OF MAJOR SUBGROUPS
Hypothesis 1.2: There are significant-difierences in the amounts of
prestige which specified major teacher sub-groupings
attribute to subgroups classified according to the

specified,positional characteristics. g

The relatively small Size of several’ positional subgroups made
(it impractical to include them 1n any analy51s designed to 1nVestigate
the nature of differences between and among their mean prestige scores
'on each of the scale items Consequently, it was found'necessary to 1
establish an appropriate number of major- groups representative of the '

19 teaching p051tions held in school This was accomplished by cate- , , ‘
gorizing the various positional subgroups according to: titles selected “

to describe suitably, the main functions performed by subgroup membeérs 'v;{
placed in the respective categories. The five major groups which resulted B '

'Lgroups arerreferred to as Principals Elementary teachers (l 6). Secondary
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of Department Heads,‘Supervisors and Librarians. Structu?e7of the major
groups by positional subgroup is detailed ianabie 24.

A

o The twoéway'ANOVA method usinohrepeated‘measures on one specified.
. factor was employed in analyzing the data obtained for this part of -the
study By using this statistical procedure it was p0551b1e to determine
whether differences between, within,and across tq§319 mean itemsﬁscores ‘ i
recorded for each of the five major groups are 51gn1f1cant at the proba- |
bi]ity level selected as acceptable (.05). |

Table 24 reports the mean prestige scores attributed to each of
the positional teacher subgroups included in the PPRS by each of the

major positiona] groups‘described above. Examination of the mean prestige '

scores indicates that prestige estimates in-every instance fall into the

' upper range of the rating scale used. Mean item scores for the Principal

group range from a low of 3.712 to a high.of‘S 288, 'from 3.756 to 4.88%
for Elementary teachers, from 3 613 to 5.094 for members of the Secondary
Academic group, from 3.907 to 5.000 for members of the Secondary Non-
academic grpup, and from 3.574 to 5.296 for the group comprised of :
Depatrtment Heads Supervisors and Librarians Responses of the latter
group were characterized,by the 1argest variation between high and low

prestige estimates assrgned. The Secondary Non academic group estimates v

exhibited the least variation. The fiVe maJor posit}onal groups were '

| consistent 1n rating the Senior High Schoo] principals highest in prestige

: group than by the principais as

A higher preStige rating was given to this teacher ;ubgroup by the DSL
gt

group Princ1pals as a group, however,

»

}':fg were not in agreement with other grOUps in their perceptions about the

) ]eaSt p'°5t‘91°“5 °f ail SUbgrOUPS evaluated Their evaluations piaced ’ Q’sf- L

4‘?335 Home Econonﬁcs &VOcational Education and Industrial Arts teachers at the e
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L jConsequentiy. it can be stated that the five major group (PrinCipais,

R / L . _ 7

resulted in identical mean prestige %coﬁes for the:.¢= acherps%bgro ps.
Evaiuations of the other four major groups placed either PhySical Educa-

tionlteachers or Counseklors Psycho]ogists as the teacher subgroup in\the

¥

~ same iow status. S L B | i‘ .

I

H To determ]ne—the nature of re]ationships among the five sets of

’

major group rank-ordered mean prestige scores rgported'in TabTe. 24, the

_Spearman rapk- order correiation coefficient (rho) was ca]cuiated for

each pds51bie domparison\of‘these sets of scores Vaiues of corre]ation
coefficients (rhos) obtained for these comparisons are shown in Table 25.

Resuits presented in this tabie indicate that the correiation coeffic1ent

. va]ues obtained Jfor each of the ten comparisons made is suffic1ent]y high

to estabiish the presence of strong relationships among the five sets of

. 'f}
“ranked. data‘~ Interpreted in another way, these resuits show that a
RSSO -

~ strong tendency exists among the five major positionai groups to rate the

.19 positionai charaoteristics simi]ariy PRER \t‘, I “;;

Coe “@
The statistics reported in TabiJ 26 show the resuits obtained

'from testing for the presence of 51gnificant differences in the sources

specified Data presented on ‘A (Rating Group) main . effects shows that

7

,'differences between the mean prestige scores of each magor group on the

f.lg subgroups evaiuated were not significant at the 05 robabiiity ievei | 71_~i

‘Té ’Elementary teachers, etc ) do not differ tg any apprecia le degree with "i;f*{5u

[

.{eSPeCt td hOW they used the rating scaﬁexto evaluate the 19 subgroups |
COnsidered. The five~groups showed simiiarity‘among themseives in using 1" N
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Tablé 25 ..

Spearman Rhos Reporfed for Compagﬁsdas of Mean Prestige’

- .

Subgroup Scores Ranked According to Major . * L
_Positional Grqups =~ - . _ .
[} o a <

S+ DF =170 A L

y N R ) \ .
Rt Y B . - . . ) k
[ . \ q \
. .

v

:gﬁn?1:$. c . Elementary ~ -Secondary 'Secondary Non-  DSL
‘ ame, s Principals  Jhachers Acad. Teachers Acad. Teachers Group

Py,

Pr:incipa]_ﬁf’ C - |
. Elementary. - | - - , T
Teachers < 0.895 . ' - : 3
’ ‘Secondary o ' Co , ' - o
’ Teachers g 0.923 0.915 _ L , )
Secondary . .. - - R 3 i :
Non-Acad. . N - ' -
Teachers'  0.774 . .0.749 - 0.878 R a
Dept. Heads: N AR . , o o o S
~Supervisors " ‘ - .
Liprarians

r

D.898  0.818 . 0.957. . 0:863  --

» —

T

e Tablezs 0 Dol T
f¥SUmmary of Resq]ts thained’Using Two-way - ANOVA with Repeated -
© .0 . -Measures opyFactor 'B' for Treatment of Positional Subgroup |
FSLEE “Mean Scores Derived from Five Major Positional Groups
. . . o ‘ I - "l B R , M
. Levels.of 'A'" x5 |
.0+ .-Repeated Measures =)@ 0T oo
CTee v subjects in'A' =520 287,191, 107, 54

’fSourcélbf véf?étioh;'f,,7§55f‘jlfffva~' ;_A MSf j-u_"‘f3 p

"onon

L S oo n -7
o S T :

S —~

i Between Subjects . - .7013,88 ° 690 . .. . -

AMEinEffects 1481 L4370 0363 0wt
" Silbjects within Groups . -6994.38 . 686 ‘.m0 i T o

1231013 412438
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a»high medium or ‘low rater of, prestige for the 19 subgroups when each

f \f N -

group”s mean prestige rating of individua] subgroups is’ subjécted to

ana]ysis a different situatipn resultp For. 'B’ (Group Rated): main | ‘ ~i .
effects\an F ratio of 98 77, which 1sqsignificant at an extremeiy high , j‘ B
prob;bility leve] (much beyond 001), 1nd1cates that there are 51gnif1- |

cant differences among the mean prestige seores which ‘have been a531gned :
e A

to each of the: teacher subgroups Observation of the resu]ts reported
o
fdr the 'A *. B' interaction prov1des strong 1ndication~that there is

h 1

a]most no tendency among the majqr groups to maintain a 51miiar rating

o ‘ pattern from subgroup to subgroup That is, no‘maJor g(oup tended to *"

a551gn the same mean score vaiue to each of the sdbgroups evalu ted

When the mean p?est ge 'scores of each ma jor group on each subgroup are "‘ a f'f‘fp
\f‘ compared with thosebof every other major group.pn each subgroup, dif- ‘; s nsftd

e ferences are found to be Significant well beyUhsthe .05 level. E
) LI \"‘A Y

The tgtormation reported in Tabie 27 18 dertved from data L /‘.: .

(‘"‘

Presented in Table 24 Reiative prestige ranks assigned to each of the . 7'iﬁ‘\1

positional subgroups for each of the major groups were. determinedahy

v

“”fi'",kl ,rank-ordéring the maJor groups mean prestige estimates for each of the . RO

ar e
-

19 subgroups. Tabie 27 dispiays the resuits of this ranking procedure .\_‘;\"j

3?§i:ik'{{f by showing the relatkve prestige rank that each positionai‘subgroup
| presumably obtai,bd from each major group Arrangement of these data -
’iin the format usedyinithi ;ble facilitatessdetection and description r‘;fﬁ i
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tnan did other major qroups.l Some exceptions are appa;ent Elementary
teachers reqard Fine Arts teachers and L1brar1ans as more presxiqious than o
does any othor major group. Secondary Academic teachers attributed an
amount of‘prést1ge to Department Heads and Curricular Associates which
.essenttally placed them in fourth rank. Pr1ncipa]s evaluated themselves
highest in éver instance where this was possible The; also evaluated
Physical Education .teachers:, Counsellors Psych01ogists and E]emfntary
teachers higher than those of other maJor _groups. which did not(fnc]ude
these teachers. Pr1nc1pa1s as a group attrijbuted tne Towest prestige
of 411 groups to teoché}s of Commercial, Special Edycation and Secondary
Academic sub3Ects. Department neads and Supervisors subgroups did not
receive noanly the same amount of:prestige from principals as they
attributed to Phem:f‘The Secondary Non-academic group awarded the lowest
amount of prestigg (rank five) to four of.the Six pnincipa] subgroups
while E]enontarY'seachers‘responded in 1ike manner for Junior-Sendor
High and Senior. High princ1nals. Elementary and Elementary-Junior High
’principals achieved~sf;sestige ronk of two from eva]uapions provided by
the Elementary teacher group. The latter groop awarded the same prestige
(rénk'two) to Commgfcial Indhstrial Arts, Home-Economics and Voéationalii‘
Educationlsubgrodsgl -The Secondary academic group tended to award
al] subgroups except Department Heads and F1ne Arts teachers an_ amount
7 of prestigq which‘placed thehcjn rank positions three and four They i
o did not elect to assess any §ug%roup low enough to locate it in the
lowest rank position. ‘Fine Arts teachers, members of the Sécondary Non-
| academic group, wero not as 1mportant aécording to this major grouﬁ as
were the other subgroups belonging to 1t Menbers of‘;his rmajoc group

eva]uated Librarians as being=fifth in importance aloqg with fouf A

#

L
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principal subnroups. [lementary teachers and the two remaining principal
- subgroups were seen as being fourth in 1mportance. The major group

coMprised of Department Heals, Supervisors and Librarfans did not award
sufficient prestige'to achieve first rank to any subgroup except them-.

selves but they did select seven suboroup§ inc]uding Elementary teachers

as deserv1nq of the Towest relative presttge ranh ~ They also regard

the four most prest1q1ous prtncipa] groups as more 1mportant by

award1ng them enough prest1ge to place them in rank two. Principals'

percept1ons of th1s-groups relative prestige are not reciprocal.

Department Heads; Supervisors and Librarians‘attributed an amount of
cprestige to the subgroups belanging to the Secondary Non-acadenmic group

to place them all 1n the lowest rank (5) but members of the 1atter

major grdup evaluated Tembers of the D§b.1n a manner which p]aced them ,

, i; rank two\ |
The findings reported above indicate the null. hypo hes1s to be

false. Consequently, it is rejected and hypothesis 1.2, as stated, is’

tentatively accepted S]gn1ficant differences do exist in the amounts
F_of prestige attributed to pos1t10na] subgroups by major groups.

A ]
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS f

. L)

The ana1ysis of data produced substantiaﬂ evidence to JUStIfy
tentative acceptance of hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2 as stated In most
1nstances the amounf® of prestige attributed by teachers in general to

| the positional subgroups 1nvestigated differ at or beyond the .05 level,
The nature of the findings serves to Yemove speculation about public
statements negating the presence of a positional prestige h1erarchy
-... Nlthin the teaching force More important fér teachers, for the

®
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professional orqanization and for other researchers 1s the description
deta111nq the precise nature of this hierarchical arrangement That
principals would emerge as the most prestigious teacher group does not
seem unreasonable nor was it unexpected. However, to discover the
presence of a dist1nctive hierarchy of positions for this function and
the fact that 1t is similarly recognized by principa]s and teachers in
general is noteworthy The superior prestige attributed to principails
by their profess1onal co]leagues may be the resu]t of the increasing
diff1cu1ty of the task, 1ts:non- 1nstruct10nal nature or the control and
authority vested in the position. In several instances flnancfal reward

may not be a very influential. factor since the principal is not neces-

\ -sarily the highest paid member of a school staff. The reason for.

Counsellors Psycho]oqists and Physical Education teachers receiving
evaluations whlch placed them at the bottom of the positional prestige
hierarchy is difficu]t to explain uniess one reason 1s that, in generail,
teachers do not perceive these to be very important functions re]at1ye

to tne others evaluated. Special Education and Elementary (1- 6) teachers
are nuch more highly regarded by teachers in';eneral than are teachers
servinq in superv1sory-capac1t1es or technical-vocational fields This
could. reflect an 1ncreased awareness among teachers of a growing public
demand for the services of Special Education teachers.

_ ~Tﬁe positfonal prestige hierarchy which seems to most accurate]y e
represent he current perceptions of the Alberta teaching force is |
presented in Table 23 In general . teachers perceive the arrangement
of positions eld 1n school as bejpnging to four. maJor prestige levels,

with the excep 1on of principals pos1tions ublch occupy the highest




the other levels are assigned the same relative prestige rank. The »
result’ is a positional prestige hierarchy comprised of eight prestige

ranks but only four status levels.

\

Results of the analysis of data reported in Tables 24, 26 and 27

dﬂnstitute a reliable basis for accepting hypothesis 1,2 which predicted

that the amounts of prestige attributed by specified major groupings to

‘the positional subgroups evaluated would differ significantly. Findings

established this to be so.

. Since no statisticaliy 51gnificant differences were found among
N .

the five positional groups with respect to the way in which members of

these groups ranked the 19 positional subgroups, it is apparentfthat a -
high degree of agreement exists among teachers regarding the reéatjve
statuses of these'positions. This finding suggests that the reiiabi]ity
of the positional hierarchy as perceived by teachers in generai is
reasonabiy souné It wouid also appear from the findings that teachers

regard themseives as being well 1nformed about all the schooi positions

in which their col]eagues may serve.

Ev1dence presented in Table 26 established that major group

.prestige estimates~differ significantly (.057nr beyond) between subgrdups
"and-also among greups on each subgroup evaiuated PrinCipais may know

o they enjoy the highest prestige\of all positional subgroups apd rate

&
themseives accordingiy. The tendency in this part of the study for

teachers to consistentiy estimate highiy. by cunparison, the re]ative
prestige of their own pOSitions 1s a tendency s1miiar to that repbrted

in related studies completed by Bernbaum and assocwates (1969) and

'Humphreys-(1970) The fact that there .are statisticaiiy significant

‘differences in the locations specified in the findings reported suggests ‘

124
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that teachers in general do perceive differentiais in‘prestige wher
teaching positions are considered. The presence of prestig differentials’
between the various subgroups (see Tahie 27) suggests that there-are
likely numerous reasons contributing‘to this situation. SuppreSSed
resentment may be venting itself in those instances where teachers
recognize the 1mprobabiiity of achieving highly prestigious pOSitions
or, it may be due to a special competency teachers possess for evaluating
the positional. characteristics examined.

The compiexities and difficuities encountered in reporting and
interpreting findings concerned with meon prestige measures can often

. ' ' ' | \
lead to false'or distorted conclusions. Findings based on mean scores

should not be construed as precise indicators of opinion for every

individual in a group. Mean scores are measures of central tendency

and should always be interpreted as such. To il]ustrate, not all

~teachers in the total sample thought Physical Education-teachers‘were

>

lowest in relative prestige. Some, . for example Physical Education

teachers, regarded them as muth more prestigious.
SUMMARY

Chapter V presents and discusses the results obtained from the
a:7lyses of data reiated to sub-problems l(a) and 1(b).. These sub-..

oblems were- concerned w1th 1dentifying and describing the nature of

~perceived prestige hierarchies based on 19 teaching positions in the

schoo] The hierarchicai structures which were deve]oped on the ba51s

of perceptions provided by the total" teacher sample, and se]ected sub-

groupings of this sample, are presented and discussed in detail The .

('statistical hypotheses deveioped to investigate sub-probiems l(a) and

~

l(b) are accepted BT : _ ‘A*"



The pOSitionai prestige hierarchy produced, initially, from rank
- ordering the appropriate mean prestige scores obtained from the totai
samp]e displays the re]ative prestige rank of each teaching position

” l

evaluated. " Principals of Senior High Schools' have the highest prestige
rank (i) and Physicai Education teachers the lowest (19) according to
the perceptions of teachers in generai A refined ver51on of this
hierarchy was produced after differences among the mean prestige
measures used to de51gn this structure were' subgected to appropriate
statistica] treatments. This refined version contains four situses

or families of positions arranged accarding to relative status by situs
and within situs. The prestige rank assigned to each ppSition is.

‘

dependent on the position's iocation by famiiy category (situs) and
relative status mithin its famiiy category Thé six Principal poSitions
considered occupy the highest statu5+1eve] (1) and a' similar number of
*'>Vocational Technicai positions belong to" the lowest status ievei (4)
'1n this hierarchica] arrangement Elementary. Secondary Academic and
‘Speciai Education teachers positions are regarded by teachers in
generairas being more prestigious than the positions occupied by ’
Supervisors.jCoordinators Department Heads Curricuiar Assoc1ates
Librarians and Fine Arts teachers since the former group belongs to
the ‘second most important status levei (2)

. f
R Five=major sub-groupings 6f teachers categorized according td .

VA X
~“.""L (,u

.similarity Of function performed 1n schooi were derived from the sample

’ for the purpose of investigating the nature of d;blerences between and
rvamong their mean prggtige estimates on each of tﬁefPOSitional Prestige

’ fScale ﬁtens Re]ationships and trends which the reievant fihdings revea]

126

1ndicate that the mean prestige estimates ‘of maJor gr0ups tend con51stentiy,
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'-to be in the upper range (3.5 to 6; of the rating scale-used. Meanf
scores of the Secondary Non-acadegic group exhibit the least variatfon ‘
and those of the’ Department Head, Supervisor and Librarian group, the
largest, var1at10n A]l major grouszattr1buted the highest prestige to

Senior High School principals. The perceptions 6f Principals as a group‘/
differ from those ofrthe other four major groups regarding the 1east
-'prest1g1ous p051t1onal subgroup According to the views of the Principal
" group, Vocational Education, Industria]\Arts and Home Economics'teachers '
| possess equal amounts of prestige but re]attve to other pos1t1ons these
are of 1east‘1mportance. The other major groups 1nd1cated Physical
Educat1on teachers or Counsellors- Psychologists to be the least. prest;—
. gious pos1t1ona1 subgroups of a]] those considered.

Statist1ca1 ev1dence estab]1shed that a strong tendency ex1sts “
among the five maJor groups to rate the 19 pos1t10ha] subgroups s1m11ar]y
. Their use of the rat1ng scale in this regard did not d1ffer to any
apprec1able degree However when each group's mean prest1ge ratlng
of individual subgroups was examined, d1fferences among “these mean
;prest1ge scoreshwhich are.statisticaITy s1gn1f1cant‘at or beyond the
‘ .05 level wére'found-to be present Data presented in Table 27 show
, the re]at1ve prestige rank for ‘each of the 19 posit1onal subgroups based

""on eva]uations provided by each of the five maJor groups These data

R ;1nd1cate,fthat with few exceptwons, each p051t10na1 subgroup was accorded |

2 h1gher amount of prestige by Ats parent major group thar 1t was from
any other maJor group \The’ nature of 95 ranktngs dxsp]ayed in Tab]e 27
. suggests that much more d1versity than conform1ty exists among maJor

: ;‘groups regardtng the amounts of pre§t1ge possessed by the varwous

"fvf?;‘positional subgroups. R U
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: Essentia11y, the findings for major groups appear to confirm
" that there is genera] agreement among them on rating the 19 positional
character1st1cs, but that this 1s not the case when each major group's

mean prest1ge rating of individual suhgroups is subjected to statistical

analysis,
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PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS AS
_ DETERMINANTS OF PRESTIGE AMONG TEACHERS

-/J

ThiS‘chaptervreports on the procedures followed r analysis of
‘”data obtained to test hypotheses propdsedjfor'dealing with sub-problems .g\
2(a), Z(b),'d(a); 3(b) and 4 of the stugy. Sub—problems 2(a) and 3(a) ﬁ
were concerned’ with the jdentification and description:of prestige
hierarchies based on selected.professional and‘personal characteristics-
according to perceptiOns of‘the total teacher_sample. Subiproblens 2(b)
and 3(b) also deal't with prestige hierarchies based on each of the
selected professional and personaljcharacteristics,‘but according to
the perceptions‘of subgroups selected especially to make‘specified '
comparisons. among these teacher groupings The four hypotheses developed
to investigate the sub—problems referred to above have one thing in
conmon: each predicted that. differences in the amounts of- prestige

L)

attributed to the categories of”the characteristics examined are 51gni;‘ '
| ficant according to, the perceptions of'the teaCher”groupings concernéd. - }
The relatjve importance of the selected profe551onal and personal "g
: Characteristics in determining 'teacher prestige was raised in sub-probﬂem
A i The corresponding hypothesis stated that differences in the'amoungi

_of prestige attributed tq personal and profe551onal characteristics by

,_teachers ig general are significant.-». l
- - .' The remainder of this chapter is organized in the following
f ,1 manner Findings pertinent to the analysis of data concerned with

examining the nature of prestige differentials based on total sample S :afﬁnﬁ

- ,.g‘.i." N ‘.‘ .. ‘ L_
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.perceptions™of professionai and personal characteristics are:presented
prior to the findingsfwhich deal with the same characteristics, as' |
perceiVed by selected subgroups Findings from the analysis concerned
with tesfing hypothesis 4 are reported and discussed in the section of

this chapter which precedes;the summary.
DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

'—Analysis of data obtainedggpr thisipart of the study invoived Y .

computing for: the sampie mean pré8tige scores based on the weighted
.scaie responses provided for each of the 43 categories examined The
same measures were- computed for each of the subgroups selected on all
categories exCept "those iisted in; item 8 ‘(the seven profeSSionai and. :
personalﬁﬂinacteristics investigated) of the Personai—Prdfessiona]
Characteristics Rating ‘Scales (PPCRS). Item 8 is 1nc1uded as Part .B,
Section 2 of the Prestige Differentiaks and Attitude Inventory (PDAI).

Essentiaily\this process amounted to securing mean score measures of
/'

perceived prestige on each category examined for each respondent for'

A
v

'the total sampie and for each subgroup included in the analysis.
| Variability of scores from their mean was reported by use of “the standard |
deviation statistic The practice of ranking mean prestige scores in

‘order of magnitude was adopted to estabiish the various prestige

e oo

;hierarchies of caﬁ‘iories for each- characteristic. Rank one was assigned

-~

.‘to the mean prestige score having the highest va]ue in the particuiar .

set being considered Refinements to severai of these descriptive ;f;,'e‘

Le I

_fstructures were accomplished&by using, where appropriate, One or Two-way

'ANOVA methods described eariier (shapter III) to test for the presence ),u'

B ‘( L ‘

“of statisticaiiy significant differences among spefified sets of mean ﬁ-ﬁ |

: "fsceres-, The Newnan“Keuls multiple comparison progedure :W#&reepiﬁeda.«FO-;,,f-f‘j"ff~f{
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data following use of the One-way ANOVA treaonent This procedure is
.used to—locate specific differences -and determine their statistical .
;significance Prestige hierarchies based on mean prestige estimates
'.provided by selected subgroups for each characteristic investigated
are described and compared on the basts of. evidence derived from analysis
of these data u51ng the Two—way ANOVA method Important variations among ’
. a {the ranking practices and patterns displayed by subgroups are .shown in ‘
| tabular arrangement of relative prestige ranks designed to illustrate ;l

- these phenomena. \ ~3> ~ -

To determine and report on the statistical significance of all

‘differences resulting from the numerous comparisons of - mean prestige . 5
,’scores which are pOSSible was a task conSidered beyond the scope of
.‘thls study Statistical treatment of the appropriate data was. carried
,'out,to enable refiﬁement of the four hierarchies produced for the total

~ teacher sample In addition, subgroup mean prestige estimates were ‘
i'examined to detergine if statistically significant differences did exist-,
"for comparisons between within and across selected subgroups involved

m Results of these procedures are reported and interpreted in sections

.t"i of the report which follow

T FiND,INES PRESTIGE DIFFERENTIALS BASED on
S TOTAL‘SAMPLE PERCEPTIONS \

44‘

‘V‘f‘hypotheSis'é,l There are’ significant differences in the amounts of
- . i‘ ‘_’ r;‘,'_,prestige whith teachers in general attribute to subgroups fi;’
Sl e “fclassified on the basis of the professional characteris- R
'isﬂ,f';lr; »ff";'ﬂff;!tics of teaching experience, qualifications, teaching A;" |
4 S | j'ileVel and foicial ATA office held “ _gﬁf QLQFQia.{f'53ﬁ
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N "‘_ W
~ . Y

*H&pbthesis 3.1 There are 31gnificant dif?erences in the amounts of

&
[}
O e e T

L N
prestige which teachers in general attribute to subgroups \,
R

SR
.

\' ‘(classified on the basis of the persona] characteristics

¢ of age, sex and piace of profe551ona] preparation

\

| &
Tabje'éB presents the mean prestige score (MPS), standard "

| dev1ation (SD) and reiative prestige rank (PR) obtained for each category éﬁ*

L

' of each profeSSionai characteristic according to the pqueptions of the

'totai teacher<samp1e / Examination of these data indicate the - presence
of prestige hietarchies, for each profess1onal Characteristic based on .« e

a

perceptions of teachers\in generai

\

Table 28 aiso reveais that EEachers in general gave coi]eagues

N\
with 11to 15 years of teaching experience the highest prestige rating

‘_and those ‘with less than three years of expérience the lowest Teachers
e . S

. with an experience record ranging between\h to 20 years were accorded . . .

’i .

\ at

| higher prestige than teachers who ei her exceeded the upper limit or

. fe]i beiow'the ]ower limit of this Spa \\éA]i teachers with the exéﬁption

~of. those who possessed less than three 'y®ars of teaching experience v f~~ 'i

received prestige ratings fa]ling into’ the\high rahge (above the 3 5 ﬁfi ﬁ‘jﬁ

o mid-point) of the rating scale used ‘f t\}_-,ﬁ-\(;; ’ "rfi.« ,f . ft 1f,é¢5
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ny e . in
TR oo | S Tﬂ‘;& 28,
) . - Mean Prest1ge Score ' (MPS),%Standard DeV1ation (SD) and
Prestige Rank (PR) Obtained for Total Sample According
o Professiona] Characteristtc Eva]uated i
| . N=6% | |
v | / U _ AR
‘\ \ Profsfsional Character1sp1crﬂ\ Total _Samp]l e
B Evaluated S MPS - 8D . PR
g "y,‘Teacthg>Exper1ence:
. ' Less than'3 Years 3.7 1.19 _1"6
-+ 3-5Years ° . 3.9 102 5
~*_ 6~ 10 Years | 8. 58‘ 0.92 v 3 °
. 11 - 15 Years. 472 0.91. 1
. 16 - 20 Vears . 4.66 106 . - 2.
| .0ver720’vears : S 8.3 T
:{@ Teaching;Level § 4| | . : S -
; Division T (1 - 3) N 4.57 I U7 AR ’
- Division I.(4 - 8 L. 4as - 1.08 el |
o “Jduniof High' Schoo] (z -9) g 4.55 1.00 3 L
'f‘,\. Senior High School (10 -12) " 45 LN
Lﬁ 'Teacﬁﬂng Qualificat1ons T g L
. .Less'than. 3 Years - . e - S

‘AT__ 'Local " i

.;;Presfdeht N
| rman FD‘Gommittee= ;‘ ;f
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most. prestige Qas\awaFQed to teachers with more than §1x years of
university pﬁéparation thle the Teast amount was awarded to those with
minimal preparation (three years). Teacher pres1dents of ?he provincial
as§oc1§}18% were accorded the highest prgsé1ge-rdt1ng (rank one) of the

{ ‘
five official ATQ positions\evaluated by teachers. Cha1?3gﬁ,of Salary

-Negotiating Committees were é@ald&ged,higher than members of Provincial

- to “the pqggzbtions of their'co!leagues."Thé 10! prestige group in this

‘total teacher sample.

Executive ‘Council, prestdents of ATA loca]; and Chairmen of Professional
Deve]Opment.éommittees as these groups' ratings‘placed them in relative
prestige ranks three, four.and five respectively. Teachers-who did not
hold, or had not held any official ATA position placed at the bottom

of this particular p%eﬁt1ge hierarchy 1nArank six, the least prestigious
position in this hierarchy. -

To}al sample mean prestige. scores reported in-Table 28 vary from

q.[oi 6f 3.16 (teachers with less than three years of university

.lr e .
preparat{on) to a high of 4.94 (teachers with more than six years of

‘ "~
university preparation). In all cases except two (teachers with less
than three years.of university preparation and teachers with less than
three years of‘teaching experience)”heén’prestige estimates achieved

values exceeding 3.5, the mid-point on the rating scale used by the
e : ’

Qhen the prestige hierarchies ?dr the four professiéna] charac-
t;ristiég ne§gr1be6r456ve’are consideréd together;;teachers with 11 to 15 .
years of teﬁching expefiqncé. mor; than §1§ yéhrg of university prfpara—
tioq; teaching sentor §3gh schoo] and uttp 3 recofd of service {n an

o?fi;ial ATA éffice ém@rge as the high prestige. teacher group according

© Anstance con$13tsof Division Two-(4-6) teachers with the least amount

*
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of teachjng exper1ence and university preparation who have not held any

official ATA office. - |
Table 29 and the table references which accompany it, report

the results of analysis of data carried out to determine the presence

of statistically significant differences amond the various total sample

~mean prestige scores obta1néd for each category of each profess1ona1

‘ N\
characteristic considered and to identify and describe tie nature of

A

these differences. Refined versions of the prestige hierarch1es'which\

take into aQSE:nt the statistical significance of d1fferences between
adjacent prest1ge ranks are presented in the same table. The prestige
hierarchy for f;ach1ng experience now consists of fiyé statuses pccord1ng
to the perceptioﬁs of teachers generally. There {s no differeﬁée in

the amount of prestige teachers associate with having 11 to 15 years of

teaching experience or 16 to 20 years of teaching expef1ence, bift there

is in the case of each of the ophér experience categories. Since-Division

One (1-3) and Junifor High School (7-9) teachers are groups with equal

‘prestige in the minds of teachers as a group, the teaching level hierarchy

consist§ of three rather than four statuses. A five rather than s1x
position hierarchy for teaching qualifications 13 the result of teachers,
3q generaly attributing the same amount of prestige to <olleagues

Sgns1x of more years of university preparation..,[he absence o g
of differences which are ‘statistically sign1f1canf at the .05 level
among the.meah préstigé estimates awarded'to four of_the S1ix ATAibf 1ce;
heldAcaiegoriés_shows that a three position hierarchy exists for thi )
chara;ter1stic. Generally, teachers regard presidents'of the brovincial‘
association as thg most prestigious group and teachersfuho have not
served*1n'd%y off1c1ali§ssoc1at19n office as ige leastipres¥1gious group.

1
v

;] . _ - o



Table 29

Prestige Hierarchies Obtained for.Professional
Characteristics after Analysis of Data Using
One-Way ANOVA Followed by N-K Procedure

N = 690

| - Ranks of MPS
Professional Characteristic + ANOVA Compareg by Prestige
E&g1uated ~ MPS PR Ratio(d (N K) Hierarchy
Teaching Experience:
- 11-15 Yr, ' 4.72 1 1-2 1
"16-20 Yr, 4,66 2 2.3% 1
6-10 Yr. * 4.58 3 2
‘Over 20 Yr. 443 g WDl 3
3-5 Yr. . 3.99 5 5.6+ 4
Less than 3 Yr. 3.7 ‘6 5
Teaching Level: |
Senior High School (10-12) 4.75 1 R 1
Division 1 (1-3) 4.57 2 19.73* 2-3 2
Junior High School (7-9) 455 3 : 3.4+ 2
Division II (4-6) : 4.45 4 ' 3
Teachinghgua11fications:
D.Ed. or Ph.D. Degree 4.94 1-2 1
M.Ed. Degree (6 Yr.) 490 2 9 3% 1
Two Bachelor Degrees (5 Yr.) 4.67 3 454 10 3-q% 2
B.td. Degree (4 Yr.) 4:50 4 7 2-5 3
Professional Cert. (3 Yr.) 4.02 5 \ 5_g* 4
Less than 3 Yr. 3.16 6 . 5
-ATA Office Held:
Pres.. Prov. Assn. 451 1. 12w 1
Chairman - Sal, Neg. Com. .  4.38 2 , 2.3 2,
Prov. Ex. Council Member 4,30 3 85.12% 3-4 ° 2
Pres, ATA Local 425 4 707 L a5 2
- Chairman - Prof. Dev. Com. 4.17 5 5.6* 2
No ATA Office Held 3.70 6 3
. —

* - Significant at the .05 level or beypnd .
(a) See Tables 55, 56, 57 and 58 (Appendix D) for ANOVA results

b See Table 59 (Appendix D) for results of all N-K comparisons--:_

- » .
. ‘: . —a TN
N
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Personal Characterfstics '

‘ This sectioh of the study reports the findings of analyses
related to the three personal character1st1cs se]ected for investigation:
age, sex and place of profess1ona] preparation of the teacher,

Table 30 displays prestige hierarchies. based on selected personai
characteristics which exist in the Alberta teaching force‘accor;;h;\to
the perceptions of teachers in general when thé{r mean prestige scores
are ranked to determine the relative étahus position of each variabie

compristing the set considered. . * -

Age -- Total Sample Perceptions. According ‘to the perceptions

L

" of the jample, teachers over 60 years old are the ieast prestigious age
category and those betheen 36 and 50 years old the most prestigiousl
category. The two age categories represehting;the extremes, youngest

and oldest, .were accorded the‘]owest amournts of prestige by teachers as

a group. Teachers between 25 and 35 years old were percéived by teachers
in general as having ahout‘the same amounts of prestige as the most
prestigiousicategpry (a mean phestige score of 4.54 compared to 4.57).

The hierarchy of age subgroups arrahged'from most to least presticious o
on the basis of total sample perceptio;; locates teachers between 25 and
50 years old in the'two.highest,prestige~positionS'(ranks one and two)

and - teachers oVer'GO years old in the lowest prestiée.position (rank , ,
five). N ' :'n ' | j I

Sex of Teacher -- Total Sample Perceptions. Conparisbn of the y

13

mean prestige scores presented in Table 30 for ma]e and female teachers ,

indicates that teachers, in general, regard male teachers as the more W 2
prestigious group. \,ﬁf"‘._ ' o oy
L ’ "
4
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Table 30 o (

* Mean Prestige Score (MPS), Standard Deviation (SD) and
\ Prestige Rank (PR) Obtained for Total Sample According
: to Personal Characteristic Evaluated

e

A | N = 690
:::z;z;na{AEharacter;éz;;: "Total Sampile 3
Evaluated MPS -~ SD - PR
Age:”
| Under 25 Years 01d - | 3.69 1.21 4
’Betwéen 25 - 35 Years 01d \ 4.54‘ ‘ 1.01 - 2 ‘
Between 36 - 50 Years 01d 4.57 0.9 1
‘Between 51 - 60 Years 01 3.9 1.15 - 3
Over 60 Years 01d C3.26 N7 5
Sex of Teacher: : ;
Male 4.62 - 1.04 b
Female o 4.45 " .08 A 2
. Place of Profe§sioﬁa1 Preparation:.
Aiisrtg | 466 1.09 B 1
Other Canadian Province o433 0.99 ’ 2
United States | 3.60 1,21 4
England 3.87 S22 . .3
Indfa : 2,90 e 7
West Indies | . 2095 126 6
Other Countries /‘ U N L N 5




.of four statuses according to the perceptions of teachérs in general.
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Place of Professional Preparation -- Totak,Sample Perceptions.

According to’ the data presented in Table 30, teachers, in general
indicated that teachers prepared in Alberta are more prestigious than
those prepared in any of the other six locations evaluated. Teachers

prepared in other Canadian provinces received the next highest rating -

' whiﬂeuthose prepared in the West Indies and India were evaluated sg as

to place them in the two lowest ranks of this seven level hierarchy.
Teachers who obtained their teaching credentials in England are, according

to teachers in general, a more‘prestigious group than those prepared in

v
-

American institutions.

Personal Characteristics Prestige
Hierarchies -- Refined Versions

Table 3 and.the references it includes report the results of
analyses ot}data carried out to determine the presence of statisticall;
significant difierences a@ong the variodsitotal sample mean prestige -
scores obtained for each eategory’of each personal characteristict
evaluatediand to identify and describe the nature of these differences.
Refined versions of the prestige hierarchies which take into account the -

statistical differences between adjacent prestige ranks are also presented

3 R N .l ’ ’ B .
in Table 31. The modified hierarchy for age characteristics now consists
: ’ ' . L

-

~

Essentially, there is no difference in the amount of prestige teachers

'associate with age categories included in the 25 to 50 age spread but

there is in the case of the other three age groups. The hierarchy which

"describes the relative status of male and female categories remains

unchanged since the difference between the’ mean prestige scoresAngained

for these categories is significant beyond the .05 level Generally.

ey teachers attribute ?ore prestige to males when evaluating the characteristic

L34
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Table 31

Prestige Hierarchies .Obtained for Personal Characterlsticé
after Analysis of Data Using One-Way ANOVA Fo]]owed
by Newman- -Keuls Procedure '

N = 690
j - Ranks of MPS
Personal Characteristic ANOVA F Compared by Prestige
Evaluated MPS PR Ratiofa)  (N-k)b Hierarchy
Age: ,
Between 36 ~ 50 Years 01d  4.57 1 | 1-2 1
Between 25 - 35 Years 01d  4.54 2 o3 T,
Between 51 - 60 Years 01d $3.98 3 275.55* 3-4% 2
~ Under 25 Years-01d o369 4 . 4.5+ 3
Over 60 Years 01d .3.26 ' 5 4
Sex of Teacher: | o L
Male . B 4.62° 1 o5 050 . 1-2¢ -
Female - 4.45 2 - o 2
Placé of Professional Prep.: - : - , S
Alberta : 4:66 1 Teox 1
Other Canadian Province ©4.33 2 é:3* 2
- England . - 3.87 3 FWTERE 3.
United States , S 3.60 .4 464:07* o5 4
‘Other Countries C3.18 5 5.6+ 5
West Indjes = . 2.95 6 6-7 6
India . : 2.90- 7 6
*  Signifitant at the .05 “level.or beyond - | o S L.

¢a) See Tables 60, 61 and 62 (Appendix D) for ANOVA results
b . See Table 63 (Append1x D). for results of all N-K compar1sons .
, g

4 t



~Hypojhesis 2.2: There are significant d1fferences in the amounts of

.Hypothesis 3.2:-

L

. R r . ' ) ' ' N "A )
of sex. Since teachers who received their professional preparation in

the West Indies or'Ihdia are regarded as\equa]]y prestigious groubs by
teachers-in general, this particular hierarchy now consists of six rather
than seven statuses,which do not deviate fhom the order described for

the earlier version.

On the basis of the findings presented for the three personal

Y, ' ' N\
~characteristics investigated teachers, in general, indicated that the

high prestige group of teachers are. males between 25 and 50 years of
age who have obtained their university preparation in Alberta. The low
p}estige groupfconsiéts of females under 25 years of age who have
received their universfty preparatibn in either the West .Indies or India.

FINDINGS: PRESTIGE DIFFERENTIALS BASED ON
SELECTED SUBGROUP PERCEPTIONS.

»a

I
.

prest1ge which se]ected teacher group1ngs attr1bute
" to subgroups classified on the basis of the profess1ona1

‘characteristics of teaching experience, qua11f1cat1ons,

teaching lewel and official ATA office held.

. subgroups c?ass1fied on . the bas1s of the persona1

character1st1cs of age, sex and p]ace of profess1ona1

. se]ected subgroup on the same sets of character1st1cs conswdered by the -

Apreparat;on. )

Profess1ona1 Character1st1cs ! - Y
N I : L ; -
. éﬂ Table 32 r‘eDOIr'ts the results of the evaluat1ons made by each -
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scores of each teacher subgroup on the s1x exper1ence varlables evaluated

n

total teacher sample. Examination of these‘data reveals sttuations
where'ratings between and among the various subgroups are similar and
situatfons where they are different. ‘Details pertaining to the composj—
tion of each se]ected subgroup are provided fnxTabie 32. For example,
subgroup G cons1sts of 319 elementary grade teachers derived from
combining Division One and Division Two teachers.

Comparisons of the ranklng tendenc1es exh1b1ted among subgroups ‘
are reported at this tlﬂE to descr1be the genera] nature of relationships
among h1erarch1es deve]oped from mere]y rank ordering subgroup mean

prestige scores after determining whether differences stat1st1ca11y

s1gn1f1cant differences were not 1ocated and spec1f1ca]1y 1dent1f1e?L
injthis 1nstance
The statistfcs reported in Table 64 (Appendix D) show the results

Obtained'frongtesting for the presence of significant differences among

mean prestige scores obtained for the‘"Teaching Experience" characteristic.

Results obtained from application of "the analysis of variance method are
. . , _ ’
reported by referring to 'A' main effects, 'B' main effects and 'A * B'

interaction. It should be noted that in all cases 'A* main effects

143

‘signfficant at the 05 level do exist among these ieasures. stical]y.

describes the subgroups doing the rating (evaluators) and 'B' main effects"

‘describes the teacher subgroups belng rated (evaluated) A B"1nter— g
»actgﬁlneasures ‘total 'variability and refers to the amount of dev1at1on

' ~of all subgroup mean scores frdm the overall mean score. Data presented

on bA‘ main effects 1nd1cate that differences between the mean prestige .

-

-are. not sign1f1cant at the 05 probab111ty 1eve1 In other words the -

six teacher subgroups do not d1ffer with respect to "how they used “the.

1

ey
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rating scale to evaluate theyexperience subgroups rated. Nohsubgroup
stood‘out,from the rest as a high, medfum or Tow rater of prestide. on
the six experience Subgroups‘considered. ata reported for ‘B' main -
~effects 1ndicate that there are significant oifferences among the teacher
subgroups' mean prestige scores wh1ch they have ass1gned to each of the
subgroups evaluated. Accord1nq ta the resu]ts reported for ‘A * B'
ihteraction, when the mean prestige scores of each téachersubgroup on
eachrexperience subgroup are compared with those of evepy other teacher
subgroup on each experience subgroup, differences significant beyond the
' .05 level are present. This indicates that there is a‘tendency among
" the six subgroups to. vary their ratwng pattern from category to category 7
Table 65 (Appendix: D}»shows th&same situation as that described above

preva11s for the three teacher subgroups involved.in assessing categor1es

assoc1ated with the "ATA Off1ce He]d" character:stic For the two. otherr |
profeSs1ona1 character1st1cs, teach1ng ]eve] and teach1ng qua11f1cat1ohs, (‘»~
. Table 66 - (Append1x D) and 67 (Appendix D) reveal a stat1st1ca11y 51gn1- |
ficant difference (.05 .or beyond) for ‘A (raters) ma1n effects In
both instances the subgroups do differ w1th nespect to how théy used

the rating scale to evaluate the categor1es 1nvp]ved. These se]ected

subgroups showed 1ittle or no simi]arity*in using the tota] range of the
»—-
: rat1ng scale to’ ass%gn prestage estlmates to the subgroups eva]uated
These results are necogpazed in subsequent d1scuss1ons of findings.

S ‘ Exper1ence == Selected Subgroup Assessments Data presented in

\’Tab]e 33 are obta1ned by assign1ng prestige ranks to mean prest1ge scores
. )

7*f'i reported 1" Tab]¢-32 for each teach1ng exper1ence category accord1ng to
the1r re]at1ve va]ues Prestlge rank one der1ves from the highest mean w‘y§j,

prest1ge score 1n ‘a set of scores The purpose of Tab]e 33 15 to show

- ot
. . . . . . - \ ) . ; . . TR ,“' R
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' tendedkto vary more in rat1ngs\given to teachers belonging to exper1ence

. {,cated the reverse 0

o three to’five and

S | : ' 145
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' Table 83 '
Prestige Rank Assigned to Each Exper1ence Category 2N
, by Each ‘Selected Teacher Subgroup :
: o S A == e
Experience -~Category -Evaluated
- 11-15 Yr. - 16-20 Yr. Over 20

Prestige  Less than 3-5-Yr. 6-10.Yr. |

3Yr. T.Exp. T. Exp. T. Exp.  T. Exp. T. Exp. Yr. T. Exp.

Rank*
1 Less than Less than  6-10 | 11-15 Over 20 Over 20
) , 3I¥n 3 Yr, ' ' . ‘
2 '3 | 35 35 610 10=15 1115
3 6-10 . 6-10  Less than 'Less than = 16-20 16-20 ,
‘ S 3 Yr. 3 Yr. : ‘ : - ,
4 - 16-20 11-15  11-15. = Over 20 6-10 . 6-10
| ' o ‘ , ' Less than
) o - 3 Yr.
s 1-15 16-20 ~ Over 20 ' 16-20 . Less than  **
: . , , . 30,
"6 Over 20 0ver520 16-20 © 35~ 3-5 35

* Derived from rank1ng apprbpr1ate subgroup mean prest1ge scores reported

. .im Table 32.
** Mean prest1ge scores for 6- 10 and less’ than 3 categories are 1dent1cal.

. o ! e
. n"w ' B
§

relat1onsh1ps in ranking patterns among and ‘between the various subgroups. ' b

that evaluated the teach1ng exper1ence subgroups “

Accorddng to the data presented 1n Table 33 the six. subgroups
'ﬁf

representative of the s1x teaching exper1ence categor1es 1nvestigated ‘;L[

categor1es beyond the f1ve year experience 11m1t Tepthers with the 1east;f{'h

————

.-amount of exper1ence rated themselves highly and gave teachers w1th most
/

'exper1ence the least amouht of prest1ge Most eﬁper1enc€H teachers 1nd1- f?;¢f’§‘

%
oo

b > . .
T SN
. Ly et
vy T



. highest prestige to itself. The three to flve year exper1ence category B 'f‘

v' \\‘ \" 1 , B
was rated second in three cases, and sixth in the,same number of 1nstances \Q
'General]y, the rating patterns of subgroups whose members possessed |

less than six years of experience and those who possessed 16 or mofe DA

years of exper1ence were s1m11ar to one another ’ LY Yooy
.\ -
T > \§Compar1sons,of subgroup rating tendencles made on the basts of

rank1ng the mean prestfge scores reported 1n Table 32 for each subgroup
- on each set of categor1es (categor1es 11sted for each, profess1ona1
,characterist1c) reveal f1nd1ngs somewhat contradictory in nature to L
. those reported for data arranged accord1ng tb the relative va1ue of \ ';
- subgroup mean prest1ge §;ores on each category of a character1st1c ;_ Lo
x‘“”evaluated This findﬁhg 5; elaborated bgiow. ‘ﬂi"““ _: .
| ‘5 Data’ presented in Table 32 reveal that subgroups ‘whose members "7 |
possessed teach1ng exper1ence w1th1n the 11 to over 20 year 1nterva1 |
| - rated themseLves highest whsle teachers wtth less than six years of o

.Q
* teaching exper1ence rated themse]ves re]at1ve1y 1ow. The six subgroups

.o

were cons1stent 1n eva]uat1ng teachers w1th ]ess than six years of
exper1ence at the bottom (rank six) of th1s prest1ge hierarchy Evalua-

- tions by teachers w1th more than ten years of exper1ence p]bced the six

-

to ten‘yéar exper1ence subgroup 1n fourth rank compared to f1rst or second
' el e
rank” based on' eva]uations by the three other teach1ng experience categor1esr“

‘.‘The greatest vanjation among subgroupS\occurred in their pereeptions | jf‘

‘ *fff;{%'Ratings became;p; gress1vely h1gher as the amounttof experience held by ’ﬂf\>s.v
R | e

'fthe subgroup evaIuatTng this catggory 1ncreased aNo pa1r of the subgroup

N ‘~,.'

L e 1 LT e
I th1erarchies computed fbr the teaching QXperience characterﬂst1c showed o ;j,-e

+
Haad o
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:for\the total: sample prestigé est1mates shown in. Wab]e Zﬁ Most of the™ |

“d1fferences in. ass1gned ranks among subgroups and between Subgroups r[\-\
‘(Tab]e 32) and total. sample (Tab1e 28} occurred for the three subgroup

' categor1es w1th the most exper1ence (11 to more than 20 xears)

. _ | Teach1ng Leve] -~ Se]ected SubgrOUp Assessments Accord1ng t0"'“

- data .presented in Tab]e 34 the E]ementary teacher 3ubgroup eva]uated v ,
Ve
. a11 teach1ng levels except the Senior High School 1evel h1gher than the A
: , o
L "subgroup composed of Secondary teachers,‘
| . A “ ’ ' * | R ‘ o ‘ “
| . .. Tabje u S
R ) PreSt1ge Rank Assﬁgned to Each Teach?ng\tgvel Category : N RN
‘ - by Each Se]ected Teacher Subgr up "
RS ‘ ' Teaching " Level 'w.Categor§' Evaluated R
o Prest1ge | Teachers Teachers . - Teachers. ~ : . Teachers , v
N Rank* - Div. One Div.. Two.  idr. High School Sr.=High Schovl - .
L 1o - 'Elementary Elementary . Elementary. - ~ Secondary |
- 3 - _Teachers‘ *._‘Teachers - Teachers =~ .+ . Teachers :
: : - P ©oA ' T,
o | s e 3 . e
v e 2, - Secondary  Seeondary - Secondary . Elemeptary‘ . —
o, Teachers' eachers - Teachers | Teachers LT T
g’ : "*“‘ ~ B e ST o -,
e T ... . s e ‘/,
TR Der1ved from rank1ng appropriate.mean prestige scores reported in" T
R 'f. . Table 32. . T ER S L I
S K - } Data referr1ng to ranks presented in Table 32 for theﬁe categorles

‘<,wr'u ,f ereal that there 1s no cons1stency between e]ementary and secondary"

et

4 . "’teacher subgroups 1n eva1uat1ng the relat1ve prestige of the four teach1ng

”\

‘Yeif'level categorﬁes.;\Companison of these data w1th corresponding data <fj‘\
L R

1

5w presented for the tota} sample 1n Table 28 1nd1cates tgat the f1nd1ngs

X

4 '
R
LI

;"are s1m11ar regard1ng<the:rveva]uat1ons oﬁNteach1ng LeVel categor1es.

ol
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did }he same for their categories. Secondary teachers rated the Seniér

High School and Division Two (4-6) categorfes as dne and four respectivély

as did the total teacher sample. Elementary ﬂpschers did not cbncur

with any of the perceptions-of fhe total teacher sample regarding the

4

‘. relative status of these four categories.

Teatherggual1f1cation§ -- Selected Subgroup_gssessmengi. " Ranks

assigned to the six teaching quaﬁiffcations categorjes according to the

relative ampunt of prestige each selec Qd subgroup perceived for them
1 .:4.;.‘ ,

Prestige Rankﬂiﬁsﬁgned to Each Teaching Qualifications
Category by Each Selected Teacher Subgroup

A

Teaching Qualifications Category Evaluated
‘ B.Ed. Two Bach: M.Ed.
Prestige Less than Prof. Deg. Deq.. Deg. More than
Rank* 3Yr. - Cert. (4 Yr.) (5 Yr.) (6 Yr.) 6 Yr.
1 Less than Less than 4 Yr. . 5.6 Yr.  5-6 Yr. 5-6 Yr.
4 Yr. 4 Yr. \
2 4 Yr. 4 Yr. - Less than 4 Yr. 4 Yr. 4 Yr.
‘ . 4 Yr.~ .
3 5:6 Yr.  5-6 Yr. ~ 5-6 Yr. Less than More than More than
: e o 4 Yr, 6 Yr. 6 Yr. .
4 More than More than .More than More than Less than Less than
6 Yr. 6 Yr. . 61VYr, 6 Yr, 4Yr. -4,

*

* Derived from ranking apprOpriate mean prestige scores reported 1n
Table 32.

o

- -
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in rank is restricted to one. Viewed from this perspective, teachers,

;vreparation well below 3.5, | . S

L N\ .14

The data show that teachers with less than four years‘of university

preparation gradually decreased the amount of presf{ge given as the
amount of upiversity preparation 1ncreased.‘1bachers with the highest

qualifications were consistently low raters of £h? qualifications

~.characteristic compared to other subgroups and even Yor themselves.

Each subgroup except the latter, en;ured 1tse]fwof the n1ghest relative
prestige rank by awarding to itself more prest%*than it gave to any
of the other categories evaluated. The. teacher subgroup holding
Bachelor of Education degree qua]ificat1ons (four years) evaluated

five of the six qualifications categories in a manner which piaced

|

them 1n prestige rank two. p
’

Whén these same data are examined according to ranks presented

( ,
in Table 32 the evaluations submitted by each of th&Your selected

‘subgroups on the set of six cate§9r1es indicate remarkable similarity

both among groups and betweey each group. In every instance except
" ' i '
four, ranks are identical and in these four instances the difference

regardless of university qual1#icat16ns held by the .individual, believe

) ; . ) '
that the amount of prestige associated with these qualifications is

“hjreCtly proportidqal to the émount of this characteristic possessed

by the iqacher. A1l except three mean prestige estimates reported in ,
Tab]e'qg for this professional characteristic exéeed the mid-point value
of 3.5 on thé rating scale used. In,théﬁe‘jnstances. teachers with o

three or mgre years of university preparation rated teachérs w1thA1éss.

L} 1
)
[

Y
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Official ATA 0ff1¢e¥ﬂg]d -~ Selected Subgroup Assessments. Table

36 presents data to indicate that members of the teacher subgroup who

had held or were ho]dinQ some offfcial.ATA office considered this to.be

a more prestigious activity than the teachers who had not, a group qlmosﬁ
double in membership (423 to 219). Teachers belonging to the latter
subgroup awarded more prestige to themselves (3.87) than did their

counterparts (3.37).

- Table 36

Prestige Rank Assigned to Each ATA Office Held Category
~ by Each.Selected Teacher Subgroup

i

ATA  Officp  Held c'ategory Evaluated
e RS Vhoutit S A,
Prestige No ATA Pres. ATA PD SN PEC Pres. Prov.

Rank* Office Local Chairmen Cha1rmen Members” Assn.

o \ s

1 N.0.A. (@) H.0. H.0. H.0. H.0. H.0.

(b) o '
2 H.0, N.O.A. N.O.A. N.0.A. N.O.A. N.O.A.

* Derived from ranking appropriate subgroup mean prestige scores
reported in Table 32 ;

(a) Subgroup conisisting of teachers who never held any ATA office
(b) Subgroup consisting of teachers who had or were holding an ATA office

Interpreting the same data from the ranks recorded in Table 32

L

provides a much different set of findings. Prestige hierarchies developed

from ordering thé prestige ranks derived from mean prestige scores for

, . J . . .
teachers who did riot ”old any offi¢ial ATA office and for those who had

/
or did are 1dent1caljin structure., The perceptions of teachers belonging .

. | , ‘ .
to these two groupings do not differ regarding the relative status of’

the six categoriésvb¢a1uated. Observation of differences between the

mean prestige scoreslobtaihed for teachers who‘did nof’hbld an official

/

150
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ATA office and those who did sugdests that such differences are likely
to be statistically significant (.05 or beyond) ones. Accordingly, the

more positive perceptions of office holders would be.established.

Personal Characteristics

The findings reported in this section of the chapter are based

on the analyses of data obtained to examine the perceptions of seréc;ed )
subgroups on thé three personal characteristics investigated: age, sex
and place of préfessiona] preparation of the teacher.
* The statistics reported in Table 68 (Appendix D) show the results
obtained'frém testing for the presence»of significant differences amang
mean prestige scores obtainea for the "age" characteristic. Dqta )

\

presentéd on 'A' main effects (subgroups doing the rating) indicates
that difféfénces between the mean prestfge scores of each teacher subgroup
on the fivé age variables evaluated are notffignificant at the .05
probability level. Consequently, it can be\stated that the five teécher
subg}oupé do not differ with respect to how they used the prestige rating .

scale to evalugge the age categories rated. 'Each subgroup.demonstrated
) 14 .
a tendency to consistently use particular levels of the ra:)&? scale

duriﬁg tpe rating procedure. Data reported for *'B! main effects (subgroups .
being rated) and for ‘A * B' interaction (tbtal'variénce) indicates the »
presence of differences significant beyond the .05 prdbabi]ify level. ‘
“Ihgre are siqnificant differences among the téacher subgroups ' meqq
prestige scores which they have attributed to each of the subgroups
‘eva]uatéﬁ. Also, when the meaé‘prestige scores of each teacher subgroup
are’com?ared with those of every other teacher sﬁbgroup on each age °
céiegory'gvaluated, differences signi?icant’beyona the .05 Tevel are

prgéent indicating a tendency among thg f¥ve teacher subgroups to modify

- ,] a
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their rating pattern from category to cakeﬁory. Evidence presented in
Table 69 (Appendix D) shows the situafion described in Table 68 (Appendix
D) also obtains for,eeacher subgroups that evaluated sex of teacher
categories. Table 70 (Appendix D), reports the 'A' main effects (rating
groups) variation to be sigqificang beyend the .05 level indicating
tha£ the teacher subgroups which evaluated the'p]ace‘of professional
%repafation categories do differ in the way .they usea the prestige rating
scale to evaluate these variables. At least Sne subgroup rated categories
consistently high,imedium or low.. Statistics reported in Table 70
(Appendix D) for 'B' main effects (groups rated) and 'A * B' interaceion
are essentially sthe same as those reported for these variations in Tables
© 68 (Appehdix D)‘and 69 (Appendix D). Consequently, the interpretetions
of these data are applicable to the same yvariations which have been
reported for the aée and sex characteristics.

. !
Table 37 displays the personal characteristics prestige hierarchies

- N
.

;ag?vﬂneh‘éxi;t in the A]be%ta teaching force according to the perceptions

| of the selected teacher subgroups. The besié for developing these ‘struc-
tures is merely an ordering of mean préstiée scores from highest to lowest
for the purpose of determining the relative status.of ea;h_Eategory

cpmprising the set evaluated.

Age -- Se]ected Subéroup Assessments. Thekénly subgroup classified
ke | N .

.

on'the basis of age which 1s in comp]efe'agreement with the total ;ample
, eva]uation (see Table 30) regarding the most prest1g1on age category

(36 to 50 years old) is the 36 to 50 age subgroup Both age' subgroups, .

the youngest and oldest rated themse]ves relat1ve1y Tow, (ranks three | -
[ and four respective]y) compared to teachers in the 25‘to 50 age range’

(rank one in each case) _The general tendency was fqr the various age

[
.
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' subigroupings of teachers to rate‘other‘age subgroups differently ffoﬁ

. teachers in general (see Table 30) but quite similarly among themselves.
For example, the two subgroups compr1sed of teachers under 36 years old
produced identical prest1ge h1erarch1es as did the twd subgroups com-
prising the upper limits (over SQ) of the age continuum.

‘  Data presgnged in Table 38 indicates that yoUngér teachers (under
36) attributed‘a”éreaterfambunt of prestige to beidg in this category
than in caFegofies ébove 50 years of age. 01der‘teacher§ (over 50) “
responded the sape wéy for their categories. In fact, every teacher

)

subgroup except the 25 to 35 age category rated itself highest.
[ . ! . .

Table 38

Prestige Rank Assigned to Each Age Category Evaluated
*by Each Selected Teacher Subgroup

Age Category Evalu ated
‘ _ Prestige.  Under 25 . 25-35 36-50  51-60 . Over 60
. , Rank* Years 01d  Years 01d  Years 01d  Years Old  Years 0ld
~ R “Under 25  Under 25 - 36-50 51-60 Over 60
2 25-35" 25-35 ., 51-60 Over 60 51-60 ‘
3, © 51-60 '~ 36-50 25-35  ©  “36-50 %50
4 36-50 51-60 Over 60  25-35 25235
. " Under 25 o )
5 (Over 60 Over 60 . --- Under 25 Under 25

L

* Der1ved from raqkwng appropr1ate subgroup mean prest1ge scores reported
1n Table 37.
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Teachers in the middle age range (36 to 50) regard teachers over 60

and under 25 as equally prestigious categories but hot as prestigious
~as the others. Teachers over 60‘rece1véd'the lowest relative prestige
estimates from the under 25 and 25 to 35 subgroups while teachers under
25 were evaluated as having the same relative staths by the.two subgroups
comprised’df teachers over 50. No subgroup agreed completely with any :

other subgroup on the relatijve status of the subgroups evaluated..

Sex of Teacher -~ Selected Subgroup Assessments. Ranks presented

for subgroup prest1ge estimates in Table 39 1nd1cate that both male and
female teachers eva]uated thewr own sex category as the higher in
prest1ge |
Male teachers are in agreement w1th the appraisal giyen by the .
' tota] teacher samp]e, but female teqchers are not Ma]es are rated

higher than females. -(See Table 30) - (

Tab]e 39

Prestige Rank Assigned to Each Sex Category
Evaluated by Male and Femdle Subgroups -

_ -S\e)x Category‘fvaluated
Prestige S ,
- Rank* Male Teathers - Female Teachers -~ ¢
1 ~ Male Teachers " Female Teachers
2 , oFema}e Teachersl " Male Teachers -
— S - ‘

3* Derived from’ rank1ng appropr1ate mean prestige séoréS«réborted in
-Table 37. ‘ » ’ e
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Place of Professional.Preparation -- Selected Subgroup Assessment.

Data presented ih Table 40 show that teachers fo]]qwed‘the tehdency
reported for most other characteristics considered, that'of rating the‘.‘
characteristic of their owh particular subgroup higher than others rated
1t§Sn the prestige rating Scade used. Teachers belonging to. the'three
selected subqroups that eva]uated p1ace of professional preparat1on
)characterist1cs fo]]owed this pattern Teachers prepared in other
cguntﬂ!és consistently rated teachers prepared outside of Canada higher
‘than d‘&lnembers of‘the subgroups prepared in Canada. Thelteather
subgroyp prepared in Alberta atxributed more prestige to out of country
, subgroups than did the subgroup prepared in othen Canadian provinces.
’The largest teacher subgroup (Alberta -- 4552, by a substantial
‘ margin,'agreed cpmpdetely, and not'surprisingﬂf\so, hith the relative
importance accorded to each of the teacher subgrodps_eyaluated by‘the
total teacher sample. (See Table 30) The evaluations prpvtded by
teachers belonging to the other Cahadian prpvinces subgrouprproduced a
presttge hierarchy'identical td the one computed for the A]berta subgroup
except for the rating which placed them rather than Afberta‘prepared
.teachers in the highest re]ative rank pos1tion,5 The sdbgrodp of teachers '
. comprised of those prepared outside of Canada registered‘a much different
set of percept1ons on th1s character1st1c According td -evaluations
wprovided by members of this subgroup, teachers prepared in Eng]and rated
f above'teachers prepared in Canada and a]though teachers prepared in the
west Indies and Ind1a were given the Iowest prest1ge rat1ng 1t _was-an
:, equivalent one. Consequently, the hierarchy whlch descr1bes the percep-
t10ns of teachers compr1§1ng the outside of Canada subgroup concerning 1”'

the relative status of the p]aces of profe551ona1 preparation eva]uated,r

=)
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+
consists of five rather than seven‘prestjge ranks arranged in a'diffjrent
order from those computed from prestige scores provided by each of the -

other se}ected subgroups. "

) | DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The findings presented on professional and personalcharacteris-
tics for the tota] teacher sample and the var1ous subgroups are based on

\

evidence obta1ned from the two approaches used to 1nterpret ata
Essent1a11y, one explained re]at1onsh1ps between and among plestige ranks
derived from ordering mean prestige scores on sets of catego 1es pr1or

to testing for the presence of stat1st1ca11y significant d1f,erences:

The other approach followed the.same procedure after subject1ng the same

measures to stat1st1cal treatment ~ Wherever feasible, f1nd1ngs der1ved
from the latter procedure are emphas1zed as the more re]1ab1e

Since the f1nd1ngs establlsh ‘that differences 1q "the amounts of
prestige attributed by teachers in genera] and selected teacher subgroups
are significant for-the categor1es of professional and personal charac-
' ter1st1cs evaluated by these teacher group1ngs the nudl‘hypotheses‘are“ .

Y

reJected and the statistical hypotheses 2.1, 2.2, 3.1 and[B 2 are tenta- e
’ h)
tively accepted Consequently, it can be stated that teachers are

accorded d1fferent prest1ge by other teachers when they eva]uate

partitular persona1 ‘and- professiona] character1st1cs of teachers

One finding emerged consistently from processing data on profess1onaf A 4-
and persona1 character1st1cs.- Teacher group1ngs exh1b1ted a strong |
tendency to est1mate h]gh]y, by compannson, the relative prest1ge of ¥

t those characterﬁsﬁhcs ‘which they possessed A1though th1s nay riot. be

©oan. unant1c1pated outcome, it is now documented Some f1nd1ngs which

. ‘may be regarded as ungsual and 1ntenest1ng are d1scussed below.

[




Teacher groups hav1ng less than five years of teach1ng exper1ence

‘

were rated 1owest in prestige bMLthe samp]e but teachers in the more than

20 years exper1ence category were not given a re]atlvely high ratlng

In other werds, to be]ong .to the most éxpertenced category was not
considered as be1ng most prestigious. Teachers possesslng anywha(e from
six to .20 years of experience received higher prestige ratings. It cou]d

be that teachers. genera]]y consider members in the over 20 years of

experience category to be "out of touch" or less susceptible to d651rab1e

g

change. Senior High School is the most prestigious teaching ]eveT but
o ' ' N , )
Division One (1—3L,is~not the least prestigious; teachers generally

regard’Division Two as, the 1owest Prestige level. Being associated with
the most mature. students may be an influence favour1ng the Sen1or High

School teachers but it does not explain the case for D1v1s1on One .
el a

‘teachers.' It could be that extra recogn1t1on is accorded by co]]eagues

LV

to teachers serving at the most dif%icu]t and least desirable‘teaching

® ;leye1 ﬂhe prestige hierarchy computed for teachfng‘quaTifications

ﬁ' ﬂgustrates that the amount: of prestige. teachers aﬂ “te to categories

of th1s character1%t1c 1ncreases in accordance w1th the amount of

. un1vers1ty qua11f1cat1ons held by the teacher with one except1on

Lo

'

Teachers d1d not perceive any presﬁ1ge Q1fferent1a1 between:holders_of

-

mastersm docto\g}l degrees. Poss’1b1y~this is due to the absence of

any apprec1ab]e number of teachers hﬂth Doctor of Ph1]osophy qual1— Sk

o

‘ficat1ons serving at the sdhoo] system 1eve] As a grohp, teachers"

1ndicated that serv1ce in an off1c1a1 ATA office 'was more 1mportant '

than no{serv1ce in an assoc1at1qn off1ce, but: they also 1nd1cated thate

, nthe onny‘ATA office wh1ch had more prest1ge (stat15t1ca11y speaktng)

| ‘
‘than the others cons1dered was the sen1or post of Assoc1at1on president

.
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Younger teachers indicated that they were a more prestigious
S \ . L
group than dlder teachers but older teachers disagreed. This finding"

» may serve to reinforce the c15ﬁn puroorting‘an increasingfmi]itancy
among the "new breed"lof teacher. ,Oldest,teachers\in~part1cu}ar; and
the‘youngest group are,regardeo by the teaching body as being’fomest

. : in this particu]ar prestige'hierarChy - Probably a super1or capac1tyJ

for difficult work coupled with a dynamic approaéh to it accounts to

.
‘¥

some deg¥ee for th1s percept1on The total teacher samp]e 1nd1cated
) that male teachers were a more prest1g1ous group than female teachers.

Male teachers agreed but female teachers did not. At the present time,

a»‘ <

‘i; ' teachers in general, appear to reggrd males as ‘thé more dominant sex in

g teaching. No doubt this situatton results frem the fact that‘ma]es, y
, : occupy the great majority of senior positions in the schoo] and schoo]
\\77 'system., Teachers 1nd1cated that they feel strong]y concern1ng the

relative prest1ge of places of professiona] preparation. Prest1ge wise
each greup regards hid.own category as more worth& than any.other:~ This.
'is‘probab1y‘a tyoica] reaction 1n this tnstanee?but to be certain'such‘
'is the case for A]berta teachers suggests a poss1b]e sourcq of the
'1nterna1 conflicts wh1ch emerge in teach1ng from t%me to t1me A]so." o
the fact that a representat1ve cross =section of the- A]berta teaching
l:force rated AlberQa preparat1ona] 1nst1tut1ons h1ghest 1n prest1ge .

suggests ‘that these teachers may be well- 1nformed about the shorter’

/."‘ g

¢ -: ;‘preparat1ona1 perhod requ1red for cert1f1cat1on 1n other prov1nces an{
o ;fcountries The possib111ty also ex1sts that Alberta teachErs are’ not , -
P N _‘ well enough mfoﬁﬂed about teacheJ preparat'oo} programs m other 1ocat1ons T
7ﬂ,’to make object1ve compar1sons ) 'ﬁ; “:a o '_'- 1~1‘. lt ‘,‘T;-
’“x:\~ ;' The existence of f1rm]y estab]1shed professional and persona] -

Y

8
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.'prest1ge differentials based on teachers' percept1ons«1nd1cate a need

"for teachers and adm1n1strators to become cogn1zant of their nature- and

N
the 1mp11cat1ons they 'may have for the local® educat1on endeavour :

Four conclusions which are supported by the findtngs presented

_ for th]S sect1on of the study are as fo]]ows A o

1. Prest1ge hierarchies based on the prdfessiona1,characteristics
of teaching experience, téaching qua]ifications, teachingvleugf

~and official ATA office he]d exist (at the time of the present

study) within the A]berta teach1ng fordl according to the ',

’
[}

. 3 . ,
- perceptions of Alberta teachersr“y L,

r

2. Prestige hierarchies based on the professiona] characteristics

of teachtng-experience'te3§p1ng qua]1f1cat10ns teaching ]evel'

and official ATA off1ce held exist (at the time Of the present
‘study) within the A]berta teaching force accord1ng to the
: s

perceptions of part1cu]ar~§:acher subgroups.

3. Prest1ge hierarchies based n the personal. character1st1cs of

Ay

el

age sex of teacher and p1ace %professwnal preparatton ex1st, .
t .

B '(at the t1me of the present study) within ‘the Alberta ‘teaching
foﬁge accord1ng to- the percept1ons of A]berta teachers

"'4.‘,Prestige h1erarch1es based on the persona] character1st1cs of -

*

'o}V‘ 3 'age, sex Of teacher and p1ace of profess1onal preparat1?n ex1st

.s ‘(at the ttme of the present study) w1th1n the A]berta téach1ng

/4

4

ap

o -'force/accord1ng to’ the percept1ons ‘of part1cular eacher subgroups

Wf .. : . L
) . K -
5 v . ,

',ﬁ7”gf';» FINDINGS:. ‘RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF © . . o .,
o PROFESSIONAL PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS I

Lo . 3 . “ S CE
Vool s S . : ““ S R

":-Hypothe%is 4: There are stgn1f1cant d1fferences 1n the 1mportance L

wh1ch teachers attr1bute to se]ected profess1ona1 and

" M

: o L o
\9‘ » '.t R

[
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!

personal characteristics as dogerminants of prestige.

A
-

Results of the analysis of data carried out to determine the
relative importance of the professional and persona haracteristicd
1nvv&11qatvd are interpreted and reported here. The prestige hierarchy

- prosented in lable 41 indicates the relative importatce of these prafes-
stonal and personal characteristics according tonthe bercep}Té%s of
Alberta teachers. Comparisons between all paired combinations of:ﬁeaﬁ

N
4

Table 41

Results of Analysis of Data Using One-way ANOVA Foll wed by
Newnan-Keuls (N-K) Procedure to Determine Relative Importance
Of Professional and Personal Characteristics

i o According to Perceptions of Total Sample
. i ¢
‘ N = 690
)
- .‘?‘._;' SN oML T TIITLOSTT mIT TR T onA e e e e e et NI A TIITTIE T T, T TIITT LD 2'.:‘..,‘: TINZTEY L TIRITRILT
{ s Ranks of MPS
Characteristic Prestige ANOVA f  Compared by Prestige -
tvaluated PS SD Rank & Ratiofla) (N K)b Hierarchy
SNSRI SRS L e
Teaching . . ! .
Lxperience 4.461 1.29 1 1
Teac . , L . 1-2*
eaching 2
Quatifjcations 4.291° 1:30 2 2
H ) . : * _* -
i Place of Prof. ~ A
Preparation 3.733  1.42 3 . . 3
’ ! 3-4* "
Age of . . ; ﬁ :
- Teacher - 3.467 1.4% 4 (322,711)* 4
. . . ] . TA. 5% .
Teaching Level - b 4-5 ' .
of Teacher . =~ 3.346 +1.55 »X s 5
: Lo ‘ 5-6*
Sex of N & . . *
Teacher 2.542° V49 6 ° . . 6
0fficial ATA . . 6-7"
Office Held T 2,432 . ! N 6
e e eSS e S ==
. *  Significant at .05 level qr beyond “0 -/ “ s

Qa) Complete results: of l‘ﬁOVA treatment are reported in Table 71
(Appendix D) «

§ See Table 72 (Appendu 9) for results of all h K compar}sons ‘

-~
L‘ . : . o
' -

\ ks 4 ) = . . ) .

. o 4 t .
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prestige scores indicated that al]-but one of thé differences between*
these measures are significant at or beyond the .05 level. Teaching
experience gbtained the highest pos1t10n‘1n this htierarchy (1) and
two characteristics, sex of teacher and official ATA office held,
wert accorded the lowest (6). Teaching qua]1f1cat1ons\he1d by the
toacher'placod in rank position two cbmpared to rank position five for
teaching level, the remaining professional characteristic evaluated.
Place of professional preparation was awarded more prestige than qph
age character:;tic and considerably more than teaching level and ATA
office held characteristics. Teachers; in general, considered age to
be ; more important chiaracteristic than sex of teacher but not as
important as place of professional preparation.
‘L
: DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

- .

’ o
Hypothesis 4 predicted that the arount of prestige attributed
by teachers, in general, tb each of the professipnal anq personal
chﬁracter1st1cs’d1ffered significantly. The §ind1ngs wﬁich resul ted \
from the ana1y51s of relevant data indicate that the null hypothesis
1s false, ‘Consequenfly. the statistical hypothesis s tehtativély

accepted However, some explanat1on for this decisiol; is warranted.

With the exceptidy of‘sex

3t‘teacher and ATA office held, differences
¥y¢§puﬁpm by teachers to profess1onal -and

\ A

personal characteristics al Btatist1ca11y significant -at the .09 level.

Consequentl},’hypothesis 4 is aCcepted'w1th‘some reservation., Since the

. . i .
differences in prestige accorded‘to all the other characteristics are

statistically significani‘gt Qoes not seem féasonable to geject the

statistical hypothes15 pn the bas if the one difference which did not
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achieve s1qn1fn%co at the critical level selected (.05).
The Tach»thnt teachers, in gencral, regard teathing experience
as a more important quality than teaching qualifications may come as
a surprise Ana shock to many outside the profession. Teachers_did not
indicate that teaching qualifications were unimpdrtant. Evidence
/‘ preﬁented in this report'ingicates the centrary fg be the case, However,
it 1s apparent that teachers rcga;d\téachinq experience as a very
1mportént criterion in teaching. This outcomé suggests a reason for
the firm stand taken By teachers to maintain and improve the exﬁerience
1ncrehent struéture which is a part of:teachers’ work1nq aqr;éhéﬂxf.\y
Place of professional preparation emerqged as a.relat1vedy 1mporta4t |
personal characteristic due possiBly to the comparatively']engthy’formal‘
preparation period Eequ1red for certification as a teacher in the
Province of Aléerta.')Comparedlto the other characteristics considered,
Sex Qf teacher did not turn out to.be-a relatively important qua]1tyA1n

hNRY

determinipg prestige-among teachers. Age was given substantially imore

-

recognition. *
) On-the basis of .the praofessional-pérsonal character1si1cs h%erarchy

resented the highest status teachers in the minds of colleagues posgeés

[ 4

iderable teachiﬁgiexperience and advanced teaching qualifications

obfained from an Alberta university. .

SUMMARY

]

" A total of 31!prestige'hierdrch1es (including refined vérsions)

are~5ﬁgsented in this chapter of the report, These structurés,illustpate
. . ¥ - )

. LT " - e v
the relative importance of:.each professional and personal characteristic

'coﬁfiderqd:according‘td the perceptf%ns;pf the total teacher sample and .
i . 5 . : '.. ‘ = -h J

[ SR % '] >

-
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various other teacher groupings selected to evaluate these seven
characteristics. The last prestige hierarchy presented (see Table
41) shows the relative importance of these particular characteristics \

which resulted from the assessment provided by the total teacher sample.
D .
Teachers as a group inddcated that the most prestigious collectivity .
: ) T
of colleagues 1s Senior High School teachers possess1ng between 11 and ”

N

20 years of teaching experience, six more years of university prepara-
‘ ‘ \
L ‘tion and a record of service in anefficial ATA office. 'The personal

qualities of this h1qh prestige group indicate that members are males

- \
between the ages of 25 and 50 who have been prepared in Alberta univer-

sities. Similarities and differences among the selected teacher

subgrowps and between these groupings and the total teacher.sample exist

for each of the ‘seven characteristics. A strong tendency was observed

for members of the various teacher subgroups to consistently rate the

\

subgroup they belonged to a$ highest on every characteristic they
eva]uated.‘~4n*mpst instances mean prestige'estimates awarded by teacher

~groupings tended to'be in the upper range (above 3.5) of the prestige .

séa]e ysed,

.\Total sample mean prestige estimates rahge }rom a 10& of 2.90
(teachers prepared in India) to a high of 4, 66 (teachers prepared in
A]berta) for personal characteristics and from a low of 3 16 (teachers .
with 1ess than three years university preparat1on) to a h1gh of 4.94
(teachers w1th'moré than s1x:¥ears universqty preparation) for professiona] ;
Charact,pdstwcs Teacher subgroup mean . prestige estimates range from a -
low.of 2 n (teaohers prepare¢41n Indxa) to a high of 4 80 (teachers
prepared in ATberta) for personal character1st1cs and from a low of 2. 52

. L

(teachers with less than three years university preparation) to a ﬁigh of
) A “ ‘ i [ o, ,‘ .
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\
2

5.21 (teachers with more than six years university prepanhfion) for

professional characteristics.

WHQP teachers as a group assessed the relative importance
- :

of the seven professional and personal chagterisucs cons tdered,
teach1nd experience and qualifications emerged as the two most important
characteristics and .sex of teacher and officia]_hTA office held as the

two least important characteristics. *



CHAPTER VII . .

ATTITUDINAL DIFFERENCES AMONG HiGH AND LOW PRESTIGE
TtACHER GROUPS AND AMONG STATUS CONGRUENT AND
INCONGRUENT TEACHER GROUPS

- This“chapter reports the findings related to sub-problems S(a),
5(b), 5(c), 5(d) and 6 of the study. It was hypothesized that the

- attitu&e§ of professional%sm held by memeers of the various high‘and‘1ow
prestige groupé and tepehers experiencing status congruence and status
1ncorgruence weuld differ significantly. ‘Teacher_subgrohps evaluated by
the total teacher sample a; the'highest and lowestapreftige caﬁegories of\
each characteriﬁtic (see Chapters v and Vi) éonstitute'theckigh and low
prest1ge groups selected for the comparisons made in th1s part of the study.

The five: dlmenslons of profess1ona11sm comprising the “two .

- attitude rating scales used are detailed .in the chapter reporting Qn, :

.ﬂinstrumentétion (Chapter I11). The referent for each theoretical"
dimension, and the abbreviated terms, ‘used in- this chapter to identify

..‘.\

these dimensions are as follows: '
' . Lo g !
v .

Dimension: The professiJnal organiiation‘(ATA) -- (Organization)

The profess1on as a major referent -- (Profession)

2t

’Belief 1n pub]ic service -- (Pub]ic Serv1ce) oy
Belief in self-regulatdog -- (Se]f'Regulation) ' . \*
. uAuténomy -- (Au;onomy) . N -
@ * . L “‘, o, I

follgwing a brief out]ihe of the pﬁocedure followed for analwf

qf the data. the. remainderigf this: chapter 1s onganized to present,
sepanately, ﬂndings pertainigg to atti{tud_imﬂ differences‘betmeen and,

- N - . - .. . . . . ;
. .
.
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! * o U . "
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among high and low prestige qroups on each characterfstic investigated,
on ‘two combinatlons of these characteristics and on the att]tud1nal
d1fferences among status conqruent and 1nconqruent teacher groups. The - 1

findings are d1scussed togenher in a section wh1ch precedes the summary
DATA ANALYSIS ‘PROCEDURES

- Mean attitude scores, based on the sum of We1ghted sca]e
responses, were computed for each respondent on .each of the f1ve
d1méns1ons af proféss1onal1sm evaluated. Similar Likert-type equal
-appearing interval scales were used to rate attitudes on the two
inventories prepared }or data gathering purposes. Since the number
of items contained in the Urganization d1mension of the Teacher Att1tude
Inventory (Part C of the PDAI) exceeded the number conta1ned in each
of the d1men51ons 1nc1uded in the Rev1sed Hall Inventory (Part D of the
PDAI), compar1sons of mean attwtude scores betwken and~@mong tHe f]VP
dimensions req&\red \hese data to be standard1zed Mean attitude scores ) .
for each respondent in thé sample were standard1zed on the bas1s of mean
50 and standard g;v1at10n ten. : This enab]ed compar1sons to be made - S

. ey

- between and among the attitude measures obta1ned for high and Tow . ' ‘
o i )

!

" .prestige groups on tHe various d1mens1ons of professionalism. The
One- way ANOVA method was, used to ‘test for ‘the presence of stat1st1ca11y i. .
‘s1gn1f1can§ d1fferences among 'the Means being considered. If. the resu]ts o
of thié treatment 1nd1cated the presence of d1fferences s1gn1f1cant at e

.or beyond tne 05 1eveJ, the relevant date were analyzed accord1ng to

e \ . o
_the Newman Keuls mu]t1p1e compar1son proceduﬁe in order that th -“M" Y
;d1fferences chuld be located and descr1bed h 'L"»;i - ’t‘ f - | '".* .
- “ | X . "
g \ } , * '
2 . ] . b * A “

[
&5
s
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E FINDINGS: ATTITUDINAL DIFFERENCES BASED ON
POSITIONAL CHARACTERISTICS.

/ o ~ o

Hypothesis;S.lz The attitudes of high and low prestige teacher éroupq
. | ' classified on the basis of'spec1f1ed positional’

characteristics, differ s1§n1ficant]y on the dimensions

|l

ot‘professidna11sm.
' SR The sourte énd compesition of high and low prestige groups

selected to test hypothesis 5.1 are described here. These’classifications

[ )

correspond to the positjonal groupings of teaehers which resulted from

the analysis, reported 1n Table 23. Essentially, these are the same

L3

teacher group1ngs wh1ch the total teacher samp]e recognlzed as the high 2 \

iy

and low prestige groups based on positional character1st1cs. The
Administrator’categb"-inc1udes all the school principals in the study |
samp]ef BaSiprst;uctional, the other high prestige group, includes
“the E]ementery ahd Secondary Aeademic teacher reggondentsr SJpervisors,
Coordinators; Department heeds, Currlcu1ar Associates, Librarians and
.« Fine‘Arts teachers mdke Mb“the Supervisory-Leadérship group which fs a o

1ewwprest§geic]as§ifitekf n. The Vocationa]—Technic&ﬂ—Other'tategory"is '
comprised of Home Economics, Commerciaﬂ‘vlndustria] Arts,'Vocetiona1qendei'
Physica] Education teachers and Counse]]ors | h |

j ;- ' Tab}e 42 reports the resu]ts obta1ned from the analysis of data -

{‘ on professwnahsm attitudes for the high and 1ow pi‘hge groups o
described 3bove, Resu]ts of the app11cat1on of the ana]ys1s of var1ance

treaﬁment to data 1n¢1cate the presence of sxgn1f1cant d1fference3 : R

]

between mean!attituﬂe scores on only the Public Serlce d1mens1on of

;g\ . LI

- . profe siona11sm ’ Accord1ng to the results of the NM an Keuls compar1- .
- 1 xf ordéred n\eans for thls dimension, the differeh wsi’l;e'tweﬁﬁ- mean

-

I g . . ) it .
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attitude scores~obtained for the Supervisory—Leadershﬁp anJ§Vocationa1-

" Technical groups 1s s1gn1f1cant at the .05 level. fThe actitudes held

by nenbers of these two low prest1ge groups regard1ng the 1mportance of

the1r profess1on to society, revea]s that Vocat1ona] Techn1cal teachers

feel more strongly about the 1ndispensab111ty of the1r profess1on to

society than ‘do teachers who be]ong to the Supervisory-Leadership category.

They constitute the group withkthq more positive professional attitude

in this instance. | .
F1nd1ngs indicate . that the att1tudes he]d by the four groups JEN

referred to above are esgknt1a1]y the same for the other attributes of

profess1qna11sm examined. Inspect1on of the mean att1tude scores

- reported in Table 42 shows that the h\gh prestige groups tended to rate

/h .- belief in Self Regulatlon and Autonomy h1gher than the low prestige

- groups Howé&en the Tow prest1ge groups rated items ﬁncfuded in the

Organ1zat1on d1mens1on h1gher than dld the1r high prest1ge co]]eagues

' e . \ : ,a_
FIND}NGS ATTITUDTNAL DIFFERENCES BASED ON -

-

PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS ’ -

o
T g AU B

Hypothe51s 5.2: The att1tuv of h1gh and 13w prest1ge teacher groups 3

A} R ¢ ,‘.

}c]ass1f1ed on, the basis of teaching exper1ence,

-

qualif1cations, teach1ng~1eve] and ATA off1ce he]d

.

d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y on the d1mens1ons of profess?ona11sm

Teach1ng Experience 3 o ‘.~ ' E . _'f. ..

"\;‘
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tbuj do hot on Self-Regulation apd“Autonomy, The Tow prest1ge group

N

possesses a more supportive attitude toward the Profess1ona1.Organ1zat]on
than does the h1gh prest1ge group On the set of 1tems (the Profess1on

d1mens1on) which measured at t1tudes toWard the profess1on (no spec1f1c
L . l‘\‘~

. reference was made to the ATA), a reversa] in fee])ngs occured’wh1ch
showed the hwgh prest1ge teacher group to. be more profess1on or1ented

e

s Mean att1tude scores obta1ned for these two groups ont' Be]1ef 19 Selfe"- a* N

t

Regu]atlon and Autonomy differed but not at a stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant

"level of O§ Neverthe]ess, there is some ev1dence to suggest that-
' the low. prestige groups expreSsed the strongest be11ef in Self- Regulat1on
;nd the- h1gh_pr55t1ge group‘shomed more cancern for‘matters assocgated ﬁ 4
| withf?rofessionaT Autonomy if the critical level of 05 ts‘exztnded. ‘

v

; ' I Q‘ 'b ' ‘ LN - . ] -
: ~ W e o
. Teach1nghgua11f1ca;1on : e ' L ,m(' T S -
\ W ' o e
Table 44 revea]s that the only d1mens1on of,p ofess1ona]1sm on c0

~ | A
wﬁ1ch the attltudes of thh and Tow prest1ge teacher'groups d1ffer | '

‘ s1gn1f1cant1y is the second d1mens1on (Profess1on) Att]tudee expressed

-

SR by both groups with respect to the ATA, spec1f1ca1]y, are very s1m21ar, o .h

but this is: not the case when the profess1on ds a maJor organ1zatjona1 "‘Jj

" referent s, consndered The Tow prest1ge group att hes nore,1m ortance ‘/.

)
. h

to thlS dimens1on of profess1ona115m thaﬁ does;i
Differences between mean‘att1tude scores for, tJ ! :
Pub]ic Service Se]f Regu]ation and Autonomy d1mens1?ns are ,ot s1gn1f1-.

l Yy
cant at the selected 1eve] of 05 but 1n two cases dhe d1f‘erences !“

approaoh, qlosely,lth1s 11m1t Furthermore mean ateatude séores of
.,-4

‘“,iow prest1ge group exceeded those of: the h1gh prestlge grbup on the' SR

‘e @ T . - . cel
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. Teachingg Level
)‘d. “e e SRS

A The attitudes of high and low teachér prestige groups differ

significantly on beliefs associated with the Urganization and Self-
Requlation dimensions of préfessionalism. Data presented in Table 45
indicate Fhat Senior High Scﬁoé] teachersfﬁg a group hold more favourable
iqtt1tudes toward The Alberta Teache;s' A550c1at10n (the Organization.

N dimension) than do teachers engaged at the Division Two (grades 4-6)
level, Reéﬁ]ts obtained for these -same groups with respect to the
Profession dimension which was designed to measure similar %ee]ings

. about the fprma] professtonal organization, in general, do not reflect
any sim1lar1ty in the'exbresséd attitudes of these teacher groupings.
The difference in attitudes held-on the Profession dimension by prac-
titioners belonging to the high and low prestige levels is not significant

_at the .OS'}evel. An identical situation exists for attitudes examined
'by the qu]ic Service andvAutonomy dimension§.

The attitudes of Senior. High School teachers and Divisign Two
teachers differ s1gn1f1cantly\on the not1on of co]]eague control (Self-

' Regulation). The attitudes expressed by Sen1or High School teachers
exhibit the higher degree of professionalism regarding self-contro]
over their work. Teachers'prattiting at thiS'instructiéga] levep are
more firmly convinced ‘than are the upper elementary group that au%hority
for judging the proper worth of their services should reside with therh

as a group Data presented in Tab]e 45 indicate that both groups hold

- similar views on professional autonomy.

»

DA ‘ .

| _mA Office Held | B L
. o oty ‘ ’
For purposes of the a%a1ysis of eported in this section )
. the~h1qh prestige grOup 1nc1udes that Etatal sample Which

o , R e ".,1
A H

ITH . A
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indicated. that Lhcy ho]d, or had held, at 1east one of the off1c1a] ATA
|

positions listed under this profess1ona] character1st1c The group

identified by teachers, in general, as the low prest1ge groUpinQ is

o R |
comprised of teachers who did not at ‘anytime hold an official ATA
v ' “ . .. “l ‘
' : \
Results of the analys1s of data presented in Table 46 show that

A l

the attitudes of high and low prestige qroups c]a831f1ed on the ba81s of

position. . BN !

service in an official ATA office‘differlsignificant1y only on the two
dimensions of professionalism (Organization and‘Profession) concehned
with commitment to the formal organization. Since differehcesibetween .
the mean attitude scﬁres\ﬁh\fhe three remaining Measures-are not 3tatis- °
lica]ly significant at the .05 level,“this,suggests thatkbeliefs hela '
by bOth teacher qroups regarding these aspects of professionalism are

’

essentially the sape. - .o . \

Data presented in Table 46 on ATA office held show the attitu- . ‘°‘;5

dinal differences between the two particular groups of teachers to be

opposite in nature from what mrght normally be expected 'The attitude
of teachers who held off1ce in the profess1onal organ1zat1dh ‘is not as

supportive of the organization as the att1tude of teachers without. th1s,

A

-

exper1ence Log1ca]4y, each group shou]d ma1nta1n a s1m1lar postuhe -
when’ eva]uatlng the profess1on as a major referent but 1n the case %f
these two groups this situat1on does rot preva11. The att1tudes of the
high prestige group (teachers who hald an ATA office) are more profess1on

\, =

oriented than are the att1tudes of their counterparts when 1dent1f1cat1on

with the profess1ona1 organ1zat1on s cons1dered Pract1t1oners be]ongﬁng _—

¥

to the f1rst group exhibited. a greater awareness of the value to be

7

derived from a profess1ona1 organ1zation than d1d teachers be]onging to .

the second group S - f' IR

N AP PR
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" that older teachers are more firmly comitted to beliefs concerned wiih

N ‘ o Y ‘ | 184

,*} t»'« ,«‘ ‘: A !
FINDINGS: ATTITUDINAL DIFFERENCES BASED ON
R PERSQNAL CHARACTERJSTICS N
‘ | . i :

i h li

Hypothesis 5.3: The attitudes of h1qh and low prest1ge teacher groups

c]assif1ed on the basis of age Sex and p]ace of
professional preparat1on differ s1gn1f1cant]y on the

‘ d1mens1ons of profess1onalism

L !
‘i" L '
/\ge .\ ‘ ' }'«

\

Data presented 1n Tab]e‘47 on. the Organ1zat10n and Profession
d1menslons indicate that the att1tudes of teachers between 25 and 50

years o]d differ stgn1f1cant1y,from those of teachers over 60 years old

A

on be]iefs_assoc1ated.w1th the value of a profess1ona] organization.'

Younger teachers, the high prestige group according to the perceptions

3

of teachers geperally, exhibited more'oositiye‘attitudes of professionalism -

than did teachers over 60 on the brganiiation and Profession dimensions.
< . . ’ ) b . . »
Members of tHis high prestige teacher group expressed more positive

attitudes toward the ATA and to the professﬁoha{'organiZation as'an ‘ N -
important entity than did teachers over 60 years'of age.- Comparisons ‘ ‘

of mean attitude scores for these particular teacher groupings suggest. .

. : , .4 :
authority over their own work (Self-Regulation) and freedom to make
- . ' - '

decisions about their work (Autonomy). However, such inferences are
without much foundatiOn since differences between mean attitude scores

on these character1st1cs are not s1gn1f1cant at the .05 1eve1 A s1m11ar

situation preva1ls for the Public Serv1ce dimen510n of professionalism.

Consequent]y, the attitudes of teaéhers between 25 and 50 years of age ' . e

-

' are’ no d1fferent from those of teachers over 60 _years of age W1th respegt

7.’to the attrIbutes of profess1onal1sm exam1ned by items comprising the = -;‘;‘
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Public Service, Self-Regulation and Autonomy dimensions of the revised
", Hall Attitude Scale. R ' . )
o e . o A A
Sex of Teacher ‘ L| S

\

Male teachers are'a more prest1gious group than fema]e teachers
accord1ng to. the views expressed by the' total- teacher sample Data |
presented in Tab]e 48 1nd1cate that ‘the att1tudes of male and female |
teachers differ s1gn1ficant]y on two of the dimensions of professiona11sm '
considered. -The mean attltude score reported for tema]e teachers on

the Profession d1mens1on revea]s that: the att1tude held by this group

]
'concern1ng the 'worth of the profess1ona1 organ1zat1on 1s more pos1t1ve

LV

than is the att1tude of males in this regard, Females expressed more

positive- fee]1ngs about the value of the profess1ona1 organ1zat1on\than <?>
-.‘lr\‘b,

ma]es However, ‘the data reported for the Be11ef in Pub11c Serv1ce | e

l

d1meﬁ31on 1nd1cate that male pract1t1oners expressed stronger be]1efs E

than did. their fema]e co]]eagues about their. 1nd1spensab111ty and the

(XN

‘benefit! soc1ety der1ves from teacher serv1ces | Apparently, the male
by SN

_;.segment of the profession is more h1gh1y comm1tted to upho]d1ng the
:sérv1ce 1deaT than is the fema]e segment Attitudes of male\and fema]e e Eh.r
‘teaehers do not dlffer signif1cant1y with respect to the Profess1ona1 .

T Organ1zat10n, Be]ief in Se]f Regulat1on br Autonomy 1n Deci%jon-Mak1ng

L
A

,Place of Professiona1 Preparation - B . ‘," ;5 L o
Co. ‘T The attitudes expressed on the f1ye d1mensions of profess1onalism

\

,A‘. . Doee

by the h1gh prestige group of tegchers cons1st1ng ofe480 pract1t1oners? B

,,r N

with professional prepar&t1on 1n Alberta are compared with those of 66
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that there are no %iqnificant:;ﬁfierences betweenjthe mean attitude

scores obtained for these particular groups on any of the five dimen51ons

of professiénalism examined. Essentially, these two groups of teachers

display simi]ar feelings on each of the attitudes of professionalism,

lnterpreuilin another way, the degree of professionalism expressed

by mempers of both groups did not differ (at the statistically signifi-

.
cant - level selectedl on any dimension of professionalism considered.

-

DERIVATION OF GROUPS BASLD ON
COMBINATIONS OF CHARACTERISTICS ,

Several attempts were made 'to secure from the study semp]e hich
and low prestige-teacher groupings of sufficient size which posseksed
the required combination of pOSitiona], professjona] and personal c
characteristics. Two sets of groups were identified. In the first set, -~ .
the high prestige gcoup is comprised of teachers engaged at the secOndary'
level (7-12) who possess a Bachelor of Education degree er more and
between six dnd.ZO years of teaching experience; the Tow,prestige group
«includes teachers engaged at tne elementary level (1—6)'who hav“e no
degree and less than six or more tfAan 20 years of teaching experience
For the second set, the high prestige group are administrators possessing ’
more than a Bachelor ofi:Education degree and between six and 20 years,
of teaching experience; the responding low prestige group contains
full -time teachers with a Bachelor of Education degree or 1ess and less
than six or more than 20 years of 4eaching experience.

¥ -

? The teacher groups comprising the two sets described above were

the onlx ones generatéd by a comprehensive search of the study sample.

‘%

This §earch was designed to identify and sele"?respondents who possessed
-0 e

as Many of the characteristics as pdssible that obtained either the
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highest or lowest prestiqe ratings from'teachers in general.

\
FINDINGS: ATTITUDINAL DIFFERENCES BASED ON
COMBINATIONS. OF CHARACTERISTICS '
*
Hypothesis 5.4: Theaa@titddes of high and low prestige teacher groups
A)‘
classified on the basis of a combination of positional,
I 4
professional and personal characteristics differ
\
significantly on the dimensions of professionalism.
This sub-section reports results of the anaTijs garried out

to test Hypothesisjs.4. AN

Data preserfted in\lable 50 for set one show that the attitude

of the high prestige groypihg differs signifjcant]y irom the attitude

of the low prestige gr ubing on the Autonomy dimensibn of professiondlism.

Elementary teachers| with no ee and less than.six or more than 20
years of experience| rated the desirg to make independent decisions about
their work higher than memsers of t Tow prestige'grouh. The attitudes
expressed by the low prestige group proved to be mote po§itive in regard |
to the adtonomy issues exam1ned Attitudes of "these two prestige
groupings do not differ s1gn1f1cant]y (at the .05 level) on any/é? ‘the
other four professionalism dimensions *considered. However, mean attitude
scores of the high prestige group exceeded those of the low ﬁrestige . ’
group for the Organization, Pub]ic Service and Seif—Regu]abﬁon dimensions
but not to a_degree which would indidate significance at the .05 Tevel.

| Mean attitude estimates and the results of the analysis of these
data for the second set of groups, that is the two prestige groupings of

teachers based on- the selected positional and profess1qna1,characteristics.

. are reported in Table 51. Data reveal that the attitudes of the high and.

. , . . R
o . . - : _’/'
. ) , .

as .
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low prestige groups described differ significantiy on the Profession

dimension. In this instance, feelings expressed by the group of full-
oy " {

time teachers who possess a degree or less and experience in the less

. than six or over 20 year ranges are more positive ip nature than are

thgse of the high prestige group consisting of administrators who
N Vo

Y

possess more than a Bachelor of Education degree and between six .and

20, years of. teaching experience.  Belief.in the value of the professional

’1

organization as a beneficial- structure is more pronouncéd for the Tow
prestige teacher grodp The same group rated each of the five profes-

sionalism characteristics higher than did their high prestige counterparts

¥

THE STATUS CONGRUENCY-INCONGRUENCY S
CLASSIFICATION MODEL
Status congruent and status incongruent groups were determined
on the basis of the factors specified in the model detailed in Figure 2.

“According.to the c]assification mode]- (Figure 2) the status of

a teacher is classified as congruent if he is a{pRacticing administrator

with betheen«six and 20 wears of teaching experience and at least a
Bachelor of Education degree (High-High Status{tor, if he is a teacher
e

Withliess than six or more than 20 years of teaching experience and no
.y PR .‘.. v

degree (Low-Low status). The condition of status incongruence prevails

~ for teachers who possess High-Low or Low—High combinations of the

) positional and profess1ona] characteristics 1dentified as componen%s

of the mode]

The- sample failed to produce a’ sufficiently large number of cases

‘for one Qf the f0ur cells spec1f1ed in the classification model. A

et

suff1c1ent1y ‘large group-of non-administrators possessing “high“ quali-

fications and "high" teaching experience-cou]d not be obtained.

i, too
-

€
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‘Professional Status Factors

o High Statds Low Status
Positional Status Factors r ity
: i T '
High Status ‘ Status Congruent | Status Incongruent
( ‘ : (Hi~Hi) 1 (H1 Lo)
Administrative’ : ‘ '
Duties) 1. B.kd. or more and 1. Less than B.Ed. and
2. 6-20 Yr. Teaching | 2. Less than 6 or more
- Experience ~ than 20 Yr.
- Teaching Experience
, :
3. Admin. duties 3. Admin. duties
; . 3
\ Status Incongruent i?ilatus Congruent
Low Status ‘ (Lo-Hi) 1 (Lo-Lo)
(Teaching - No - 1. B.Ed. or more iﬁg 1. Less than B.Ed. .
Adm183i§22§1ve .| 2. 6-20 Yr. Teaching 2. Less than 6 or more
. Experiente ‘ than 20 Yr.
. » ' . Teaching Experience
3. Teaching ‘ 3, Teaching
- s  Figure 2

Factors in the‘Status Coggruent- Incongruent

Classification Modef s . 3
Lo E 8

) . : o N

;““" \ ;.

. _‘%‘:A N ’ ' \
Eff;, FINDINGS:, ATTITUDINAL DIFFER BASED ON
L ‘STATUS CONGRUENCY- INCON NCY .

‘Hypothesis 6: The att1tudes of status congrdept, \\Istatus mcongruent
| vteacher group1ngs c]ass1f1ed on’the'Qasis of se]ected

.positional and profess10na1 faétorS'differ s1gn1f1cantly

ce , 3 fm«

on. the d1men51ons of professiona11sm v

v

The data presented in Table 52 show that the att1tudes of the
. statu§ congruent and status incongruentﬁteacher groups differ s1gn1f1cant1y (
With respect to professaonal autonomy Teaghers exper1encing status

congruence (pract1t1oners possess1ng the combfnation of higherzﬁos1t10n,. e
‘ | . et
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qualifications and experience) hold more pOSitive attitudes concerning

. the Autonomy dimenSion than do<;eachers experiencing status incongruence,
""‘ Members of "the’ status incoggruent group do not feel as strongly as the

S other two groups about the . deSirabiiity of controlling the right to mag‘«.ﬂ ‘
- dec1sions in connection with their profe551ona1 work C‘iiated findings

ff,suggest that status congruency it not an importantfdeterminant of

'attitudina] differences which are 51gn1fican (at the .05 level) for

S e
‘PubTic Serv1ce and Self- Reguta ion dimen51ons
o a i . .

- . ,.:-—‘\"_. . ) N \ 4

, tN'f

DLS USSION OF FINDINGS

The findings presenled in th1S chapter confirm that there are

”'\I

no Significant differences between the attitudes of profess1onalism for

high and low: status groups classified according to the positional

'.J'_ characteristids SpeCified Consequently, “the nu]] hypotheSis is
"accepted and the statistical hypothesis stated in hypothe51s 5.1 is .
'rejected For high and 10& status groups classified according to the
rlpositional profe551ona1 and personal characteristics speCified ‘there
are 1nstances where attitudinal differences a soc1ated with the
vfhatfributes ofﬁprofessionalism 1nvestigated arle 31gn1f1cant at: the
"jihﬁ'se]ected}probabi]ity levei of 05 Since the re]ated nul] hypothes
Y have been proven false, the statﬂsticai hypotheses are tentativeiy
ccepted' ‘but not without strong resérvation The decision to accept
| ypotheses 5 2. 5 3 and 5 4 with reservati n carries no implication thaffr
aH ,or even the majority, of differences ﬁnvestigated are Signifvcantly,.f"’

"??4fﬂ dif?erent Actuaily. evidence resulting from the various anaiyses ;;ig;‘h;
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fconcerning‘professtonalism It ds noted that 13 ot the 75 cdmparisons
made revea]ed d1fferences 1n attitudes of . profess1ona11sm wh1ch are”
r‘&;‘;- s1gn1f1cant The findings a]so show that the attitudes. of hlgh and 1ow :
presoige groups . c1ass1f1ed accord1hg 1o p]ace of profess1ona] prepara-

Y

:f;;{’ t1on are not s1gn1f1cant]y d1fferent (at the .05 ]eVe]) for any of the
¢
]

five: dlmensfpns of profess1ona11sm considered Nith one exceptign all -
h1gh and Iow prestige group1ngs ho]d essent1a11y the same feelings

‘about profess1ona1 autohomy ’ In the majority of cases where attitudes
gbetween prest1ge groups are s1gn1f1cant]y d1fferent the aspects pf .
g;profess1ona11sm'1nvolved concern the professional organ1zat1on (the e
d1mensmons of 0rgan1zat1on and Profess1on) . ‘?~,
The f1nd1ngs revea1ed some noteworthy trends. Teachers with
\

1ess than six and more than 20 yearsxof teach1ng exper1ence, a 1ow

prest1ge groupt possess attjtudes wh1ch are more profession or1ented
\D ‘( ey ’ W ‘.
than &q teachers w1th 11 to 20 years experience 1n respect to the ATA - |

‘ and Be11ef in the Ryb}hc Service 1dea1 Secondarypteachers, a h1gh

i . .
' '.,prestige group, are more profess1on oriented than are E]ementary teachers

N4

when their profess1ona1 organ1zation (the ATA) and endorsemeht of the ‘

'if | vnot1on of co]Teagues ‘control are ev&]uated Aﬁ unanticipated f1nd1ng

o ‘conf1rmed that teachers who had not held an§\\ff1c3a1 ATA office at
| »anyt1me possessed a more supportwe att'ltude toward the!%.soclation 35 :
‘f’_ o than teachers with exper]ence 1n.an ATA off1ce ﬂowevera the att1tude *. e
. ;;iof the 1atter group is morJefavourable toward the profess1on as a ffﬂ‘iif o
'.1'¢;ji:;valuab1e organ1zationa1 1dent1ty (the Organ1zat1on d1mension) These. ih* X
"i ,Lphedomena are. diff;cult to exp]ain un]ess one specu]ates that off1ce gf“f,rua;;

}{}f fiV; ho]ders and moderate?y experienced teachers hd1dfmuchﬂhigher expectat1ons ;’{;

X

’ forvtheir organizatlon thdn do»thezr other teacher colleagues




ot

Elementary teachers may not be as supportive of the ATA as Secondary
teacucﬂs due to.tholr lack of direct involvement in Association affairs.
Younger teagﬁﬁws. thoso betw@pn.ZS and 50 years of age, expressed
attitudes which dlffercd slqnlficantly from those of‘older teachers

(over 60) on the Organization apo*Professlon dimensions. This séems
understandable lf 1t is rrasonod that the upward mobile group recognlzes
the benefits to be derlved*from supportlnq the professional organlzation s
drive toward increased status fé} teachers. Members of the older group
may;not bé as, 1nterested in achlévlng higher status through the medium

' Y

of the "pPOfGSSﬂQn 51oog Eho ogneflt to” be denived 1s. comparatively,
"short term"‘ratoer}t“an “106 'term" in nature. ‘

Prestige grouplngi’aéilved frOm the specified combinatlons of
pcofesslohal and positlonal-professlonal characterlstlcs hold attitudes
which dlffér slonlficanthy (at the .05 level),on the- profession as a
major refofent and on professional autonomy. . In both instances the
Tow prestloe group acoleved the higher mean attitudg score. Teachers
belonglhg to lowlprestlge groups may be awaréﬁ?? their relatively
uafavourable status. Consequently:': seems reasonable to assume that
thelr attitudes mlght ref\ect a !!!;ager de51re to support any organ1-

| zational structure deslgned to 1hcrease the1r relat1ve status. leely,
they do not possess the, game degree of professional autonomy as that
which is accorded tb Agﬁﬁ;ﬁfestlge colleagues by the school system
‘This may be one of tué“};asons explaining why they attach greater

. importance to th1s particular prlvilege than do teachers who exercise ,

more freedom 1n making decislons dbowt thelr work.

i’&bere 1s a total of 15 1nstances

o The findings m’é"”{
where high and low pre‘%gve-

o

A

203 |
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at the .05 probability level. Both prestige groups share the "higher
scores" descr1pt1on.jﬁ close to an equal number of cases. There is no

1nd1¢at1on that either of these two gtbup1ngs consistently holds the

"~ more pos1t1vé belief on any one of the five dtmens1ons.of professiopalism

investigated. High and low prestige groups‘c]as$1f1ed accordtng to
profess16nal characteristics constitute the majority of cases wheré.
attitudes differ at or beyond the critical level of .05.

F The B)rpose of prgsent1ng the data displayed in Ttble 53 1s to
show results obtained from éompar1ng rating tendencies of high prestige
groups on the five dimeﬁstons of profess19na11sm with those of the low
prestige groups. When the size of the mean ;ttitude scores for these
two teacher classifications are compared for eagh attribute of profes-
sionalism examined, it is apparent that lbw prestige groupingz:ghukxf
to rat® {tems measuring the Organization, Profession and Autonomy
dimensions higher on tﬁe attitude sca]es'tsed. Generally, thg scores
tf high prestige groupjngs on items associated with be11gf in the Public
Service and SéWeregulation dimensions exceeded those of low prestige .

groupings. One additicna1 treqq 1s apparent from examining the rélat1Ve

‘ size of qtt1tude measures presented\1n Table 53. There is a not1ceab1e

:'_ absence of situatio where mé\h\§cbres for .either 'of the two prestige

L]

- groups compared are relatively larger or smaller for all f1ve dimensions

of professionalism. The ope exception reveals that full-time teachers

who possess a degree or less, and less than six 6r more than 20 years

i
‘of teaching experience awarded the higher rating to each of the five

L]

.

attributes of professtonq1ism A W Lo

s

. Relevant findings confirm that ‘the attitudes of status congruent

and stgtus 1hc0ngruent groupS’differ significantly on matters associated

»
A
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Table 53

l .
gording to Relative Size of Mean Attitude Scores of
R estige Groups by Dimension of Professionalism for
R ;-Q:twonal,»Prgfess1onal and Personal Characteristics

Relative Size of Pa1red Mean
Scores by Dimension of Prof.

Prestige Groups by Characteristic Pub. Self-
(t 52?1 Prest1ge - Hi, Low Prestiqe ~ Lo) Org.. Prof. Ser. Reg. Aut.

ups: Pos1t1ona1 Char

" Administrator's - Hi S* S Lk L
Supervisory ~ Leadership ~ Lo L* L S S S
Basic Instructionad - - HlS LS L
Vocational-Technical ~ Lo L S L S S
Groups: Professionhal Char. . /

Teaching Exp. (11-20 Yr,) - Hi  (S) (L)- (S) S L
Teaching Exp. (Over 20 Yr.) -to (L) (s) (L) L S
Teaching Qual. (6 or more Yr.) . - Hi S gS) L L S
Teaching Qual. (Less than 4 Yr.) - Lo L L) S S L
Teaching Level ESr. High) ~ Hi éL) S L’ (L; S
Teaching Level (Div.II: 4-6) - Lo "~ (S) L S (S L
ATA Office Hez Yes) - Hi 25) (L; S L L
ATA Office Held ( - lo L) (s L S S
Groups: Personal Char, \ .
Age (25-50 Yr.) , TS (Lg L S S
Age (Over @D Yr.) - Lo (S) (s) -s L Lo

" Sex (Male) ~-Hi . S_ (S) (L) L S
Sex (Female) - Lo L (LY (s). s L
Prof. Prep. (Alberta) - Hi S L L S S
Prof. Prep. (Qutside Canada) - Lo L S S L L

.Groups: Combinations of Char. o | ' -
Teaching Exp., Qual., and Level - - Hi L S L L isg
Teaching Exp., Qual., and Level - Lo S L S S L
Teaching Position, Exp. and Qual. '- Hi S (s) s S S

L Ly L L

Teachtng Position, Exp. and Qual.. - Lo

- * Indicates the mean score with the larger value in the comparison

** Indicates the mean score with the smaller vé]de in the comparison

() Indicates the pairs of means wh1ch differ signlfican;]y at the .05
level or beyond : .

o
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with profess1ona{ autonomy. The presence of significant differences
between status congruent and intongruent groups wi]] not permit acceptance
of the null hypothes1s tested. However, gQCEptance of the stat1st1ca1
hypothes1s’£hypothes1s 6) fs unwarranted 1n this 1nstance unless the |
decision to'accept 1s made cond1t10na]1y. [t must be noted that the
Autonomy dimension is ehe only one of the five examined which produced
statisticei]y s1gn1f1eant differences (.05 level) among the seetus groups
/involved. Why Alberta teachers who experience status 1nEongruency do .
not feel more strangly on some aspects of professionalism than co]]eagues‘
who experience status congruency is difficult to explain. It may be thag
|

members of the former group are too preoccupied in efforts to remove

"

causes for unfavourable imbalances in relative status to be overly

]

concerned with standards of professionalism.
SUMMARY

~ The findings reported in this chapter clearly indicate that the
attifudes of professionalism held by high and low prestige groups"
classified according to positional characteristics do not d{ffer
significantly. Attitudinal differences between high and low prestige
groupings classified according to professional-and personal cneracteris—
tics and combinations of these are significant at the .05 pnobability
levélwin about one-quarter of the situations examined. .There is no
general tendency- for the mean attitude score values of one'prestioe
grouping to be‘consistentfy largér ormsnaller for all five dimensions
of'professionelism . However, high prestige groups do. by a s]ight
margin, tend to rate itan 1nc1uded in the Organization, Profession and

Autonomy dimensions higher  than do low prestige groups.r The attitudes -




s

)

of teachers experiencing status congruence differ significantly from
the attitudes of teachers experiencing status incongruency on only the

Autonomy dimension of pnofessiona]ism.
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CHAPTER "VIII

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS. AND IMPL ICAT[ONS

The content of this chapter includés a summary af each preceding
[¢]
chapter, a set of conclusions formulated on the basis of the findings
reported and the relevant implications which appear tc have practical

application for education and the teaching profession.

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY

|

This study was designed to 1nqdire into the nature of prestige

The Problem

and attitude differentials existing within the teaching profession

in Alberta. The perceptions of teachers in general and proninent sub-
/ .

groupings of the sample were essential to obtaining the prestige and

A}

att1tude measures requ1red The 1nvest1gat1on was concerned with
1dent1fy1:o and descr1b1ng prestige h1erarch1es in the teach1ng pro- f
fession on the basis of a selécted number of factors usually-associated
with the concept of prestige. “An ordering of these se]ected positiona],
professional and personal factors‘aECording to their perceived re1at1ve
prestige among teachers was also a primaryvobjective; Determaning the
relative importance of attitudinal differences between and among Various_

teacher groupings on four of the universally atcepted dimensions‘of

professionalism was another~major objectiVe By studying the teaching

occupation from an 1ntra-occupat1ona1 penspective which recognized the

segmentation and diverSIty characterizinQE) single profess1on, 1t was

r-J

o anticipated that the s1gnif1cance of the prestige component as a deter-

minant of stratification in teaching could be more effective]y exam1ned

o



The Conceptual Framework
. A review of the literature and research concerned'with the (
professions, occupational prestige, the status‘of;teachers and factors
influencing attitudes provided the conceptua] framework‘for the study.
Several theoret1cal and npthodo]og1ca] views' advanced by recogﬁ{zed
authorities in these fields figured prom1nent1y in the design of the
framework.

Several complexities, 1nadequac1es and conf11ct1ng pos1t1ons are
sti11 apparent in the area of endeavour assoc1ated with the ana]§s1sv
of profession and the measurement of prestjge, status and attitude.
Despite these difficulties, a considerable degree of consensus seems
to exist among researchers on such fundamental matters as. the nature of
a profess1on and the 1mportance of prestige in order1ng our soc1ety '
The theoret1ca1 re]evance of the “process model" proposed by Bucher
and Strauss (1961) to the objectives of the present study was recognized
and‘stressed. This change-oriented approach emphas1zes the need to
recognize and take into account the multitude of d1v1s1ve features and
forces wh1ch characterize a single occupational category 11ke ‘teaching.
A]though it was stated by pounts (1925) and several of h1s contemporaries

that teaching cannot be considered a unitary occupation,‘mqst studies

of prestige and status which involve teachers have demonstrated a

pers1stent tendency to treat it as such. Except for a few‘quite recent\

empirical stud1es dealing with 1ntra-occupationa1 prest1ge the subJect
has rece1ved re]at1ve]y 11tt1e attention when' compared to inter- occupa—

tiohal counterparts. The. bases of strat1f1cat10n both across and w1th1n

occupations is unclear. Conflicting positions adVEnced by Davis and

Moore (19@2), Tumin'(1967) and others on social stratdfication‘serve

|
?

L
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only to-i]lqstrate the magnitude of the gap which still exists in our

understanding about this phenomenon. Much less empirical knowledge - T

exists about the nature‘of the prestige hierarchies which presently
exist within teaching. Howevor; the 11terature on 1nter7occupationa] .
and intra-occupational stratification suggests that there are many'
~ '

factors or criteria involved in the stratification process and for a }
part1cu1ar occupat1ona1 category such as teaching some achieve greater
'1mp0rtance than others )Know]edge about the nature and intensity ‘of
attitudimal d1fferences regardwnq profeSSIOna]1sm between and among
pertinent status groupings of teachers, is "essential if unification

t
of their professionalization effort is to be achieved. ~.

ngotheses . , ; .
Twelve hypotheses were formulated to 1Avestigate the Six sub-

problems that emerged from the major problem stated for the study

4

. Sub-problems 1, 2 and 3 were structured to inquire into the nature of'

teacher perceiVed prestige hierarchies present]y existing in f -

N

the teach1ng profession accord1ng to a number of’ se]ected positional,
professiona] and personal characteristics. Hypotheses 1\1, .}Eand 3.1
predicted that differences 1n the amounts of prestige attributed to the
categories associated with each of the positional, professional and
personal characteristics by teachers in general would;be stat1st1ca11&

sign1f1cant Hypotheses 1. 2 2 2 and 3. 2 made the: same pred1ct10ns for

| d1fferences resu]ting from the prestige estimates provided by specified

.sub -groupings of teachers on sthe same sets of categories.- The folrth -

sqp-problem was concerned with the re]ative\importance,among teachers

of the seven prestige characteristics involved in the investigation.

- - .Accordingly, hypothesis 4 proposed that differences in the importance ..

-
. . N z
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~used to obtain fr

€ and D respective]y

attributed to each of the characteristics eva]uated by teachers would
be large enough to be stat1st1ca]]y s1gn1tncant-* fhe question posed
by the f1fth sub- problem dealt with the nature of re]at1onsh1ps between
and among high end low prestige teacher groups regarding their att%luqes

5 5.3 and 5.4 were formulated

toward proféssiona]ism Hypotheses 5.

to test pred1ct1ons which 1nd1 that the attitudes of teacher

subgroups'c]a[s]fled accor fng to spech ie& positiional, professione]‘
and personal characteristits, and accordi Combinations of these
characteristics would diff I e sixth eub-problem was
concerned with the nature of attitudinal differences among teacher grOUps
experiencing status congruence and status 1ncongruence Itcnas

hypothesized that the attitudes of these particular teacher group1ngs

‘wouﬂd differ significantly on the five dimnsions of professionalism

examined.

Tns trumentation

3

A speciallly designed opinion inventory (see Appendix A) was

1 4 — \ .

teachers, measures of,perceived preStige and feelings
about selected crite

Part A provided‘the perso gducational data required for classifica-

-

tions of the reepondente.v The first section of Part B consisted of

. tne Positional Characteristics Prestige Rating Scale:"The second -section

contained a related series of eight Professional-and Personal Characteris-

tics Rating Scales. Two attitude inventories, the Teacher Attitude

-Inventory and the Att1tude/Behav10ur Inventory were 1nc1uded as Parts

k)
'

Each prest1ge rating 1nstrument used a six position equal

g 3
appearing 1nterval type rating sca]e to obta1n prestige estimates from

ia assOciated with stratification and professionalism.
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.,wouid revea1 the relative pﬁest1ge ‘of the seven professional personal

212

the respondent regarding each item of each characteristic specifiedfF\
Summa ted rating Likert-type scales were incorporated into both Attitude
Inventories. The Teacher‘Attitude Inventory-was comprised of ten items '

o

structured to enable the‘practitioner's degree of support for his own g
professional organization (ATA).to be measured. The Attitude/BehQO1our
Inventory was a revised Version of the or1g1nal Professional Inventory
prepared by Hall (l967) to obtain indices of ‘rofesstona11sm on five

se]ected theoretical dimensions of professionalism. Revisions to the
original instrument (deletions &f items only) were made on the basis

of an eupirica] assessnent of Hall's scale which was”carried out by

Snizeﬁ (]972).‘)Ihe fina]lforh of the Attitude/Behaviour ﬁnventory

consisted of f}vé of ten original scale items for each of four dimensions

of professionalism selected by Hall. One dimension of the original

inventory was not included fn the study version.

Pilot Studx

One hundred and eight teachers from four schoo]s be]ong1ng to \\\\\)

three d1fferent jurisdictions and representat1ve of all grade levels

partifipated in a p110t study wh1ch prov1ded the data for item selection

and refinement, instrument va]idity checks, "and revisions td‘directions

and format. Several changes in 1tem word1ng, format and d1rect1ons

‘were made to the Prestige Characteristics Rating Instruments The
" discriminatory power of the measurement scales used 1in these 1nstruments

‘was satisfactori]y demonstrated.. To obta1n measures of prestige which

]
characterist1cs 1nvolved the- Professiona] Persona] Character1st1csA

Rat1ng Scale was_expanded to 1nc1ude a section for this purpose. Selection

<

I

Sl : . @ L et

of 1temsvfor'the%Teacher Attitudeylntentorylwas based on the results
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obtained' from subjectind the appropriate pilot study data to a factorv.
ana]&tic techndque Pertinent data obtained for this study were ana]yzed
lin.the same manner to ‘further estab]1sh the factorial va]1d1ty of 1tems N
selected for both attrtude instruments. Correlational ana]ysis methods

were also‘used‘to examine both sets of data in an attempt to provide | \

further evidence of the ya]fdity and reliability of each instrument.

. Data Collection - ' o

The source of data for“the‘study was a random sample of ]069 N
practicing teachers'drawnsfrom"the most current memﬁership lists of The ﬁ!
Alberta Teachers' Association. During the months of November and |
December, 1972 a total of 712 completed questionnaires were received .

from respondents. This return represented a 66~

ercent response rate.

‘Statistical Treatment

\ To facilitate statistical treatment of data obtdined from the . ,

respondentsthese}data were transferred to computer cards. Aporopriate o
scoring;procedures were'followed prior to comout1ng mean prestige and |
attitude scores requ1red for analysis of the data. The standard deviation
statistic was computed reported and 1nterpreted for ‘each mean score
1nvo]ved Slnce all the hypotheses proposed’for the,study requ1:eg) .
~ the use of statlst1ca1 procedures which wou;d determ1ne whe?her statls-‘
tlcally sign1f1cant d\fferences existed e1ther among or between sets
of .mean scores and s1nce 1nterva1 sca]es were assumed parametric
stat1stica1 procedures were fo]1owed In the one 1nstance where ordinal
variab]es entered into the ana]ysis the Spearman rank-order corre]ation }
| - wWas fol]owed The parametr1e/stat1$tical procedures followed 1nc1uded -

the one and two-way analysis of variance methods, product—moment o dot}*f

MR S AR
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‘i‘)

correlation and the tests commoniy associatedlwith these:  F-test;™

jre. The .05 level of
i ¥ -Q
confidence was selected flor reJection of the nui] hypothesis in a]] cases.

t-test and Newman-Keuls mu]tip]e comparison proc

; To determine va]idity,and re]iabijity measures for the attitude inventories
St . . D . - I

~used, the Principal Components Method of Factor Analysis was applied to

8

relevant study data. ,
i ‘ : Vi

Results of Statistical Analysis-

Positional Characteristics. Hypotheses_].i and 1.2 predicted

thejstatisticai“significance of differences in the amounts of prestige
attributed to pOSitiona] Characteristics by.teachers in genera] and by
speCified maJOr groupings of the sample The findings supported both
of these hypotheses and prov1ded eVidence of the precise nature of the.
. positional prestige hierarchy as perceived by teachers in general and
the five major groupings of teachers involved. vAccording to'the responses
of the samp]e the 19 schooi pOSitions considered are categorized into“
) four major prestige ]eveis or clustérs with prtgﬁipais positions ‘
»-occupying the highest level in the hierarchy Positions compriSing
;each of the other three ]eve]s constitute a cluster or famiiy due to the ; S
,nature of their reiationship to one another. Uniike the cluster of Eh ; ‘l"n'
K prinCipals positions, the pQSitions beiongi g to each of the other ..
L 'ciusters do not differ significantiy from one another in the amount of

.brestige they command from colieagues Sint five of the Six prinCipais

'positions do differ in this respect this partacuiar c]uster constitutes EE

«

‘ 'a sub-hierarchy of the overai] pOSitionai'prestige hierarchy N'

"‘, Significant differences exist amqng the five maaor positional groupings

o w1th respett to the way 1n which members of thesergroups ranked the 19
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" subgroups comprising each major group mas establishedq The tendency for

prestige of their own positions was apparent in\the findings

;Significantly All of theSe hypotheses were supported and accepted

' by other teachers when they evaluate particular profeSSional and personal : ‘:.Q

general teacher subgroups classified according to professional charac- .

, more often than sebgroups classified according tp personal characteristics

';;tlpossessed This was moéﬁ evidént‘in the case of ratings obtained for f

LA ™ ‘ \
positional subgroups, but the mean prestige scores of., these same groups do .

) differ significantly among themselves In éﬁdition, the presence of

significant‘differences among the mean~prestige scores of constituenta .

h - m

teachers to consistently estimate more highly than others the relative -
o

- . - ‘ \

ProfeSSional and Personal Characteristics Hypotheses 2. l 2.2,

]

3.1 and 3 2 predicted that the amounts of presfige attributed by teachers,

in-general and selected teacher subgroups to categories associated with

. each of the professional and personal characteristits would differ

@

The findings established that teachers are accorded differential prestige

characteristics of their colleagues The same tendency discovered for

positional characteristics exists for professional and personal charac-

teristics teacher groupings exhibited a strOhg tendency to estimate

highly in coMparison to others the relative prestige of those characteris-
A

tics which they.possessed Distinctive prestige hierarchies exist for

S,

'.each ofatﬁe professional and personal characteristics investigated

.
ai\ h

‘vThe nature oﬁlthese structures HS detailed in Tablé§f29 and 31

teristics possessed tended to agree with total sample.prestige estimates ‘;5

RN

k'-teaching qualifications anMsgfficial ATA office heﬂd In most of the '

\axsﬁcases examined statistical evidence estabiished that the selected
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o

_the prestige rating scales to:evaluate't categories considered. In

‘every case examined, ‘'statistical evidence inddated the presence of AR
g B

) s1gn1f1cant d1fferences among subgroups w1th respect to pre§t1ge scopes

battrtbuted to each.of the subgroups evaluated, and also with respect - .
S e . o N ot R

" to the tendency among subgroups to maintain simi]ar rating patterns for
aach of the characteristics. Teachers as a group 1nd1cated that the

* most. prest1g1ous teacher group1ng is Sen1or Htgh Schoo] teachers who
. 7
A » ,_possessgbetween 11 and 20 years teaching exper1ence six or more years

*

« of un1vers{ty preparat1on and a record of service in an off1c1a1 ATA "

m‘off1ce HBThe personaT qua11t1es of th1s high prestige group 1nd1cates

1\

4 o
members . to be ma]es between the ages of 25 and 50 who have been prepared gé,

" Q

~ in Alberta un1vers1t1es The Tow prest1ge category 1nc1udes D1v1s1on

]

o

e ,"Two fema]e teachers over 60 years of age who have been prepared outs1de

“l IR
ht

‘ of Oanada and who have Tess than three years of teach1ng exper1ence,,

s1m11ar quaTﬁftcat1ons and no serv1ce in an ATA office.

’ S
Hypothe51s 4 stated that there areos1gn1f1cant differences 1n
. Ny

‘the 1mportance teachers in genera] attr1bute to the seven profess1ona]

xand~person\\ character1st1cs evaluated The f1nd1ngs supporteé this'

\

prediction Teachers 1n§genera1 regard teach1ng exper1ence as the most S

>3

ha
=

.'1mportant character1st1c and sek of teacherlg?d AIA office held (both .

LA

t

\ E

S ;Att)tudes of Profess1onal1sm R SRR h;

* have equaT prest1ge) as the Teastz}mpe:ta:t character1z§1cs U 5\\¢:) :

) : . Q . "

R

| The five hypotheses deve]oped for 1nvestigat1ng sub-problems
P {_5(a), S(b), 5(c) 5(d) and 6 predlcted that attitudina] d1fferences of

"f“;ﬂ,f}the various h1gh and low prest1ge teacher groups 1nvo]ved in the. ;'é;‘*n; 7§

Ty '. ""l\

‘"'*ias%essuent of the f1ve d1men5tons of pPOfESSTOHallsm wou]d be statht1caTTy
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groups do not differ significantly on any of the dimensions of

T ) : .
profoss1ona}1<m cxamined, hypothesis 5.1 was rejected. Hypothesis 5.2

"and 5.3 were supported in part. There are instances where the attitudes
of high and low prestige teacher groupings, classified according to one
of the professional oF personal characteristics, db differ signifﬁcantlyb

\ . o
on one or more of the dimensions of professionalism. It was also

discovered that the attitudés of teachers experiencing status congruence

L] N .
differ significantly from those of teachers experiencing status incon-
gruence on only one of the five dimensions of prd¥essionalism -- AutOnony.\-,‘.("

Status congruent teachers hold: the more positive attitude on this matter.

The Findings indicate that, in general, the feelings of teachers

belonging to high and low prgﬁtige classifications are similar on
(’
profeSSIOhalism issues much more often than otherwise. Except for one

1nstance. there is no tendency for either of the two prest]qe c]asslfi—
cations to be consistently more or less posit1ve regardlng the five
be]iefs examined.. The exception 1§ non-administrators with minimal
experience and quaWifications._ Members of this low prestige group tended

to be more positive than their counterparts on&!]] five attitudes of
\

professionalism, Prest1ge and status congruency do not appear to be

highly influentiak determinants of practitwoner attitude toward

-

]

professionalism, . ' , : )

-

CONCLUSIONS-

,

Thé conclusions presented hereﬂlre~dffered as a set of Judgments

-

;-
which appeared to have some practical abptitation for persons either

interested in or identified with the teachind®profession. The inférgnces

'hédg are based on evidence provided by the study, considgrition of the

rd
- [

L]
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]jmi{ations imposed by theoretical and methodological assumptions

“involved, scope of the study and complexities characterizing the

-

particular research area. Strictly speaking, the conclusions are only
valid for the population sampled, but they should be of interest and
value to similar prpfessional organizations and their administrative
personnel. | . . N

1. Teaching cannot ‘be considered a uniﬁary occupational cateqory.

Substantial evidence was produced by the investigation to

' indicate that the perceptions of prestige among teachers differ

significantly regarding the relative importance of their
professional functions as well as the professiéna] and personal
qualities required té perform them.

+ £. Prestige is an 1}mortant and precise determinant of-statusesﬁ
existing within the teach1nq profe551on The nature of the
d1fferences between and among the prest1ge measures éxam1ned
1dent1fuu%sone features of the stratification in teaching and
revea]ed:their relative importance.

3. Distinctive, firmly established’;rest1ge hierarchies ei??t within
the Alberta teach1ng'force, 'The findings give s;rong support
to the conc]usion that teachers attribute different prestige to
their colleagues according Lo the nature of the position held
1n school and the particular conb1nat1on of professiomal and |
personal characteristics possessed. Principals are undoubtedly
recogn1zed as the highest prest1ge positional group while

: cOunseTIOrs and Phys1cal Educatvon teachers share the least

prestigious placement Evidence established that a four level,

i situs ~type positional prest1ge hierarchy present]y exists in

.

-

4
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teaching. from the analysis it can be concluded that teaching

experience and place of professiona] preparation are the most

N

important professional and personal characteristics, and that

A

service in an official ATA office dnd sex of teacher are the
Jeast important characteristics in these categories. It can
also be concluded that a high degree of agreement exists émong

3
teachers, in general, about the re]atiQé importance of the {
classifications of each brbfess1ona1 and personal characteristic.
In this regard, the reverse is true for most cases invo}vihg
the perceptions of selected subgroups.
As individuals, teachers tend to rate highly compared to others
the relative prestige of the particular pos1t1onal professibnal
and persdnal characteristics which they possess. Analyses
confirmed that this was a phenomenon of teachers for each of the
characterlstics considered and also that this conc]usion is

hY

somewhat contrary to related findings presented by Grambs (1949: -

400-405). - °°

. The attitddes of high prestige and low prestige teachers based

on positional cléssificat1ons do not differ on the basic

dimensions of professionalism. Statistical evidence established
that these prestige groupings expressed ;ssentially the same
feelings about the concepts of professionalism examined.

Prestige differentials do not const1tute aphlghﬂy influential
factor with respect to the.attitudes of professiona]1sm held by “\\\
teachers. The findings presented in the study indicate that the
attitudes of professiona1is; held by membéfs of the hiéh and low

L9

‘prestige classifications'e§titlzi::P.f6r each of the professional
el oo

L]
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and personal characteristies.invo]ved do differ significantly,
but oniy\ih\a?smaii minority of cases. It is also apparent from
eyidence that in those cases where significant attitudinal
differences”do exist, there is a lack of consistency between
prestige qroups regarding the perceived importance of the |
wattitudes of professionalism evaluated. Tde same situation -
ptevails for the high and low prestige groupings based on”
combinations of professional and personal characteristics,

7. Teachers who have not served in an official ATA office are more
supportive of the ATA polities and practices examined than those
who have had this experience. The analysis established that the
attitudes of the predominantly larger group of non-office holders
were more favourable toward their own professionai organization
than the attitudes of office ho]ders. However, the situatiod is
reversed for tbese two groups when the profession as a. midor
referent was considered, / S~ e

8. The attitudes of status congruent tbachers are more pOSitive in
nature than those of status incdngruent teachers regarding
fee]ings associated with professione] autonomy. According to
‘the results of the study, teachers expetiencing status congfuence

1va1ue‘the right to make decisions eboﬁi their work more highly .

\51 than the group 3{ colleagues who belong to the status‘40congruent"

\d) classification. t o i '

9& The responses of teachers classified acgordipg to the factors

\\specified in Figuré 2 indicate that status congruency-incongruency

ds not'a highly 1mportant determinant, of stgnificant attitudinal

T “
-
L4 \l

d{(ference with respect to most of the attitudes of profe551ona]ism
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considered. Comparisons among groups involving measures of
attitude on four of the five dimensions of professionalism
investigated revealed that the nature of these attitudinal

differences are not statistically significant.

IMPLICAT IONS

There are no-~doubt numerous implications which could be proposed
as a result of the findings and conclusions prqduced by the study.
Those which seem to have practical application for education, educators,
gﬁ?UStees, administrators and the proféﬁsional organization'invblved are  _

presented.

General Implications .

Underlying reasons for the existence within the Alberta teaching
force of the prestige hierarchies described in tﬁe study‘are not
discernible froh the evidence that was presented. However, it may be
‘speculated that the presence of vqrious prés;ige differentials which do
not conform to popular expectatioﬁ; aré_due in some measure to rather
extreme changes in theAnature of Ehé teacﬁing force and the valuing
systems‘ofmjts membérs. ‘ -

Kho&ledge about thé‘preéise'nature of‘thé basic prestige
hierarchies,‘pfestige groupings and attitddes of professionalism held
by members bJ]ohging to thesé'cétegories could.provide‘a useful basis -
for ;ncreasinj the effectiveness of theAdedisiq;«mak%nQ process in-
educétion; The positional, professiopa];gng'ﬁé§§6ﬁa] characteristics
which command the Qreatest amouﬁts of prestige from teachers w{T] 1ikely

influence their opinions about teacher placement and selections for

promotion in the system. If decisions in this.redard are based on
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.criteria which reflect the values perceived by teachers in general,

. neéative reactions to these decisions are likely to be‘less numerous

and less 1nteese. However, decisions which appear tq»be gross violations
of prestige values held by teachers are quite likely to provoke cr)ticism,
resentment and even‘open opposition of considerable magnitude. The
implications of such situations for education at the local level are

in large measure dependent on the kind of response ‘teacher concerns and
protests draw from the affected system s administrative personnel. If
attempts are made to central1ze further the control of work related
activities and thus reduce the profess1ona1 autonomy\of teachers, the
effective and harmonious operatipn of the school cou]f be ser1ously
jeopardized. On the other hand, if teacher involvement in the decision-
making process is recognized and promoted througe action and policy
designed to share the role of ﬁaking decisions about mattefs which affect
them and their elients, the quality of professional service provided in
the schools could be enhanced further. The overriding assumption made
proposes that measures taken to increase rather than decrease "professional
autonomy are more likely to produce desirab1e\bhanges for the educational

A

enterprise. \ )
| Certaln findings presented in the study may be 1nte?preted by
sone,as being strongly supportive of thefpos1tiop which is based on the
bnoposition\fhat teaching and school administration are sebarate

‘ professioqs. This posture would haveito disregard evidence revealing
the number of 1m§ortant-sim51arit1es thet were found between the percep-
tions of teacﬁers and school admﬂnistratorsQ Consequently, it isjquite

apparent that results of the study provide about as much support for one

«.. side of this argument as they .do fdﬁ the other.

"\
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Prestige accorded to teachers by other teacher’co]]eagues may
have 1mportant”consequences for the teaéhing—]earning process 8 These .
perceived measures of one's social worth are also indicative of one's
pSycho]oglca1’and social needs. S\’ﬁé teachers and administrators have i
different needs which vary accord1ng to age, sex, ﬁrofessiona] role and
the like, an approach to 1nd1v1dua11z1ng the process by which teachers'
needs are“sat1sf1ed seems essent1a] In response to this problem Trusty?.«}
and' Sergiovanni (1971:438~449) prbpose the c;eation of a separate -;
hierarchy for teachers based on a restrhctyring of their roles to 1nvofve
them in a]]ocating or§anizat10na1 resources. It seems reasonable to
\ant1c1pate that as teachers developed maturity in zhxs new role and
ach1eveq a wider variety of rolefcompeteneiesfwithin!a teeching hierarchy,
administrators, board members., and citizens would recogniqe and reward
their contributions accordingly. : |

¥

“Reference to the pnestibe hierarchies which presently exist in
teaching provides sufficient evidence for administrators, trustees,
teachers and their own professrona] organizatlon to 1dentify cr1t1ca1
needs (often some form of recogn1t1on) of part1cu1ar prest1ge groupings.
Often,.such needs are of an inservice or developmental nature. ff
genulne interest exists w1th1n the profession for meeting the cgnfjpuing

. f ’ l

education needs of teacbérs, then it seems that a fundamenta] principle
to observe in do1ng s6 weuld be to plan offer1ngs which are tailored

to the needs of the d1ffereﬁt prestige groups. This approach to.

'1ncreas1ng teacher conpetency and conf1dence can have 1mportant

consequences for the teaching—learn1ng process and the profess1onalizat1on

effort of the,profess1on D1srupt1Ve forces hindering progress in these '
/ oo \

areas .can be removed or effectively neutra11zed
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' ‘
Probably the most critical Keed'for many teachers is the' need

to make their work more Satisfying.‘ Research has established that the

higher the.status of the individual in the occupatioh, the more satisfied

he will be. Many teachers (non—administrators)fdo not have the same

R

_ privileges as some of their colleagues regardihg professionaT autonomy.

‘Consequently,~chere is little or no incentive among those affected to

improve the quality of service. It would appear that a concerted effort

is required to "humanize" at least that portion of the work performed

PPN

by teachers wh1ch is the most unsat1sfy1ng While it is recbgnized
that many variations exist within teach1ng, and that the aspects of
jobs which teachers like and dislike vary also, the human1zat1on task
is not an insurmountable one. * Any e;fect1ve plan to increase teacher

satisfaction shou]d be concerned with improving or 1ncreas1ng comfort,

challenge. pay and the opportunity for interaction with co-workers.

‘Literature on the subject is replete with ideas and‘sdggeStions detailing

procedures for making teaching tasks more satisfying and fitting to

perform. The so]ut1on proposed by Kahn (]973 35-95) offers one promising
approach. He recommends the imp]ementat1on of a work module concept
based on the premise that workers are happ1er when they can’éonstruct
the. Job than they are when the job constructs them.

The fact that many teachers tend to rate consistently more highly

than others the re]ative importance of their own characteristics could

L\be'conetrued.as unfortunate. It may be an 1mportant'factdr contributing

to the strained relationships which sbmetimes dccur among groups. If

‘  individual teachers took a more object1ve view of colleague opinion 1n

this regard. it may serve .o remove problematic misunderstandings about

-’

:prestige differentials; For example, it is apparent that at least some -

T4
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,x)vprofeésiona1 organization. Undoubted]y it will bost more, bt most

\ t PP .
t .
[
10 :

RN .

personé] factors such as age and sex are beyond individual controi. It‘
mus t é]so be recognized.that téacher awarenessxof the exisfing teacher-
perceived prestige hierarchies mayf]ead to théwcreation of broader
differences between certain prestige groupings of teachers. It could’
also cause sigqiffcantrchanges and shifts within the profession.
An 1ntefesting question which cannot be answered at this

juncture concerns'the degree to wﬁich the present system of rewards
conforms to the prgstige value structure percéived}by teachers.
Extensivendifferentiation of the present system of rewards may be quite
acceptable to teachers if its purpose was to recognize and reward
outstanding professional qualities and services rather than to penalize
the” unfortunates. .

. The consequence§ of'statgs 1ncongruence in teaching_are dependent
on its 1ntensi}y and the extent to whicﬁ the phenomenon exists among
teachers. Evidence provided by this study on these mafters did indicate,

but not in extreme form, that such a condition exists within the Alberta

teaching force. Previous d\stussion emphasized the need for establishing

)

- effective mechanisms to improve the lower status factors and thus reduce

its ¥ncidence in teaching. ' Failure to mount a sefﬁous effort to
minimizg this problem, regardless‘df its magnitude, is bound.-to result
in unfortunate-setbacks for edﬁcétion and educators. Since everyone |
involved §taﬁd$ to lose, a concerted, coOperative effdrt i§ required

on the part of researchers, administrators, trustees, teachers and the
, ‘ / '

v

* worthwhile improvements usually do. -

|

- - ’ . - [
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Implications for/Research

The views expressed by Counts'and several contemporaries,

. N , _
discounting the unitary nature of the teaching occupation seem to have

~ been well founded according to the findings qresented for this s tudy.

- Evidence revealed that substantial stratification based on perceived

prestige of teachers exists within the Alberta teaching force.
Consequently, it seems logical to propose that fut&%i research concerned
uith establishing more reliable indicators of the status of teaching
among occupations give due consideration to major internal divisions
characteriz;ng this profession. A parallel requirement for developing
more valid approaches to intra- occupational(;tudies of teaching would
seem to be adherence to the philosophy of change held by Bucher and "
Strauss. Results of analy;cs which focus on important internal
differences caused by change may be much more meaningful than results
from efforts that reject this approach; The latter suggestion poses
some interesting and pertinent‘implications for professional asso-

. _

ciations. These implications are presented under the next heading.

This'study was not concerned with securing empirical'evidence‘

that would 1dentify and explain causal factors of prestige and attitude

differentiation among teachers. Investigations deSigned to pursue

problemslin this area would be useful in supplementing and extending

' the scope of‘this study;;

‘ . o
Implications for Professional Associations (ATA) : ' i

el

I The approach to the study of the professions developed by Eucher

_and Strauss focuses on change but does not(advance a theoretical
) philosophy of change "Profession" s conceptualized as “a loose ,

'-amalgamation of segments“ constantly undergoing change Findings s

LS
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_ _presented in this study serve to conf1rm, further the appropr1ateness
and ut111ty of the process model" as an effect1ve anaﬁytica] approach
to the study of the teach1ng profess1on Th1s ev1dence suggests that
the Association should continue and if possible increase the emphasis
on aspects of its research program wh;ch are directed at obta%ning~
precise know]edge"about.the nature and needs of the various strata
‘present within the teaching profession. . |

The view of Bucher and Strauss has interesting implications

in the study of socia1izat%§h of professions and their professional
organizations. Because Alberta teachers f1gured most. prominently in\#
th1s study pertinent 1mp11cations for The A]berta Teachers Assoc1at1on
are of primary }mportance. Such 1mp11cations may also_have relevance
fo,“éachers'organizations in other'parts of Canada and e]sewhere.

” Although many s1m11ar1t1es among prest1ge group1ngs exist, 1t ., -
is also apparent from the findings that a cons1derab]e degree of

'segmentat1on and diversity of att1tude are present among Alberta teachers
on such matters as the re]at1ve status of teaching positions and the
attitudes of profess1ona1 autonomy Evidence which descrlbes t nature
and degree bf strat1f1¢at10n in teachlng, the characterist1cs of

;particular interna3 groupings and their attitud1na1 differences and
similarities on professidna]ism coiistitutes a useful. knowledge base -

. for p]annina'prganizat1ona1 action to fac1litate the profess10na11zat1on ’

o ‘

process. - 'Q' _ | ' ’

. . If the profess1onalization process is to proceed ona un1f1ed

| 'front and with\a measure of interna] so]idar1ty. it seems v1ta1 that - )

the Assoc1at1on review, per1odica11y. its'major p011c1es and pract1ces

S0 that revis1ons may be made.v Such mod1f1cat1ons shou]d be based-on |

B ) L. Nt



_of this chapter refers
‘ments which dnrect]y 1nvo]ve some aspect’ of educat1ona1 adm1nlstrat1on.

}The ovehr1d1ng 1mp11cat1on for this field of endeavour is rooted in- the’

S for des1gn1ng and 1mp1ement1ng the educationa] changes needed. To do :

a responsiveness to_the 1ntere§ts, needs anq‘velueS‘he1d hy members
of known prestige groups which comprise the vérious prestige hierarchies
The under1y1ng 1mp]1cat1on suggests that if a major object1ve
of the ATA is to effect1ve]y st1mu1ate “and coord1nate the drive toward |
1ncreqsed status of teaching, then the nrofess1on will likely achieve
greater geins by concentrating on unification of the effort through
being more responsive to the social and psychdlégica] needs of the
prominent segments which comprise‘the association membership
A further 1mp]1cat1on follows from the fact that pr1nc1pa1s
were accorded the h1ghest prest1ge and re]at1ve status of all pos1t1ona1
teacher groups. _Th1s situation suggests that-teachers serving in these.L
posittons may be called upon too frequent]y to accept leadership roles
in the professional organization.- If this.is the case, it does not‘

necessarily. fo]low that the interests of all teachers are being adequate1y"

"represented in the po]1cy makihg forqms of the profe551on To correct

C -
such an 1mba1ance teachers he]ong1ng to var1ous other prestlge groups
el 't * '

should be encouraged by the Assoclat1onAto!assumeuequal responsibility

» “ . »

- for advancement oi\their profession's objectives.

“Implications. for Educational Administration". o IR

* ! !
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in teaching.’ " ' ' ' ' .

Most of the d1scuss1on presented in the three prev1ous sect1ons :1

e

to problems, so]ut1ons approaches and deve1op- .'

\ 0.
n fo W -

t

T

suggest1on that it' must: prov1de the 1eadersh1p and expert1se requ1red

P



_ i .
so, it must give more attention to examining relevant theofy'and

practiée associated with the sociology of occupations.,

N
Ay
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~ your effort 1n prov1d1ng the 1nformat10n requested.

v tions Do not write your name on any part of the questionnaire o

e

TO ALL_TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS

Dear COlleogue e/ v ‘

This survey 1s an important part of the research I am conductlng in conneotion

with my doctoral program of studfes at ths'Un1vers1ty of Alberta. Approval to
equ@st your, assistance in this regard has been obtained from the Executive

Coungtl of Tne Alberta Teachers' Association.’ I would be most grateful .for

w

The study 1s an attempt to 1nvestlgate certaln perceptions and attitudes of‘

teac?er ?r ps to various problems associated with teachers and.the pro-

fessiona

21ff$rent1als and aitltude dlfferences which exist wlthln the teachlng pro-
ession )

" To collect the data. required approxlmately eleven hundred Alberta teachers,
‘selected at.random, are being requested to complete and return this question-
naire WITHIN ONE,WEEK. You are one of the teachers selected Please parti-
ging;g* It will take about 20 minut®s of your tlme ‘

COMPLETE ANONYMITY IS ‘ASSURED. Data will be COded on IBM cards and processed
. for groups, not individuals, so please reply frankly and honestly to an Ques-

I

Part A requests personal background 1nformatlon Part B asks you to rank pro-
fessional.and personal characteristics on prestige scales and Parts: C and 0
1nclude attltude questions. PLEASE REACT TO EVERY lTEM IN EAC A

Follow closely the directions listed for each sectlon. Hhen you have completed
.'Parts A to D [of .the questionnaire plqee it. in the return addréssed stamped ..
envelope pro 1ded _seal and mail, 1f pbss ble. urmm ONE HEEK .

" THANK YOU VER! MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION SO ‘ { b

Very stncerely yourS, C

KN Bride. e e T

organizatjon. These problems -are essentially matters of prestige ﬁlr'

/,

h

¥éd



T . o e N \ﬁ\ DRRN7 <}
& PART A: PERSbNAL EDUCATXONAL DATA \ B oy \ ’
f‘This 1nformat1on 1s required to enable grolp e&mpartsons qQn att1tudesvand prestige :
rankings, Please check () the ONE response to each itém which gives the correct 4 RAT
1nformation about you or your school PLEASE ANSNER EA&H 1TEM: . S : n
‘ o R - S COMPUTER
H . E N b P B T T
AN . q - ) ) B ' ] o . . - . Vo
- g ; l " Male ‘ - : S S, o v e §
- . Female ' o S e el
2. ; MARITAL STATUS: e ‘ NS . R
Yo () 1.%Marrted IR ‘ PP }-‘ L7
o ( 2.’ Single - : T coe . L Ty i o
. ( 3 Other AR o - G o « i
©©3. AGE: (Last Birthday) . ' . e Lon Ty o
, ( - Under 25 years U : (ng4, 51 - 60 years o g
5 ‘ 2f 25 - 35-years © . - ' “().5. Over 60 years 0
-3. 36 - 50 years s . : . .
4. TEACHING AND/OR. QTHER DUTIES (Your Job assignment during present schoo] year)
1. Teaching full-time : SR y N
2: - Teaching part-time (no other school duties) o L _ . re
3. ‘Teaching at least half-tinie plus other non-administrative duties 9
.) 4. ‘Teaching at least-half-time plus administrative duties ‘
) 5. 'Teaching ‘less than half-timé-plus administrative duties . ;
- ) 6. Administrative duties fu]l-time (no.teaching) - e
; () 7., Specialist not assigned to regular classroom teaching duties .
‘ " {ewg. Tibrarian, counsellor, etc.) - ot ;
. 5. PRESENT POSITION IN- voun SCHOOL: (The o _q_ ind'lcating your maJo assignment) | b
)1 ”RegD?ar classroom teacher o 6. ‘Supervisoh or. COordinator Yoo L
; 2. Principal © < . ; Libraria o 10
() 3, Vice-principal . . Counsellor- sychologist B L
'3:ﬁ\ Assistant principal. Other (p €as Specify) e
' Department Head or . — : ’
R I, Curricular Associatq, ‘ _ i '\\ba‘ o S
.6;’ PREPARAT!ON (vears of. teaqber education on which you% salary 15 based). - A
(): 1 1. yedr or less ", Con (1) 5. 4.0 -4.9 years. : L Lo
;; ~( ; 1.V-1,9 years . oo () 6:75,0- 5.8 years .. ‘ \ , 11
’~? 3. 2.0-2.9 years " )7, 6.0 ~.6.9 years: N
( ) 4. 3.0 - 3.9 years . L s 7 or more years l* ' »
POPULATION oF CENTRE: tnummu SCHOOL 1S LCATED: .~ ) K

Town or C1ty - 1 000 - 5 000
Dther under 1 000

i City - Vel
$oCity =20, 90

W,

: ,w;f~

ity

s.ono éof‘oo

,msio jor’ Co
e ~Schobi LA
rats School u




‘None. B 8. Fve. I
2 come.. T ey YT s C e
Y TWO ot ‘ ' . ‘ ' "4 8 seven L ' Moo ) N N .‘. o "3
: ’v'.) 4 Three j o .--'} Li-v-‘ _»“ 9 Eight or more I
; « C) 50 Foup.. AR B R A C e
' 16.\C\HECK THE7§ OF voua FIRS mcume csarmcm~ T T
g ? an Prov1nce of Alber :QI;V,j, Indla 'f,' N v .
() 2. Other Canadian provinc o " West Indtes IR B

o ,' ‘ W . " o ‘ Y i . ) ".‘ L ' . ' .
.244 ST e l e _ Lo I .

. -r \ S Lo S ':,.’;
4 - X : |
IO NUMBER QF FULL TIME TEACHERS ON\STAFF (Inc]ude princfﬂa] and . vice-principal(s))
1, Fewer than § = 31- 40 ‘ :
‘ 2. 5-10 . . 41'-50 ., ., .
\ . 30 11 - 20 7.  More than 50 . _
S . 2-30 " C A
n TOTAL YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE AS OF JUNE 30. 1973“ (Inc’lude adminis—
R “trative experience) ' . ‘ Aw
o - 1. -1 year - W 5.6 -‘TO years - 42 ‘ L
_ 2, 2 years . 6. 11 - 16 years - ‘
.t , 3. 3 years. P /g 7. 16 - 20 years ‘ ‘ -
‘ 4. 4 -5 years. . N 8. More than 20 years '
12. " HIGHEST UNIVERSITY DEGREE HELD: o ~ g |
5 ;:‘. None at present - ,{ g 2. D.Ed. or Ph
2. B.A., B.Sc.; ‘B.Etd., or o er 5. Other (please Spqci*y)
. o Baccaulaureate : ‘o :
o ) 3. MA., M.Sc., MEd:, or other’ . ) , ;' o
L ' S Masters o ‘ ' \‘ '

13, MAJOR TEACHING ASSIGNMENT BY LEVEL AIf ou teach 1n two or more levels,
check: the level of your.major assignment)' . C

!
1. 'Non:teaching posifion ; i Grades 7 - 9. o a

‘2. Grades 1 - 3 Grades 1 - 1& P vo-
3. -Grades 4 -6 Grades 7 - 1o
4., Grades 1 -6 Grades 10 - 12—,

14. FIELD OF SPECIALIZATION (The ONE subject- area for which 100 conside

yourséif to be MOST adequately prepared to'teach) R NG

() 1. FineArts . S ') 6. Commerciak - - ’
o, 2. Mathematics Science - -~ : g 7. French-Foreign Languages ' Co
L, 3\ English-Social Studids 8. Industrial N v

4" )+4.  Rhysical Educatjon : . ‘; Vocational -
) 5 - Home Economies.’ ' 10. Other (specify) -

Bl wa many university courses (or equavalent) have you canpleted in your MAJOR
'f . SUBJECT SPECIALIZATION manked in Question #142 . .

v
1

‘ ,? 3 “United States
T«‘ England

M&;: the POSITION. OR POSITIONS that you Nou HOLD or- HAVE HELD 1n The "
’ 2 Teachers™ Associntion. e L T

. No ATA office at. anytime R SR
~‘Local president '

hairmanarProfessionaI Dévelo ent Cemmittee R
Chairman;, -Salary ‘Negotiating Comittee. .~ - -
!;remb?g.,l’mv“inc aT Exeﬁuth)e Louncil’ R Y

Other Country

e

TN

kY

"COMPUTER
c .C . E

ST

18

19

20°




»

PARY ﬁj‘ INTRA-OCCUPATIONAL® PRESTIGE RATING SCALES - §§§TIONAQ§§

In this questionnaire the term PRESTIGE {s used to refer to what teachers believe
* about the worth and value (their evaluation) of a professional or personal charac-
" teristic such as position held in the school or university qualifications acquired.

It {s possible to think of teacher groups on the basis of selecting one distinctive
professional or personal characterYstic to describe the membership of a group. For
instance, Elementary School principals can be thought of as a special group or
teachers under 25 years of age can be placed in a separate category.

Teacher groups classified on the basis of POSETION HELD IN SCHOOL may vary in the
amounts of prestige they command from teacherfy. For each teacher group. considered
below, indicate the amount of presiige WHICHIOU ATTRTBUTE TO THAT GROUP.

CIRCLE the'approprigte nqugr;qn‘, p . Jf»tige scale at_the right of each

teacher group to ghow your "pensonsl ;3 h may range a ere from 1 (LOW

amount of prestige) to ﬁg;k_ i 8 ge). PLEASE REACT TO EVERY ITEM.
Pade }

s ekt o % \
i

- R ) .
TEACHER GROUP cousmmo%fgﬁf;wﬂ“ ‘ JOUNT OF PRESTIGE |
N A
LW - - HIGH
1. Teachers -‘Physical Education . . . . .. .. . ....1 2 34 .56
2. Principals - Elementary School . . . . . . ... . ... 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. \Principals - Junior High School . . . ., . . . .. .. .. 1 2 34 5 6
4. Counsellors and Psychologsts (full-time) . . . .....1 2 3 & 5 6
5. Teachers - Elcmettar; grades from 1 to 6 . . . SRR 1 2 3 4 5 6
6 mc‘pm - Fine Arts subjects . . . . . . o .‘}). B 12 34 56
7. Principals - Elementary-Junior High School\\; e .12 3 4 5 6
8. Teachers - Commercial subjects . . . .. .. .. .. P B4 3 4 5 6
9. Principals - Junior-Senior High School . . ... .. ..7 2 3 4 5 6
10. Teachers - Industrial Arts subjects . . . . . V...l 2 34 56
11. Teachers - Spectal Education . .-. . . Ceaiia.a 12 34 56
12. Principals - Elementary-Senior Migh School . . . . . . 12 34 5%
13. Teachers - Home' Economics . . . . . . - ¢« « ¢ cic oo V2 3 &4 65 6
14. Principals - Senfor High Sechodt . . . . . . . .. ....1 2 3.4 6§56
15, Librarfens (fuli-time). . .8 " . o2 cicnvn... 1. 27 3 & "56
16, Teachers - Vocational subjectd . . . ..........1 2 3 4 56
17. Department Heads or Curriculer Associates . e ... 2 34 506
‘Mg, Teachers - Secondary Academtc subjects . . . .. ....1 2 3 4 56
12 3 4 56

19. Suparvisors and Coordimators. . . . #. . . . . ¢ g o

+

e

245

COMPUTER
c.C.
3N
32
33
34
35
36
37
38.
39
40
4)
42
43
44
I
e
[ NN
48
49
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SECTION TWO g

REMEMBER: PRESTIGE refers to what teachers believe about the worth and value (their
evaluation) of a professional or personal characteristic such as position held in

the school or university qualifications acquired,

T T T I T TR R S CLINITEIET ey

To answer this section of the questionnaire think of eagh teachér group referred to
n the following items &s that group of teachers whose Members poSsess the ONE per-.
sonal characteristic selected to describe the group. For each teacher group listed
indicate the amount of prestige WHICH YOU ATTRIBUTE TO THAT GROUP. CIRCLE the ap-
propriate number on the 1 to 6 prestige scale at the right of each teacher group
l1sted to show your personal estimate which may range anywhere from 1, (LOW amount
of prestige) to 6, (HIGH amount of prestige). PLEASE REACT TO EVERY [TEM.

TEACHER GROUP CONSIDERED " »AMOUNT OF PRESTIGE I
-— : , * ATTRIBUTE TO THE GROUP
Wn - - HIGH

1. How much prést1ge do you attribute to each of these
© AGE GRQUPS?

1. Teachers under 25 years o%d . . . . . . « - + « « « 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Teachers between 25-35 years old . . <. « « . - . 1 2 J 4 5 6
3. Teachers between 36-50 years old . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Teachers between 51-60 years old . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. Teathers over 60 years old . . . . . . S 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. How much prestige do you attrib&te to each of these
TEACHING EXPERIENCE GROUPS? - «
1. Teachers with less than 3 years experience . . . .1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Teachers with 3-5 years e;$erience ..... ...1 2 34 56
3. Teachers with 6-10 years experience . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Teachers with 11-15 years experfence . . . . . . . 12 34 56
5. Teachers with 16-20 years experience . . . . . . . 12 34 56
6. Teachers with over 20 years experience . . . . . . 12 3 4 5 6
3. how much prestige do you attribute to each of these
SEX GROUPST™ / . ’ A
1. Male teachers . . . . 4 . . « . « « B S ’2 4 5 6
2. Ffemale teachers . . . N I 2 34 56
.- How much prestige do you attribute to each of these
TEACHING LEVEL GROUPS? '
1. Division One teacher? (=3} . « .« v v v v o .12 3 4 5 6
2. Division Two teachers (4-6) . . . ... .. v .. 1 20 3 & 5 6
3. Junfor High teachers (7-9). . . . . . .. - - « .. 12 34 56
4. Senfor High teschers (10=12) . . . ... ..... 12 34 56
5. How much prestige do you attribute to each of these
TEACHING, QUALIFICATIONS GROUPS? .
!. Teachers with less ‘than 3 years of . ‘
urfvergity preparation . .. ... oo oo s e e 12 ¥4 56
2. Teache th a Professional Teaching '
- B c”t'“i e« s s s - w '{ « & & 4 3. # i’ [ T T R l 2 .3 :‘ 5 6
t 3. Teachers with 2 B.Ed:-degfeq (or-equivalent) .. .1 2 'sf%a\ 5 6
4. Teachers with two Bachelor, degrees (or P '
' : m‘v.‘.ﬂt’ .I c . 0 -g Q‘\i_\i .l;‘i év - ‘«f;. ) * - L] s & » L ‘ 2 . ‘ 5 6

. Teathers with an W.Ed. deghed (or etutwalent) . . .1 2 34 86

6. Teachers with a D.EQ. or Ph.D. degree' .~ . o
(Ofﬂli"ﬂ‘.ﬂt’ i’-...-..,..-«-»-':i..‘.z:3-‘ 5‘

. s ¥ ’
4 i e i y \d 5

- . LI P

| . GMPUTER

1
12
13
14
15

16 -

17
18

19
20
21
22

23
-
25
6
2
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¢ N : ‘
TEACHER GROUP CONSIDERED AMOUNT OF PRESTIGE I
’ ' ATTRIBUTE TO THE GROUP
LON - -  HIEH
» .
FET COMPUTER
6. How much prestige do you attribute to each of these - . c.c.
PLACE OF PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION GROUPS? o '
1. Teachers prepared in Alberta . . . . .. .. ... 1 2 34 56 29
2. Teaghers prepared in other Canadian provinces . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 30
+ 3. Tedchers prepared in the United States . . . . . . 12 34 56 A
v a, Teachers prepared in England . . . L. ... ..1 2 3 4Ns 6 32
S¥ Teachers prepared 1n India . . . . .. ... ... 12 34 5 6 33
, 6. pared in the West Indfes . . . . . .. 12 34 56 34
&r 7 s prepared in other countries . ... . . .1 2 3 4 5 6 B
i 7. Ho frestige do you attribute to each o( ;bese ,
\ -OF ATA OFFICE GROUPS? : -~
1. Teachers with no service in ATA office . . . . . . 12 34 56 : 36
2. Teacher-presidents of ATA locals . . .. ... .. 1 34 56 ¥
‘ Teacher-chairmen of Professional Development - . )
Committees . . . . . ¢ ¢ (.t oaqe e ow e s . 6 ) |. 38
4., Teacher-chairmen of Salary Negotiating
Committees . . . . . . . . M e e e e 6 39
5. Teacher-members of Prov!ncial Exocutive '
U COUNETY L e e e e e e e e e e e e e 6 40
6. Teacher-presidents of the Provincial i
" Assocfation . . . . . ... Yo e e e s . i
CHARACTERISTIC CONSIDERED
8. How much IMPORTANCE do you attribute to each of the
following characteristics in determining the pres- :
tige of teachers? . : |
1. ABE of teacher . . . . . . . . . 4 o o 0 00 s 1 2 3 4 5 6 ) 42
.2 IHG QUAL IFICATIONS held by(teachier . . L.,.1 2 34 56 3
3. PLACEQFPR ARATIDNofmcher..\ ...... 112 34 56 e
T4 L -of teacher . . .. ..... L.V 2 34 56 4 -
5 » 0-.0.‘0‘!“'.0.'.‘.!“2‘ 3‘ 56 46
6. ATA OFFICE held by teacher . . . ........~ 1 2 3 4-56°% 47
7 12 34 56 48

P 3

. ING EXPER] of teacher . .. . . .. ‘ - \/
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PART C: TEACHER ATTITUDE INVENTORY

fhis art of the quest1onna1r§ Jists ten statements about The Alberta Teachers'
Indicate the deqree of your personal agreement or dis

“Assoclation.
with each statement by CIRCLING the appropriate symbol at the right. .

REACT TO EVERY ITEM.

STATEMENT

1.

A
CIRCLE . - 1f you strongly agree with the statement.
CIRCLE < 1f you agree sdmewhat with the statement.

CIRCLE - - 1f you are undecided.

CIRCLE

OIS

CIRCLE
‘ /

The elected officials of my ATA local provide
competent leadership . . . . . . . T e e s + . . AS

The txecutive Counctl of the provincial ATA
does not spend the funds of the Assoc1$xion
wisely + . . . L L e e e e e e e e e AS

The pirograms, activities and.services of The o

. Alberta Teachers' Association are improving . . . . AS

The Alberta Teachers' Association is ndt
sufficiently concerned with matters of real
importance to its members . . . . . T AS

In general, the employed staff officers of
The Alberta Teachers' Association provide _
very competent service . . . . . . . . . . ... AS

-1 am not satisfied wiia the opportunity I o
have to participate i’ the policy-making and
governmental functions of the provincial ATA . . ... . AS

If 1 had the choice 1 would belong to The
Alberta Teachers' Assocfation . . . . . ... .. .. AS

Most of the criticism of the provincial
assoctation by\its members is just1f1ed e v e s o« . AS
¢

The Executive Cduncil of the provincial ATA

is not providing competent. leadership e e e e e AS
The Kreramf and policies of The Alberta - \\
Teachers' Association generally meet with
my rpproval and support .\, . ... ..., « v+ . . AS
R . S . A ‘
Y I )

by | : ‘:r - , M '~\. .

° T \ l‘ ;

_:° 9. -

1f you disagree somewhat with the statement.

~ 1f you strdongly disagree with the statement.

e

»

DS

DS

DS

DS

DS

DS

s

0S

0S

COMPUTER
c.c.

50

51

52
53
54

55
56
57
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59



PART D ATTITUDE/BEHAV}OR INVENTORY

Please respond €P9EACN of the follpw1nq 1tems in the light of yOur feelings and
behavior.
There are five possible responses to each jtem. If the item corrGSPOnds VERY WELL

(VW) to your own attitudes and/or behavior, circle that response. If it corresponds
WELL (W), POORLY (P), or VERY POQRLY (VP), ‘make the appropriate response. The mid-

e cat ory (7] is designed to Indicate an essent1a11y neutral opinion about the , .
item. Please answer ALL L 1tems in one fashfon or a?yfher mnk1ng sure that you have . COMPETER
NO MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH ITEM. ° ‘ \ s ;
1. I systematically read the profetsional Journals AU "P VP . 8
. Other professions are actually more vital to . 62
\ soc1et{ thanmine . . . . .. . e VW W ? P WP :
3. Mg fellow professionals have a pretty good idea i 63
. out each other's competence . . . . . « « « . . L.V W P VP
4.. I make my own decisions in regard to what is to . : 64
be done fn my work . . . . . . L L L .0 e e e e VW W ? P YP
-~ 5. 1 regularly attend professional meetfﬁgs at ‘ 65
the local Tevel. . 4 . v . o o . v v v s e o v o et W, W ? P VP
6. I think that my profession, more thah any other, . 66
is essentfal for society . . ./ . . . . . . . « . o . VW W 7 P VP -
7. A problem in this: grofession is that no one ' . 87
‘ rea]ly knows what his colleagues are doing . . . . . . VW W 2 P ¥YP -
I don't have muchiopportunity to exercise ’ 68
my oW udgment “. . . . . oa . L v e e e S e e e e VW W 7 P WP ‘
9. I believe that the professional organization(s) 69
"~ should be supported . . . . .0 ... oo e e e VW W ™ P VP
, 10. The importance oﬁ my profession is sometimes ! ‘70
over stressed .. . . . . . . .V W ? P VP
. We .really have no way of judging each other s . : 7
COMPELENCE. . . . |+ « & « + «.v o « o o = « s e e e e VW ¥ ? P VP 22
12. My own decisions pre subject to review ...... .V W ? P YR
13, The’professional prganization doesn't really 73
' a2t. do tod much for the average member . . . . . . . . .. VW W ? P VP f ‘
AA'," S(we other occupakions: ar® actually more im- e 74
o sortant to society than ismine . . . . . . . . . . PO | B I
15. There is ndt much opportunity to judge how . Y 75
arother person dogs his work . . . . . . . ... .. VW 4 ? P VP ‘
16. ! am my own boss Jn almost every work-related 76
-, °1tuat10n S T T VW W 72 P VP o ]
17. "lthough I would }ike to, I really don't read 77
the journais too ¢ften . . . . . . . . . ... e VW W 7 P VP
18. If ever an occupation is 1ndispensible. it s - : ‘ 78
thisone . . . . { ... ... SRR ']" N B S N | 4
19. My colleagues pretty well know how well we all ‘ 79
do in.our work . J . . . . . . AU L. B R S S 4
20. Most of my decisidns are revieued b other : 80
. ;people S IR W oWo? Py ’
.~.. R . . _ v, ‘ . ‘ .
. N ‘ v L. R ]
s ‘| Thank You.For Your Cooperation. -
i b . . ' . .
. . 3 1 . R '
¢ o S q : o L
~ Y . Please .returh as s00n as possible to: ) . b
SN ' . _I © o KW BRIDE, - PN :
B 4 Box 129, sub.'S. 11, :
e T Departnont of Ed cational Administration, . o .
, v o Univergity of Alberta;, -~ 4 ;‘ . ' .
- ) . . FQ m m. A]wnn . ’ * “s
v k} ‘ Use thc mf-add sed stamped cmlopc Drovidqd e ' _ O

. %,
. . . L. .
* ',{ - ' L e -.ii’ i . : - L

AT
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APPENDIX B
STRATIFICATION OF THE ALBERTA TEACHING FORCL:
VRN INVENTORY OF MEMBER PERCLPTIONS
AND ATTITUDES
PILOT STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE

ACCOMPANYING LETTER OF REQUEST TO PARTICIPANTS
IN THE PILOT STUDY
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PART A: PERSONAL-EDUCATIONAL DATA* ,

. ft// .
, | .

;

This informatjon is required to enable group comparisons on attitudes and prestige

rankings. Please check (V) the ONE response to each item which gives the correct

i{nformation about you or your school. i

1.

?
|
é

SEX:

2 ) 1. Male
.) 2. Female

MARITAL STATUS:

2 g 1. Married
2. Single
() 3. Other

TEACHING AND/OR OTHER DUTIES: (Your job assignment during the preEent school year)

Teaching full-time

Teaching part-time (no other school duties)

Teaching at least half-time plus other non-administrative duties
Teaching at least half-time plus administrative ‘duties

Teaching less than half-time plus administrative duties
Administrative duties fuli-time (no teaching)

Specialist not assigned to a regu]ar classrpom (e.g. librarian,
counsellor) :

()

NOYO S WA —-

PRESENT POSITION IN YOUB»SCHOOL:

( ) 1. Regular classroom teacher 2wf 6. Supervisor or Coordinator
() 2. Principal ) 7. Librarian
( ) 3. Vice-principal () 8. Counsellor-Psychologist
2 ) 4. Assistant principal ( ) 9. Other (please specify)
) 5. Department Head : ‘

. PREPARATION: (Years of teache¥ education on which yoyr salary is based)

() 1. 1 year or less (-g 5. 4.0 - 4.9 years
) 2. 1.1 - 1.9 years ' () 6. 5.0~ 5.9 years
) 3. 2.0 - 2.9 years § ) 7. 6.0 - 6.9 years
) 4. 3.0 - 3.9 years ) 8. 7 or more years
POPULATION OF COMMUNITY' IN WHICH SCHOOL IS LOCATED:
5 ) 1. Over 100,000 - 2 ) 4. 1,000 - 5,000
) 2. 20,000 - 100,000 g 5. Under 1,000.
() 3. 5,000 - 20,000 , ( ) 6. Rural Area

TYPE OF SCHOOL UNIT WHICH EMPLOYS YOU:

() 1. School Division or County ' :
) City Public School District ' .

) City R.C. Separate School District .‘

Town Public School DiStrict :

Town R.C. Separate School District = *-

‘'Village or Rural Public School District

Village or Rural Separate School Dis;rict

——
e S o
m\‘m(ﬂ#wl\)

Other (please specify)
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P o '
- T0 ALL TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS ‘

Dear Colleague: k ' !
L ‘ ’
This survey is part of a research requirement I am conducting in connection .
with my doctoral studies in educational administration at the University of
- Alberta. The study has been approved by the Department df Educational Ad-
. ministration and the Executive Council of The Alberta Teachers Association

I am investigating certain percept1ons and attitudes of various teacher ‘groups
which focus on problems of interest to membérs and their professional organi-
_zation. These problems are primarily related to matters associated with
- prestige differentials and attitudina] differences existing within the teaching
\ 3 profession
N M N
. To collect the data required approximately eleven hundred Alberta teachers, -
selected at random, are being requested to complete and return this question-
naire WITHIN ONE WEEK. You were one of the teachers selected. Please parti-
cipate. It will take about 20 minutes time.

COMPLETE ANONYMITY IS ASSURED. Data will Be coded on IBM'cords and processed
for groups; not individuals, so please.reply frankly and honestly to all ques-
tions. Do not write your name on any part of the questionna1re

Part A requests personal background information. Part B asks you to rank pro-
fessional and personal" character15t1cs on prestige scales and Part C, includes
attitude quest1ons i r

~ Follow close]y ‘the directions listed for each section When you have completed
Part C, place the questionnaire in the return addressed stamped envelope pro-
" vided, seal and ma11 1f possible, NITHIN ONE WEEK. o

" THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOR COOPERATION. S
Very sincere]y yours, , | ' U
_Ié)wu/ - A

"KM, Bride, .
. ~Executive Assistant, ATA. L

!‘k " ! L F '

[N LY
* y 0




' . . . ' ., . \ ) .
A , L ,
. _

PART A: PERSONAL-EDUCATIONAL DATA . . \

This information is required to enable group comparisons on attitudes and prestige’
rankings. Please check (v) the ONE response to each item which gives the correct .

information about you or your school. ' e
, N ‘ ;" N
1. SEX: ' ' S
() 1. Male o '
() 2. Female . B

2. MARITAL STATUS: !

é ; 1. Married . B
2. Single ’
() 3. Other

3. TEACHING AND/OR OTHER DUTIES: (Ydur Jjob assignment dyring the present school year)

) 1. Teaching full-time ‘ .
gd%‘p\;::§:1ng part-time (no other school duties) )
.- Teaching at least half-time plus other non-administrative duties
) 4. Teaching at least half-time plus administrative duties -
) 5. Teaching less than half-time plus administrative duties
; 6. Administrative duties full-time (no teaching). '
7

Specialist not assigned to a regular c]qssrrom (e.g. librarian,
counsellor)

4. PRESENT POSITION IN YOUR SCHOOL: ,
Supervisor or Coordinator

( ; 1. Regular classroom teacher ()es.

() 2. Principal . , () 7. Librarian '

( ) 3. Vice-principal ! ( ) 8. Coupsellor-Psychologist
() 4. Assistant principal . - () 9. oOther (please specify)
( ) 5. Departmenpt Head = ' N '

5. PREPARATION: (Years of teacherbeducation on which your salary is based)
() 1. 1 year or less ( ; 5. 4.0 - 4.9 year?‘ '
()2. 1.1 -71.9 years 6. 5.0 - 5.9 years - S
é ) 3. 2.0 - 2.9 years ()7. 6.0-,6.9years

) 4. 3.0 - 3.9 years ()8. 7 o more years .° -

6. POPULATION OF COMMUNITY IN WHICH SCHOOL IS LOCATED:

l? ) 1. Over 100,000 § ; 4.. 1,000 - 5,000
*( ) 2. 20,000 - 100,000 . 5. Under 1,000 .
(=) 3. 5,000 - 20,000 () 6. Rural Area

7--:TYPE'0F'SCH00L UNIT WHICH EMPLOYS YOU: = o o

() 1. School Division or County
() 2. @ity Public School District
3. City R.C. Separate School District
. Town\Public School Distrist
.. Town .QL}Separéte School District
. Village or Rural Public School District
| .

w

Village or Rural Separate School District

N et e e
O~NOO D

Other (please specify) .
c . o N
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k 8. GRADE ORGANIZATION OF'YOURﬂSCHOOL- (G1ve the best approx1mat1on) k ' \
1. Grades 1 - 12 5 V5. Grades 7 -12 Jf’“'
2. Grades 1 - 9 . Grades 7 - 9 ‘ ¢
"( ) 3. Grades 1 - : Grades 9 - 12 e
() 4. Grades 1-10 Grades 10 - 12 )

9. NUMBER OF FULL-TIME TEACHERS ON STAFF Inc]ude,pr1nc1pa1 and vice= pr]nClpal( s))

(
) 1. Less than 5 , () 5. 31 - 40
) 2. 5-10 o é 6. 41 - 50
3, 11 - 20 7. Over 50

( 3 4. 21 - 30

10. - AGE: (Last Birthday)

é ) 1. Under 25 years é 4. 51 - 60 yéars
) 2.- 25-- 35 years ‘ 5. Over 60 years
() 3. 36 - 50 years '

/

-

11. TOTAL YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE AS-OF "JUNE 30, 1973: (Iﬁc]ude admin1stfativé

experience) , .
() 1. 1 year (“)55. 6'<"8 years

) 2. 2 years ( g 9 - 14 years
() 3. 3 years . ( : 15 - 20 years
()4. 4 -5 years () 8 2] years or more

12. DEGREE(S) HELD: . .
() 1. None () 5. M.Ed.
()2 BA. : ; 6. Ed.D.
§ ; 3. B.Ed. " , 7. Ph.D.
4. M.A. ) 8 Other (specify)

13. MAJOR TEACHING ASSIGNMENT BY LEVEL (If you teach EQUAL time in two or more
“ levels, check the level of your major interest) ,

2 ; 1. 'Non- teach1ng position 2; Grgles 7 - 9
' 2. Grades 1 - 3 . Grades'1 - 12
2 ) 3. Grades 4.- 6 ) ( g 7. .Grades 7 - 12
) 4. Grades 1 - 6 : () 8. Grades 10 - 12

14. FIELD OF SPECIALIZATION (The ONE subject area for wh1ch you cons1dergyourse1f
to D?FMOST adequately prepared to tep_ch) ,

.; Fine Arts v g ; 6: Commercial ,

2. Mathemat1¢s-Science ' 7. French- Foreign Languages i

. ) 3. English-Social Studies - - 2 ) 8. Industrial , . .
) 4. Physical Education g 9. .Vocational’ ' e
) 5. Home Economics ( )10. Other (spec1fy) :

15.  How many university courses (or equiva]ent) have you completed in your MAJOR
SUBJECT SPECIALIZATION marked in Question.#147 -

5 & - .
l 1 None : . ‘ ()6. Five . : -
() One .- . , ()7. six - L
( ) 3 Two - | . () 8. Seven
B é g 4. Three- = SR - ()9. Eight or more
. 5. Four o : - ' o . '
. . ) to ' S ”’A \./
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PART B: INTRA-OCCOPATIONAL PRESTIGE RATING SCALES SN ({f i&
: R . : , Y\
* In this questionnaire the term PRESTIGE is used to refer to what teachersibelieve /(’ .

about, the worth and value (their evaluation) of a professional qr personal charac-
teristic. | ' C ' . ¢

‘ \

° » ! % .
On the basis of professional and personal characteristics it is possible to think
of teacher groups.. These groups may receive varying amounts of prestige from other
teachers depending on the characteristic being considered. For each teacher group
listed below, indicate the amount of prestige which you belieye that group commands
from other teachers. CIRCLE ‘the appropriate number-on the-1 to 6 prestige scale
at the right of each teacher group to show.your estimate which may rang anywhere
from 1, (LOW amount of prestige) to 6, (2}GH amount of prestige).

\
.
]

SECTION ONE . ' — L

TEACHER GROUP CONSIDERED : " AMOUNT OF PRESTIGE THE GROUP
(Assume other things equal). : COMMANDS FROM OTHER TEACHERS
' . ‘ * LOW HIGH
1. Teachers - Vocational subjects . . . . . e e e e e 1 2 3 4 56
2. “Teachers - Elementary grades , . . . . . ... ... 1 2 3 4 56
3. Teachers - Specia]\Education . .%¥}” TIPS A B SRR B 5 6
4, Teachers‘i Secondary Academic su 'gcts ...... L. 12 -3 4 5 6
7 5. Teachers - Commercial subjects . . . . . .. . .. .12 34 56
" 6. Teachers - Physical Education . . .. ... ... .1 2 384 56
7. Teachers - Finé Arts subjects . . . . . SRR CL1 8 304 5 6
8. Teachers -vlndustrial Arts subjects ... . . . . . . .. 12 34 5 6
9. Teachers - Home Ecomomics . . . . . . « . « « « - o1 2 0304 5 6
10. Supervisors or Curricular Associates . . g 12 34 56 b
1. Principals - Elementary- School . . . . . . .. ...12 34 56 "
12. Principals —'Elemehtary—dunior High.Schqgl C . 1 2. 34 56 ]
13. Principals - Elementary-Senior High Schodl . . ., .. 1 2 34 '56
18, Principals S e .. 12 3.8 B
45, -Principals A 12 377 s 6
sl A v R
Efifles' }Pr1ncjpajs : figh .o 33°'°,' e 1 2 ) 3 4._ 51‘6‘ |
£ "17. Counsellors apd Psychologists (fulletime). . . . . . . 1 2/ 3 &4 5 6 X
2. 34 56 |

18. Librarians (full-time) . . : . .. .. e e e R
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\ REMEMBER: PRESTIGE refers to what teachers be]1eve about the worth and va]ue (their -

N

-eva]uation) of a profeSSIQnal or personal characteristic.
‘ NN

\ * 4t *
In this 1nstance think of each teacher. group as a group possessing the particular
personal characteristic specified below. ‘For each” teacher. group described indicate
the amount of prestige which you believe that group commands from other teachers.
CIRCLE ‘the appropriate number on the 1 to 6 prestige scale at the right of each .
teacher group to show your estimate which may range anywhere from 1, (LOW amount
of prest1ge)*¢o 6, (HIGH amount of prestige). . ' ‘

N

WS ' \ A
TEACHER‘GROUP CONSIDERED g | AMOUNT OF PRESTIGE THE GROUP
(Assume ‘other things qua]) o . COMMANDS .FROM OTHER TEACHERS
SN ' 4 | Low HIGH

1. How'much prestige does each teacher group e | ‘
- command from, other teachers when they~

evaluate the SEX. of teacher? . e : B
1. Male teachers . . . . . . P ... ... 2 3% 5 6
2. CFemale teachers . . T . . . . . ... ... ... 12 34 5 6
2. How much prestige does each teacher group Cy ,
. command from other teachers wheg: they -
evaluate TEACHING LEVEL of teac Br? : ‘
1. Elem. Grade teachers (1-3) L. L) 2 3 4 5 6
2. Elem. Grade teachers (4-6) . .-... ... . . . .. 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Jr. High Grade teachers 57 ) 12 3 4 5:6
4. Sr. High Grade teachers (10-12) : . . . . . ~-- 172 34 568
" 3. How much prestige does each teacher group '
47 command from .other téachers whey they , .
- evaludte TEACHING QUALIFICATIONS of teacher? R . .
1. Teachers with less than 3 years pf . Ty
university preparation . . A .. .. .7 . .12 3 4...5.6
2. Teachers with a- Profess1ona] achlng R T e
CCertificate . [ . . .. U<l L L L, ‘... 12 3 4 5 6
3. chers with a B Ed degree (or ' o, ‘
. ivalent) . . ... . ... .. e e i e e s 123 84 5 6
& 4. Teachers with two Bache]or degrees ) : . o \
. (or equivalent) . . Y,. T B 3 4 5, 6 +
5. Teachers.with an M JEd. degree {op o . ‘ ‘ ) e
equivalent) . . .. . . oL L, L .12 3 4 .5 6
6. Teachers with a D.Ed. or Ph.D. degree R ‘
”f (or equivalent) e e e ,E? :‘;-. .1 2 .3 4 5 6
4. How much p est1ge does each -teacher group ¥ . ~ .
command from other teachers when they e R C
evaluate AGE . of teacher? - 0 o ' . ‘
1. Teachers under 25 years.old-. . .. .. .. ... 12 3 4 5.6
2. Teachers between 25-35 years old . s e ool 2 304 5 6
. 3. Teachers between 36-50 years ol - .. . . .. ... 1 2 23.4 5 6
. 4. Teachers between 51-60 years old::. . e V2 734 5 6.
* 5. Teachers over 60 years old . ;5 5;. cr e, 172 3 4 56



TLACHER GROUP CONSIDLRED
(Assumo-other_things equal)

5. How much prestige does ‘each teacher group
command from other Yeachers when they
evaluate total years TEACHING EXPERIENCL
of teacher?

1. Teachers with less than 3 years
experience , . N
Teachers with 3-5 years exporience
Teachers with 6-10 years experience . ..
Teachers with 11-15 years experience
Teachers with 16-20 years experience
6. Teachers with over 20 yBars experience

Rl - LV I

6. How much prestige does each teacher group
command from other teachers when they
evaluate PLACE OF PROFESSIONAL _PREPARATION

~ of teacher?

Teachers trained in Alberta .

eachers trained in bther Canadian

provinces . e e e e e

Teachers trained in the United States .

.Teachers traiped in tEngland .

Teachers trained in India . . .

Teachers trained in the West Ind1es ..

Teachers trained in other countries .

P —

N S W

7. How much prestige does each teacher group
command from other teachérs when they
evaluate official ATA°OFFICE of teéacher?

1. Teachers with no ATA office . . . .-
2. Teacher-presidents of ATA locals
3. Teacher-chairmen of Professional

Development Cunn1t§ee;§ N
Teacher-chairmen of Salary o

Negotiating Committees .

Teacher-members of Prov1nc1aL

Executive Council . .

Teacher-presidents of the Prov1nc1al

Association ., . . A

o

[ - BRI S )

& r

1)‘)

14

)

AMOUNT OF PRESTIGE .THE GROUP
COMMANDS FROM OTHLR TEACHLRS

HIGH

RN

LOW

]

r"

]
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“

]

1 2

1e
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1
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1
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1 2
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PARTnp;MrJtACHﬁR’AIIj]pDﬁWINVENJQRYV b
)

This part of the quest10nna1ro lTists a number of statdments about teaching, teachers,

and teachers' organizations. Indicate the dcgree of your personal agreement or

disagreement with each statement by CIRCLING the appropriate symbol at the right.

Plcase react to EVERY 1tem. .

CIRCLL ASA - 1f you agree s}EQﬂgjxrwith the statement. :

CIRCLE A - 1f you Qgpggﬂggmé%hg} with the statement. \ ,
CIRCLL U - 1f you are undecided. ‘ <
CIRCLL D - 1f you disagree somewhat with the statement,
CIRCLE DS - tf you disagree strongly with the statement.
STATEMENT
1. Teachers shdild not have the legal right to strike . . ., AS A U D DS
2. The Alberta Teachers' Assocfation should speak
for all teachers on professional matters . . . .. . . .AS A U D DS

3. The Alberta Teachers' Association does not exercise
enough control over its members . . . . . ... .. ..AS A U D DS

4, A major goal of a provincial teachers' association
should be to improve the publ1c image of the
teaching profession . . . . G« e e s e i eie i AS A U D DS

5. Publications produced and distributed by The
Alberta Teachers' Association are net a worth- ,

while investment for ths members . . . . ... ... ..AS A U D DS
6. I would encourage as many of my students as ‘
possible to'ther the teaching profession . . . . .. .AS A U D DS

7. ‘The functions performed by non- profess1onals
in the schools should not be detérmined ande

directed by teachers . . . . .. . ... ........AS A U D DS
8. The programs, activities and services of The ,

Alberta Teachers' Association are improving . . . . ., .AS A U D DS
9. ATA specialist councils contribute to undesirable .

divisions with1n the pnofession i e - .. ... AS A U-D DS

10. If“I could hav a. hﬁw Osbortunity to choose a = .
career, | wou1 cgrtain 1 ribt Qhoose ‘teaching .. . . .AS A U D DS

11. . A teacher should be w1l ng\tn sif?e the pro-

vincial assocfation-in some responsible way- . . . . . .AS A U .D .DS
12. Most of the criticism of the,provincial ) " '

association by 1ts meMbers fs justified .. . . . . .. AS A U D DS
13. Teachers should not lee.thE full rights . A\\\

of collective bargaining in determining their -~ .. - |

salaries and working oonditions C e e e . :+....AS A U D DS
14. The elected officials of my'ATA local pro- EE '

vide-competent leadership . . . . ... . ... .. ... AS A U D DS

K] -



15.

16.

17.

19.

20.

220

23,

24

25.

26.

27.
28.
29.

30,

-be the sole responsibility of the professionp . .

ceducattfon ., ..., oo ool

‘governmental functjons of the provincial assoc1at10n .

|
j

Lduéat10na] research is not basic to the improve-
ment of educational practice .

The proincial association spends too much time
and money in obtaining and maintaining member-
ship on Department of Education and University
committees . . . . . L o L0 0 0 e e

I do not regard the present method of evaluating
teacher competence as an annoying interference -
with my professional life

The maintenance of professional discipline

"should be the exclusive function of the

teaching profession

I do not feel that I am an integral part of
The Alberta Teachers' Association .

In géneral, the employed staff officers of The

- Alberta Teachers' Association provide very com-

petent SErviCe . . . .o . . . 4w e e e e e s

1 am unable to apply my spec1a]1zed training ‘ [
in my position . . . . . C e e e e Ce

Four years of untversity 1eve1 study beyond
recognized university entrance should be the
minimum requirement for initial certification

to teach . . . . . . . L e e e e e e

A teacher should be a member of at least one
ATA specialist council and siould take an
active part in it

The .evaluation of teacher competency should

The Alberta Teachers' Association is not
sufficiently concerned with matters of real
1mportance to'its members .

A magor responsibility of a professional,
association should be to assist members to
keep ‘up to date with new deve]opments in

I am not satisfied with the opportunity I
have to par@icipate 4n the po)icy-making and

Communi ty co]leges should not be authortzed .
to offer B.Ed. degree courses-beyond the .
first year level . . . . . . .« o oo e e e e e

" The provincial teachers' association does a

poor job of enforcing the code of ethics
for teachers . .. . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e

Reporting on the work of teachers in his or her
scggol should not be a regular fqut\on of

the,pr1nc1pa1 e St e e e e e e e n

‘i LY

. AS

. AS
. AS
. AS

. AS

AS

. AS

. AS

. AS

. . AS

. AS

.*AS

Y

U

U

DS

DS

DS

DS

DS

DS

N

DS

DS

DS

0sS

DS

DS

DS

DS

. DS
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31.

32,
33.

34,
35

36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

43.

a4.

\

\

Professional development programs and activities
conducted\by the provincial association have in-
creased the status of teaching as a profession .

Teachers should no longer oppose the "merit pay"
princ1p1e.f9r determining teachers' salaries . .

Non~conf6hmist members are given too much|free-
dom by the Association .

A préscribed period-of successful internship
should not be required prior to grantinq
certification to teach . . . . . . . .. .

Teachers are too preoccupied with ﬁcreasing
the importance of their own particplar field
of specialization .

A11 professional educators should be members of
one professional organization

-----

The Executive Council of the provincial association

‘does not spend the funds of the Association

wisely . .

It 1s difficult far me to imagine a more satis-~
factory teaching situation than the one I am
in at present

If 1 had the choice, I would/not belong to The
Alberta Teachers' Assocjatio Ce e e

The formal "organization knowr\as The Alberta
Teachers' Association is absolutely necessary
to direct and coordinate the teachers' drive

for higher statys

I do not have a friénd]y, supportive relation-
ship with my teaching calleagtes . .

Major responsibility for the certification of
teachers should reside with the teach1ng

‘profession -,

The Executive Council of the prov1nc1a1 association
is not providing competent leadership . . . . .

Compulsory membership in a provincial teachers'

- organization should not be a requirement for

teaching in the pub11c1y supported schools of

a prbvince Sy e e e e e e e e e e e

The programs and policied of The Alberta
Teachers' Association generally mgft with

L my approval and support .......... e e

s e

. AS
. AS

. AS
. AS

. AS

. AS
. AS
. . AS

. AS

. 'AS

. . AS

U

U

U

=

o

DS
DS

DS

DS

DS

DS

DS

DS

DS

DS

DS

0S

DS

DS

DS
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Indicate YOUR PERSONAL FEELINGS about statements 46 and 47 by ‘placing a check v)
beside the ONC most appropriate response for each statement.

46 .

Considering the kind of work I do and my qualifications, compared to other
teachers in similar positions --

() I get MUCH MORE recognition L

() 1 get MORE recognition i °

( ) 1 get the SAME‘recognition ‘ | \
() 1 get LESS recognition

(1) 1 get MUCH LESS recognition

[

47, d%onsidering the kind of work I do and my qualifications, compared to other
e

achers in stmilar positions --
) 1 get MUCH MORE in the form of rewards and promotions
1 get MORE in the form of rewards and promotions

I get LESS in the form of rewards and promotions

(
()
() 1 get the SAME rewards and promotions
()
()

I get MUCH LESS in the form of rewards and promotions

Thank You Fér Your Cooperation |

@

- -

- Yot Al

Please retuyn as soon as possible to:
BARNETT HOUSE ,.

11010 ~ 142nd STREET, i | .
. EDMONTON, ALBERTA = .
Use the sélf-addressed stamped envelope provided tzg
N ' - ! * . .
- » N
L).\< : . ’
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 LETTER OF REQUEST TO TEACHERS IN PILOT SAMPLE

v

Dear Colleaque,
N

The accompanying questionnaire must be field tested in order

to determine its suitability for distribution to a large

sanple of Alberta teachers. Your assistance in th1s re- -
gard will be much appreciated.

It will require about 20 minutes of your time to complete

all sectigns of the questionnaire according tosthe directions

given. Choose the time most convenient to you dur{lg the
next day or two. - :

Use the envelope ﬂrbv1ded to return the questionnaire to
your principal. He has consented to collect them for me.

Complete anonym1ty is assured. ‘Do not write your name on
the inventory. ; :

The Alberta Teachers' Association will be provided with a
copy of the completed study which wil] he available to
interested members through the ATA library.

A very-sincere thank you for your help.

- Sincerely, ,
-0 L™ ]
K.W. Bride = ° : e

262
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"« TO ALL TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS .

- bear Colleague: o , S | ,
.This survey is an integral part of.a'research project I am conducting with

approval from the Department of Educational Administration, University of
" Alberta and the Executive Council of The Albe;}a Teachers' Association.

The study is an attempt to investigate certain percéptions and attitudes of

‘teacher groups to various problems associated with teachers and their pro- o

fessional organization. These prohlems are éssentially matters of prestige

differentials and attitude differences which exist witpin the teaching pro- -

fession. - L, . : ‘/
' "To.collect the data required approximately eleven hundred Alberta teachers, .

‘ selected at random, are being requested to complete and return this question-

> naire WITHIN ONE WEEK. You are one of the teachers selected. Please parti-
cipate. It will take about 20 minutés of. your time, i

COMPLETE ANONYMITY: IS‘ASSURED. Data will be coded on IBM cards and' processed
for groups,, not individuals, so please"reply frankly and honestly to'all ques-
tions. Do not wr’j‘your name on any part of therquestionnaire. . ' -

_ Part:A requests personal. background fnformation. Part B asks you ta rank pro- -
., . fessional and personal characteristics on‘presgigq soales and Part.C includes
attitude questions.. : ‘ - o a
Follow closely the directions listed for each section. When you have completed
Part C, place the questionnaire in the return addressed stamped envelope pro-
vided, seal and mail, if possible, WITHIN ONE WEEK. :

go

/- THANK YOU VERY MUCH-FOR YOUR COOPERATION.
Very sincere]y‘yours:

UV KM, Bride,~ L
w0, _Executive. Assistant,'ATA,

* L]
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PART A:' PERSONAL-EDUCATIONAL DATA ' [,?
. . ' ““\ ' ’ 14 I . ‘ ' ‘ r’ ' ' -‘I "‘ '
'+« This_information js'required to| enable group corparjsons on attitudes and prestige
‘wankings'. Please’ check (v) the.ONE response to each item which gives the correct

‘ 1nform§tion about you or your school.
1' .

4 ]. SEX: . . . . .
() 1. Male o L -

]

() 2. Female
« 2. MARITAL STATUS:

‘.2’; . Married )
2. Single
() 3. Other

3.3 ~TEACHING AND/OR OTHER DUTIES: (Your job assignment during the préseﬁt schoot year)

‘ ( ) A~—TFeaching full-time ' | -
///f(' "2. Teaching part-time (no other school duties)’ o ' ]
; 2. 3. Teaching at least half-time plus othér non-administrative duties | o
.- Teaching at least half-time plus administrative duties '
{ ) 5. Teaching less than half-time plus administrative duties
2 ; Administrative duties full-time (no teaching)

Specialist not assigned to regular.classroom teaching duties
(e.g. librarian, counsellor, etc.) ﬁ - 3

*

o v S

-

4. PRESENT POSITION -IN YOUR §CHO0L: (The*ggg;ihdicatingtyour major assignment)

() 1. Regular classroom teacher &'} 6. Supervisor or Coordinator
() 2. Principal’, 7% LiBrarian . ‘
8

() 3. Vice-principa} ' ‘ ."ﬁ ; . Counsellor-Psychologist

() 4. Assistant grincipal ' ’ 9.. Other (please specify)

( ) 5 Depargment gead- or L S
Curricular gfsociate . - , N

5.. PREPARATEON; (Years of teacher education on which yoursajary is based) -

e : ?, 1. 1 year_br:iéss‘ , ‘ . é ) 5. 4.0 - 4.9 years
L J 2. 1.1 - 1.9 years a ), 6. 5.0 - 5.9 years c
Lo . é 3. 2.0 - 2.8,years - % 7.. 6.0 + 6.9 years .
i 4. 3.0°- 3.9 years RS . ().8. <7 or more years = ., . .*
6. POPULATION-OF COMMUNITS IN WHICH SCHOOL 1S LOCATED: oL e
(P 1. -Oyer-100,000 .. () 4. 10008000 N
h . 25' . 202000". ]00;000 ' l‘ o, c 5 Uﬂder‘ 1'000 " . ’ T
. ()3 5,000 - 20,000 S () 6. Rural Ared o
+1% L 7. .TYPE OF SCHOOL UNIT WHICH EMPLOYS You: . ot ,.
oo . () 1.7 'sehoo] Division or Co bty e e
| : i ‘2. ‘City Public.SchdoV Diserict .« © . . o e T
! +~ (.)3. Ccity R.C, Separate Sthool District@g. ' "-* - P
)4 :Town Public Schop] District ' < =~ o ;o R

{5, Town R.C. Separats School District - .~ - o o L0
67 Village.or Rural’ Public Schoof District “ ¢ = . .~ T o h 0o
)'7. \yillage or Rural’Separdte ‘School District =~ . . .- N R T
Snafplease spectfy) .. oo Ll -
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8. GRADE ORGANIZATION OF YOUR SCHOOL: (Give the best approximation)

n§ ; 1. Grades'1 - 12 _ | ‘g ) 5. Grades 7 - 12 B

- (.)-2.Grades 1 - 9 - () 6. Grades 7 -9 . ‘

(').3..6Grades 1 -6 | () 7. Grades 9 -"12 o
(¥4. Grades 1 -10 = "~ () 8., Grades 10 -~ 12

>\ 9." NUMBER OF FULL-TIME TEACHERS ON STAFF: (Include principal andivice—principa](s))

() 1. Fewer than 5 ).5. 31 - 40 - . -
W 2. 5-10 ' ;‘6. 41 - 50 ° ‘ w7
R . 3. 11 - 20 B 7. More than 50 :
4. 2] - '30 ' ‘. ~ » N . . ' .
10. (Last b1rthday) Lo o y o |
( ) 1. Under 25 years : () 4. 51 - 60 years
E ; 2. 25 - 35 years . = ( ) 5. Over 60 years
‘ 3. 36 - 50 years _ | ‘) - /
‘)q;,;" 11. TOTAL YEARSLOF TEACHING EXPERIENCE AS OF JUNE 30 1973 (Inc]ude édmmstratwe
ef ™ experience) ‘ , |
h () 1. 1 year v, . ()5, 6 -8 years
} 2. 2 years ', 4 () 6. 9.--14 years P
( g3. 3 years ‘ ) () 7. 15 - 20 yefks
) 4. 4 s years () 8., 21 years or more
12. DEGREE(S) HELD: . fﬁ : SR -
Co() 1 Nene e ()8 MRy
()e.-BA. o . 6. (Ed.D. 0{ I
- ()3..B.E S 7..°Ph.D. f : 14
: ( ) 4. MAL - ‘8. y Other $Spec1fy) I
v ' A

13. "MAJOR IEACHING ASSIGNMENT BY LEVEL (If yod t@ach EQUN&;&}hé,1n two or more ff?-'
1évels, check the level of your major assignment ) i ER T

‘i'; 1. Non- -teaching- posit1on o ,S g 5. Grades ﬂ"wy ; /
S 2. Grades 1 -3~ o 6. Grades [} - 12 | S
T el 2~g~3.; Grades 4 -.6 g; iy é ) 7. Grades 7 - 12 Ew AT AN S

. q Grades ] n 6 / ééf*‘ s '0 8. Grades 10 - 12, mO e .‘
; FIELD OF svsc : 7 (THelENe subject area for which xéy conslﬂer yourse1f |

Commérc1al ‘~; -
\‘French>Foreign Languages

L f; 1. Fine KUVIIN 7L § ; 6.
RS 2. Mathematics-Science A% 1.
):3. : () 8, \:Industriml - .. »
9.
0

- EngHish-Sotjal Studies

Wr;:_ga RCEI ?Q; Physical E catinn* a { 31 ‘Vocational AR
3 R

B 5. Home Economics $ - ( 310;. . Other- (speeify) ';
4 ;-»ﬂow“many universi ¥ cobr§es (or equtv 1en€3 hive you cénpleted in your MAJOR |
& - "SUBJE ION ma?ked in Ques r o FR LN

CT SPECIALIZ

1opq#l
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PART B: INTRA-OCCUPATIONAL PRESTIGE RATING SCALES . |

~In this questionna‘re the term PRESTIGE .is used to refer tg what teachers be-
YTieve about the worth and value (their evaluation) of a professional or per-

sonal characteristic such as position held in the school or university quali-
fications acquired.. ' ‘ : , i :

It is possible to think of teacher groups on the basis*of selecting one distinc-
tive professional or personal characteristic to describe the membership of a .
group. For instance, Elementary school principals can be thought of as a special
"group or teachers under 25 years of age can be placed in a separate category.

' "’ . o _ A S .
' Teacher groups classified.on the basis of position nheld in school may vary in the -
amounts of prestige they command from the teachers who hold positions different
from the one being considered. For each teacher group considered below, in-

dicate the amount of prestige which you believe that group commands, from the _
OTHER teachers who do not belong to 1t. CIRCLE the appropriate number on the .
T to 6 prestige scale at the right of each tgacher group to show your estimate :
which may range anywhere from 1, (LOW amount. of prestige) to 6, (HIGH -amount of

_prestige). : o
| " SECTION ONE
. TEACHER. GROUP CONSIDERED B AMOUNT OF PRESTIGE THE GROUP
Y ) T R COMMANDS_FROM OTHER TEACHERS
: T L T 1 I
];_;Teacheré’- Physicai Education . . .'... .. o .. 2 3 5 6
T, Principalsf-‘Elemgntary School . . & . L. .. 12 6
3: Principals - Jumior High'School . . .+ .y ., -1 2 6 J
i Counsellors and Psychologists (full-time) . . .ﬂl'.}g 2 6 .
5.  Teachers---Elementary grades from 1 to 6 . . . . .. 12 6
6. Tehchers --Fine Arts subjects . . . ., .- 2 6
. 7.° Principals - ElementarygJunior High Schgol . . . . . 1.2 6 .
" 8. Teachers .- Commeycial sWbjects . . ..t . ... : .1 2 ;d},j
9. yprincipals - JbﬁiorTSgnidr High School . « . wi'« < 1-2 6,
; lofigigaéhérs',wrndusiyiél"Arté_subj¢¢tsfi.,. SV N
... M. Teathers - Special Education . ..\ o e . e . w12 L6
2 Princibals- Eianentéhj(-'skeniﬂdr\ﬂigh School 2 .. g2 . 6.7
... 213, Teachers: - Home Egéépﬁj;s:,;;3;?;£J.Q.7gf.:.~$‘g{{ . 6
ST M. principals - Senfor High Schgal . te ot B2 5.
f?ﬁ Libragans (Fill-time) . . i sk 102 6
:; eachers '» Vocation i e ' t.2l 6
2y 6,
'éfﬁ* ﬁﬁﬁf;:
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¢ . ... . . SECTION TWO

REMEMBER PRESTIGE refers to what teachers Belleve abOUL the worth and value (thewn .
evaIuat1o?) of a professional or personal characteristic such as pos1t10n heId in

*  the school or un1vers1ty qualifications acqu1red ‘ : )
. lg . . ‘ . . , ‘ ’ . . N ‘
T , "To answer th1s section of the quest1onna1re think of each teacher group referred to
s+ in the following items as that group of teachers whose members possess the one per-
. sonal characteristic selected to\descr1be the group. For each teacher group listed

indicate the amount of prestige which you ‘believe -that group commands from the - .
OTHER teachers who do not belopg. to 1t. CIRCLE the appropriate number on the 1°
to‘B’prest1qe scale at the right of edch teacher group listed to show your estimate

" which may range. anywhere from 1, (LON amount of prest1ge) to 6, (HIGH améunt. of
prestige).

-~ , . )

TEACHER GROUP CONSIDERED, . <. | o AonNT'OF PRESTIGE TiE GROUP
o - COMMANDS FROM OTHER\TEACHERS

o ' .
RN I How much prest1ge does each teacher group : Co
command from other tedchers when they cons1der -

" the prestige value of that qroupIS AGE -~ - .
‘ ~.characteristic? ST '
: 1. Teachers under 25 years old . L T 4
\ *2. Teachers: between 25-35 years.old . . . . . o012
3. Teachers between 36-50 years.o]d . . . .~ ... .1 2
. * 4. Teachers between 51-60 years qld . . . . . .. . .12
' . 5. Teachers over 60 .years old . . . .. ... .. o102
.- . 2. How much prest1ge does ‘each teacher oroup T ;
command from other teachers when. they con51der C e 3
~ the>prestige’ value of 'that. qroup S TEACHING . BT »
- . EXPERIENCE characteristic? = - B S S U
' eachers with less than'3 years exper1ence 1.2 |3 5
;uz. Teachers with 3-5 years experience . . - : o123 5.
L3 . Teachers with 6-10 years experfence . . . . . ;.. 1 2 “8 14 By
L 5. 'Teachers with 11415 years experience . . ... . . .12, "4, 5\
: 5. Teachers, with 16- 20 years experience. . . .. ..: T2 3 4.1 5 .
o 6. Teachers\with over 20 years experlence e e e 12 314 .5 y
/ .iLr_How ‘much prestige does Sach. teacher grobp Y
T command from-other ‘teachers -when - they consider.’ S
" V,f ’f the prestige value of that group s SEX r SR

pharactér1§t1c?°

Tiily MaTe: tedchars o fu r“J”"i saJ , «} b =
R ' 2 Fﬂﬂa]E“‘tea ‘herSI .« e e .. ' nA., . /. . .' . : . i Je “ - “’ LR ‘ .’ \‘ :" |
i 3~ e y/ﬂ\ R .,,1; R AR
. -‘How much prestigg’does each t ey grqup i e @t '
o -command from dther teachers" .when- they | cons1ﬂer -r'v‘ s

-the prestige. value .of: that grojp’ EACHING

,LEV ‘ucharacterist1C?




’ - ' ', o A h{? _v.\'v . ' V " . ¢ ‘“ - ':, .
R . Lo e S Y 6
- TEACHER GROUP CONSIDERED = . W P o AMOUNT OF PRESTIGE THE GROUP
e . - COMMANDS FROM OTHER' TEACHERS.
e LW T HIeH
5.  How much prestwqe does each teacher qroup
"+ command from. other teacheps when they consider
- the prestige value of -that group's TEACHING o : ' _ ‘
- QUALIFICATIONS- chaFacteristic?, L . | P
T Teach with less' than 3 years. of C - C E
o ersity preparation ... . . P s 3 4 5 6
2:" *eachers with a Professional Teaching N ) ': . S
Certificate . ... &' oL LU L ~ 1,2 -3 4 5 6.
3. Teachers with a B.Ed. degree (or e S
) ‘Bquivalent) .., ., ... L0 0L L, “e.wo1 2. 3 4 5 6 -
' ‘4. Teachers w1th two Bachelor degrees S S K
. (of equivalent) : . . v se o120 340 56 o
5. Teachers.with an M. Ed degree (or r L L { ) g 24 s "
~ " equivalent) . e 2 3 4~ SR
. b. Teachers w1th a D Ed or Ph D degree T ‘;//'~T*’/’/’“ o
(or equ1va1ent) O 12 3 4 656
X 6. How much prestige doés each teacher group' S I .
r .~ ~command from other teachers when thiey consider ¥ - f o
" the prestige value of that group's PLAGE OF : L e
D ROFESSIONAL PREPARATION characteristicy®™ .-~ . 7~ RS
». ). Teachers prepared.in Alberta : .. Y., e e e 'd' 2 3 4,556 .
. . 2 Teachers’ prepared in-other Canadian a T A
DO cmcvqme&.,.. el e eee o o172 34 5.6 - -
e " 3. ‘Teachers prepared in the United States T - I 5j‘6“_
4. ' Teachers prepared .in Ehg]and : e s e 192 .3 47967
5. Teachers prepared in India Jej.'{'. e e e 2 23456 .
6. Teachers prepared in théWest Indies t,: i 001 2 34 506
A7.\nTeachers prepared 1n other countries NN ¥ 2“ 3.4- 5.6 .
T How; imuch ‘prestige does each. &eacher groapj B ‘
© + command.from other, teachers when they consider o ';‘\\' G e wg;' N
 the prestige. value of that group's OFFICIAL e BT
ATA OFFICE’ characterist1c? Co S . T S
‘eachers ‘with np-ATA office . ., . .,.,;r._;,. R 34 56 ;i
ik 2. Teacher~presidehts of ATA Tocafs .. ., . e e o1 34 506 \
1 . '3. Teacher-chairmen of Professionaf ,,?‘a D SR
NCRE R Deve]opmene Committees. . ... .. ... .. ‘3 4. 556
‘lf\uf-!;,y 4 ‘ Teachervchairmen of: Salary o ke D e e b
~°\i e Negbtiat1ng ‘Committees . .., . o T LIRS I ' fsﬁ-r*;ﬁ‘ 6;,.,1
\ eanher—membeqs of : ﬂroyincialy o ‘ 1"..; Sl e
; Executive Coungil . T R P AR 4 56
: ;eacherepresidents” ; the Provincia] f;;g. i ,?3;7% :
SSQCiat'IQn\ )'q"‘;‘ ‘.- LS dg .__....g ‘ 'X\' 3
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PART C TEACHER ATTITUDE INVENTORY

T )
~ This part of .the questTonnaTre Tists a number of statements about‘teaching, teachers,

"-and teachérs' organizatjons. Indicate the -degree of your ersonal agreément or
" disagreement w1th each statement by NG the appropriate symbol a e right:

Pleése react to EVERY. Ttem.\;‘_ ‘»“; A Ty B
6 o o \ o

I C;RCLE, A§_'+‘ if you strong]xmagree with the statement EPR »*';3..r y
L CIRCLE . A /- if you agree 'somewhat with the statement o
CIRCLE U os S yqusare dndecided. : “"- ., \ B ; '~‘LE“"1 e

“ CIRCLE D .- %f you disag*ee somewfatIwith the stat“emeng R

| CIRCLE. DS -t if _you strong]_y digagree with the statement. .’ .

. STATEMENT o S
o g ) ‘ ' ‘ o T

.

Teachers should not/ have the Tegal right to str1ke .o AS- A “,Uj’WU ; US&‘¢'j

.
_ vZK'TThe Alberta Teachers* Assoc1atTon should %peak S :
fpr all teachers on profesSTonaT matters”. . . . ... . AS A0 0D DS .

\ . 3. .The Alberta Teachers! Association does not exercise N A A
o " enough control over'its members:.. . i:iiv . ... . . o AS AU DDS
4. A major goal of a prov1nc1al teachers aSSOCTation L iy g !
4. o o .sheuld be to improve the pubTTc Tmage of the .- e EFTIORRE
|- - 7 . ¥edching profession Ll e s S AF AL o.,\os
\ ' 5, . publications produced and dlstrTbuted by The T' ' Q; s Q” R
w'o - .. -Alberta Teach@rs' AssociatTon are- a’waste gf o0 e B y&
SRR v;‘members monEyﬂ' AEREC P _j.._._' A AS\ A u D S -
671 would encourage as. mény of my students as> ) .u * s

:?;ET=%}, _ -possible to enter the teaching professiom. |. .. . ;;;‘.TAS“T.AT ;UJZTD ’;as;'*

" 7. The functions performed: by. nori-professionals [ V,TTLT.u.'f,:L,'r5_' T
T vin the- schools sheuld. be‘deteraned and - S B
ngrected by teachers .;, Ve e T e -AS AU D T)S°

ﬁﬁThe'PTOQramS act1v1t1es .and services ‘of The., nT - ”gnﬁ,;”i‘j“ .
" Alberta Teachers Assoc13tTon are’ improving ) .
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! ot N ’ * ! . N ' 1/ . .\
. \ . ot . ]
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. @, ) ’ .

15. Educational resedrch is basic to the 1mp ve-
~+ ment of educational practice ... . . . . \N. ... ... AS A U D DS

The provincial association spends too much 'time
and money in-obtaining and maintaining member-
p on Department of Education and: 'University
{ttees .. . .

. .. ciee g ~ .
17. 1 regard the present method of having €r1nc1pals and
superintenderts evaluate teacher competence as an et
annoying interference with my professiona] life . . .. AS A U "D DS

18. The maintenance of professional discipline ,
should be the exclusive function of the b

teaching profession . . . . .. .. ... .. e e e AS A U D DS
19. 1 feel that I am ot an 1nteqra1 part of B a
The Alberta Teachgrs Association . . L . . . .. ... AS A U . D DS
20, - In general, the employed staff officers of The - ' -
Alberta Teachers' Association provide very com- B :
. betent service . . . . .. Lo e e e m et e e e e e AS A U D DS
21. 1 am unable, to apply my specialized teacher T
education 1n my present position FTERETRENE e e e e s AS A ‘U D DS
‘22.  Four years of university level study beyohd . {

recognized university entrance should be the
" minimum requirement for initial cévtification EE ’
/xtoteach.:,....‘ ............. +...A A U D DS

»'23. A teacher should be x member of at least one ‘ _ ”
.« - ATA specialist council and should take an . R
Cree . Cactivepart tndt L. oL L Sl Do e e AS A U D DS

*~24, The evaluation of teacher competency should . @
.o " be the sole responsibility of the»profession ...... AS A U D DS

.25. The Alberta Teachers' Association fs ot - . 'Y
sufftciently :concernedyith matters of real ' . o
importance to its membefrs . . te,t s e i e v e AS A U D DS

26. A major responstbility of a professional £y
association should be to assist members to
keep up to daté with new developments in o ' |
mcatfm .0_099‘000\-%-..c--vo-.,-..w AS A U D 0S

i
_.'27. I am riot satisfied with the o gorwnity I CLL
- % " have to participate in the ? Jnakin? , - o
LT governmntal fum:tions .of ‘the provincia ATA . . AS A u D DS -
L 28 Cn-mnlty colleges should not be cut{prizod , o :
e off d cradit courses in education : ; .

rat year level el oe b e O ST AS AU D DS

fthers ' tmcﬂmd“" |
e code of ethfes . e n




- 3. Professional development programs and activities
conducted: by the provincial association have in- . .
creased the status oﬁ teaching as a professfon . . . ..«’/AS A U D DS.

N 3J2. Teachers should|no lon?er oppose the "merit pay" = :
' principle for determining teachers' salaries . . . . --A A U D DS

33. Non-conformist members are given too much free-
dom by the Association ............... e

34. A prescribed period of Successful 1nternsh1p
should be required prior to granting
certlfication to teach ......... e e e e

35. The formal zatlon known‘as The Alberta
- Teachers' Associgtion is absolutely necessary
to direct and coordinate .the teachers' dr(\-
for higher status . . . R

36. Al professional educators should be members of
one Professional orqanlzatien' NI e e e - A

37. The Executive Council of the provincial ATA
< d?es]not spend the funds of the Association
wsey . e & o e o s @ » & s o N e [ a & & 8. e 8 &2 e 8 @

38. It s difficylt for me to inagine .a more: katis-
factory teaching situatﬂﬂh than the one I am

e (/ inatpresentr”, . . .. .. ... ... ..5\. Ce
39. If I had the choice. I would not belong to The _
Alberta Teachers Associatfon e e e e e e W

. 40 Teachers are too preoccupied with 1ncreasing
the importance of .their own§part1cular field
of specialization .. P P

41, 1 do not have a fRiendly, suppditive Felation-
N ship with my teaclfing colleagues N T T I

42.\\Major responsibil for’ thd'certification of .
. \teachers shiould reside with the teachinge -~ '
mfess\ton e 0 e o & e o @ 0 ‘el » o'e e o o v ‘s seme

43;‘ e Executive Council of the phovincial ATA
18 not providlng competent leadenshlp DRSCSRAra

44 " Compulsory membership*in a provinctal teachers'
< -.-organization-should ‘not be a requirement for
1o !‘1"9 in_the wbﬁcly supported- sohools of

rm . .‘i. 6 o‘o v o " e . pry . W E g u‘n ‘e e :

llcies of The: alberta
arally meet. ﬁith

a K e e 0 o'o oh"“v.’,“"

wle

b
o
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*Lndicate YOUR PERSONAL FEELINGS about statements 46 and 47 by placing & check (V)

wblside the ONE most appropriate response for each statement. | A

46.

a7,

L B o N S

. <

Considering the kind of work I do.and my qualifications, ébmpared to other
teachers in similar positions in general -- ' .

() I get MUCH MORE in the form of rewards and promotions
( )+ I get MORE in the form of rewards and promotions .

() I get THE SAME rewards and promot fong .
() 1 get LESS in the form of rewards and promotions - (“\\\\
() -

I get MUCH LESS 1n the form of.rewards and promotions

Considering the kind of work I do and my qualifications, compared to othe}
~ teachers in similar positions,in general --

( ) I gat MUCH MORE recognition from professional colleagues
I get ﬂggg_rgcognition from professional colleagues
I get THE.SAME recognition from professional’ blleJQues,
I 'get LESS recognition from professional colleagues

I get MUCH LESS recognition from pro?essibnal colleagues
o & .

N et st t?

c .
[
! ~
+
i * 1

. Thank You jor Your Cooperation =

i . .
P ] ¥

Vi . AE 7

o

Please return as soon as possible to:
K., BRIDE, -

o - BARNETT HOUSE,

S . 11010 - 142nd STREET,

~
~

 EDMONTON, ALBERTA . .

2 Ufé Eﬁi'~~{§1ffaddresseq 's’tan; ‘ %nveiopé progtided‘ i

™.
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APPENDIX C

NATURE OF THE STUDY SAMPLE
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Table 54 = % AR
R ' ) L % . ) »FL 5 S
Distribution of thé Study Sample AEcordipg eo-Posit?on Held.;, ‘& .
in School, Expdrience, Qualifications,.Teaching tevel, ° R
ATA Office Held, Age, Sex and Plac@ of Professiopal L,
Prepfration by Frequencies and 'Percentages: s o
e N ‘ | \
Characteristic _ Category | ‘ N A A, o
Pbsitjon Held ° Teacher (Full-time 504 ﬂ§§b70ﬁ8 i c
. in School Administrator 97 L13.6 -
Dept. Head-Supervisor 32 4.5 %
Librarian L. w22 o .
Counsellor-Psychologist * - - 17 : .
Other > 40 (712‘){ ELE LS
—— e - ‘l - l‘ ) v 4@ L]
Teaching Less than 3 Years & .. 60 “ 8.4%
Experience 3-5 Years U< 153 21.5%
6-10 Years 169 '23.8
11-15 Years na W 15.8
16-20 Years’ 86 T 12.
More thanm 20 Years - 131 (711)*,  18.4
Teaching ' Less than 3 Years 129 18.1
Qualifications 3.0-3.9 Years 80 11.3
\ (Years Univ. 4.0-4.9 Years 295 . 41.% \.
Prep.) 5.0-5.9 Years 124 17.4 \\\\
) : © 6.0-6.9 Years 68 . - .0 9:6 :
. 7 or more Years 15 . (711)* 2.1
~ Teaghing Division I (1-3) 150 21.2
Level Division II (4-6) 177 25.1
) . Division 111 (7-9) 156 22.1
. *_ Division IV (10-12) 182 25.7
' Non-teaching Position 42 (707)* 5.9
Official ATA . No> Office Held - 460 . 64.6 .
Office Held Office Held ) 252 (712)* 35.4 -
Age Under,25 Years 01d 59 8.3
: 25-35 Years 01d .295° 41.5
3650 Years 01d 231 32.5
51-60 Years 01d 102 . 14.3
: Over 60 Years 01d 28 (711)* 3.4 f R
Sex Male . 320 - - 44.9 :
: Female 392 (712)% . 55,1 e
Place of Alberta - . . .-498 ~ . 70.0
Professional . Other Can. Province 44 . % .20.3
Preparation ", Other Country . - ' . 69 (nry»x 0 9,7 ,
* Total for all catégories of the characteristic _ P S ‘
’ ‘ B g el *‘ v \ R i i ;



b L | APPENDIX D .

TABLES SUPPLEMENTARY TO CHAPTER VI SRR
RESULTS OF ANOVA TREATMENT AND NEWMAN-KEULS COMPARISONS oL
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b N Table 55

N : \
\; & Resu]ts Obtained.from One-way ANOVA Treatment of" Tota]
T o’ Sample Mean Prestige Scores for. Each Teaching
Experience Characrer1st1c Evaluated '
R N = 690
Treatment Means'
, ] 2 3 4 5 6
1. 3.1681  3.9942  4.5797  4.7174  4.6551  4.4319
Source of Variation TS . pf’ MS F
. 3 :
‘Between People 2563.8750° _ 689. 3.72115
Within People 3386.1875  3450. 0.981503
 Treatient 1214.3125 5. ' 242.86249 385.2253*
Residual | o 2171.8750 3445, 630842
Total . C 59500625  4139.
a oo . . - ‘ S,
Prob. of F.© ~ = 0.0 DF = (K-1)/(N-1)(K-1).
Conservatiyé~Ptob. = 0.0 _ : DF,é 1/§N—1)

Unadjusted Reliabilities R1 = 0.31751° RK = 0. 73624

]

Adjusted Reliabilities. Rl = 0.44966  RK = 0.83058
*_ngnifjcant at .05 level or beyond =~ ° ~

/
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Table 56 o |
Results Obtained from One-way ANOVA Treatmént of‘Tdta]

Sample Mean Prestige Scores for Each Teaching
Level Characteristic Eya]ugted

N=690 . |
Treatment Means . ) o - : \_ ‘ “f‘,
‘ ] 2 3 o4 LT L
1 4.5652  4.4522  4.5049  4.7464 ’, S
Source, of Variation s O oms F
' Between People- ‘ *, 2263.8125 685. . | 3.285649 AR
Within People 1125.7500 " 2070. . 0.543840
Treatnents  © . 31.3320 3. 10.444010 19.7253%
Residual f 1094,4180  2067. 0.529471
Total o  3389.5625 2759, . ”
. .. ‘ \ N ) : "‘
Prob. of F = 0.00000 DF ="(K-1)/(N~1)(K-1)
Conservative érob. = 0.0900] , DF = 1/(N-1) )
Unadjusted Reliabilities R1 = 0.55760  RK = 0.83448
Adjusted Reliabilities Rl = 0.56548 y RK.=;0.83885

. . . /
* Significant at .05 level or beyond
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R W Tab]e 51

Results Obtained from One—way'ANOVA Treatment of Total
‘. Sample Mean Prestige Scores for Each Teaching
Lo Quatification Characteristic Evalui;eq
‘ R ‘f ) N ;

, J 0 w0 I
= _ ' ! - - =
. Treatment Means ' ‘ ' | i " :
. | i “ 1 o ’ﬁ’. | 2 \ 3 , o 4 ) 5 - 6
1 ' 301565 410174 | 4.5000  4.6725  4.8957  4.9435
Source of Varjatioq, . SS N DF , MS " F
Between People - ' 245610625 689 3.564676 - '
. '{:,} . N ’ . <
Within People 4012.6875  3450. 1.163097 .
Treatments 15940625 5. . " 318.81250 454.0047* , °
Residual | 2418.6250 3445, ©0.702068
Total " 6468.7500  4139. ;o
' - : \__ .
- ‘ . ‘v . /," -
~“®Prob. of F. . =000 'DF = (K-142(N~1)(K-]) — '
' Conservative Prob. = 0.0 . DF = 1/(N-1) - * N
Unadjusted Reliabilities R1 = 0.25603 RK = 0.67372
Adjusted Reliabilities Rl = 0.40461 ' RK = 0.80305 R

,* * Significant at .05 level or beyond B
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Table 58

Resutts Obtained from One-way ANOVA Treatment of Total
Sample Mean Prestige Scores for Each ATA Official

. £

Office Held Characteristic Evaluated | ' .
. | N = 690
Treatment Means ‘ . ’ :
1 2 3 4, ro5 6
1 3.7014  4.2464 - 41652  4.3826 - 4.3029  4.5116
} \ | ;
.Source of Variation SS ‘ i‘DF , Ms 0 T F
* Between'People - 3505.0375 689, © 5.088442
Within Pedple  2452.6875  3450. 0.710923
. Treatments | 269.6875 5. '7r’).53.9§§500 ' -*85f11$
Residual - © 2183.0000 3445, 0.633671
Total | 5958.6250 4133, N e
Prob: of F . =00 DF = (K-])/(Nﬁl)(xir)
Conservative Prob.- = 0.00000 DF = 1/(N41) o . .
Unadjus ted Reliapiiixéés'h1 - 0.50641 . RK = 0.86029 ,
Adjusted Re1jabf7?iies R1 = 0.5395 RK = 0.87547 .
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e Table 59 -y |
L '/ S1gn1f1cance of Differences Between Total Sample Meak\
A e - Prestige Scores (MPS) on Each Category of .
. ~ Each Professional Characteristic*
R ? ; | MPS by Category of _
! /MPS by Category of : | Character1st1c: : B
/  Characteristic () (2) 0 (3) (4) +(5)  (6)
o Teaehiﬁg Expe%ience .
N N : B
Teachers - less than 3 Yr (1) - S S S 'S S
3-5 Yr.o | (2) S S S S
6-10 Y¥. / (3) S S S
11-15 Yr/ - (4) NS S
16-20 Yr. (5) ' S
' Over 29’Yr (@) -
Teach4ng Level - -{\\ , L | .
R D1v1510n I (1-3) (1) - S NS } S
Diviston II (4-6) ° (2) s . s, ‘
.Jun1or High é? -9) (3) S
VSenior High (10-12) (4) - @
//Teaching'quel e C | N PP .
/! ' : PR | T
/'~ Less than 3 Yr, (ny - S S - S S S\ .
. Prof. Certificate ° -(2) S S S S g
i B.Ed. Degree -~ (3) S S 5 |
/" Two Bachelor Degrées - (4) S S .
my/ © M.Ed.” Degree g " (5) | NS .
/ - D. Ed or’Ph'De Degre;' : (6) -
. . s - z : ,
/(, ATA'Offlca Held - | C e e, R
No ATA Office .| ~ ~  "(1) »= ~.s % ‘s s s. ,
, PrESident§WATA Locals . (2): NS S . NS * . S~
‘Chairmen, 'BD Commijttees,, “(3; | S, S. s A
“Chairmen{' Connthees r(4) . NS S o
PEC Membirs‘u J 5 ) R s :
Presiden S;Provmcia] Assn. (6) - R
1‘ ..; .U R P . ' oty L o A ,‘ "..:,
SRR Us1ng'tqe Newman-Keu]s Multiple Comparison Procedure'g’f‘ T 5
e s oiffenenﬁe Signiﬁcandshat .05 level, oF bqydnd R PR
EOR ;NS Difference Not S1gn1f1cant at 05 1ev&h :TA ' e
| ' - | ”“ (..‘  j77\5\~j;1
2 i (5 | ¥ i . \\ : ‘\' N ‘l;ﬁ vk c




% 'significant at the .05.Tevel or beyond
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Table 60 .
hesd]ts_Obtained from One-way ANOVA Treatment of . ,\'
Total Sample Mean Prestige Scorés for Each AR
.. Age Characteristic Evaluated
, . fr=690
i |
Treatment Means ' " T . . !
1 2 3.4 5
1 3.6870 . 4.5449. 4.5667  3.9826  3.2623
Source of Variafion $S DF S CF f
| Y o ) i
, : ) ) , o \.:-. . [
~ Between People - 2362.1406 ' 689. . . 3.428360
Within People 3043.6016 . .2760. - . 1.102753
Treatments S 869.4921 4, .  217.37305 275.5518%
Residual - 2178.1094  2756. . 0.788864 ,‘ o
) = . o ‘ . . | ‘ L
-~ Total 5405.7422 3449, R =
Prob. ‘of F. S =00 DR A (K-1)/(NB(K)
. ‘ , '| ' .’4‘.\ '/ —_ R . l . )
Conservative Prob. " = 0.0 ~ DF = 1/(N-1)
Unadjusted ReliabiTities Ri~= 0,79666 . RK'= 0.67834 LR
. Adjusted Reliabilities Rl i= 0.400917 - RK.= 0.76990 ~ .~ * . ..
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\ .

" Treatment Means

\

. Source of Variation

'UnadJusted Re]iabi]ities R]

1

‘Residual = +

Total

Tab]eﬁgl

-

7 Results Obtairied from One- -way ANOVA Treatment of’

Tot;J Sample Mean.Prestige Scores f6r Each

\*
R N

‘690w

A

‘Sex Character1st1c Eva]uated

3

1.2
1+ . 4.6217 - 4.4478
- l . .

'
-

'SS . - DF

NS

. N . B . »
) G s M ) 1

Betwéen People 1194.3359

Within People 369.00000
Treatments.
.358.5664

" 1563.3359

ry

689.
- 6.
10.433594" 1. -
" 689,
.1379..

\ )
1.733433
Y, 0.534782°

10.433594
0.520415

a

283

20.0486*

.
f
e

Conservat1ve Prob

‘ . ..-Y
v . =0.00001 . %,

‘a L7

0.00Q07,

Prob. ‘df'F

NS U

u'

0. 52846

AdJusted,RaHabﬂit‘les R] 053820

* Significant at the 05 leyel or beyond

¥
: "\
SN e '
A

f"‘FRK‘
RK

=

(K—])/(N L)(K-/U
“OF = 1/(N 1)

0 69149
0.69978

]

\
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Table 62 N
Results Obtained from Onc-way ANOVA Treatment of Total Sample
Mean Prestige Scores for Each Place of Professional
Preparation Characteristic Evaluated
N = 690
Treatment Means . )
| 1 2 3 4 5 "6 7
] 4.6580 4.3319 3.5957 3.8696 2.9029 2.9478 3.1377
Source of vartation SS DF MS . F
Between People 3711.7891 689. 5.387211
Within People , 4876. 0000 4140 177717
Treatments - 1962.4141 6. . 327.06885 464.088) *
Residual 2913.5859 2 4134, 0.704786
Total 8587.7891 ° 4879. '
Prob. of F. ~=0.0 DF = {K-1)/(N-1)(K-1)
Conservative Prob. = 0.0 DF = 1/(N-1)
Unadjus ted "R fabi1jties Rl = 0.33800  RK = 0.78138
A .
N

Adjusted Reliab111t1es‘ Rl = 0.48694  RK = 0.86917

% Significant at .05 level or beyond

Y
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Table 63
- | .
Stgnificance of D1ffer?nces Between Total Sample
Mean Prestige Scores (MPS) on Fach Category
of Each Peyrsonal Characteristic*

. B ; . e
B MPS by Category of Characteristic
MPS by .Category of F;.l - =
Characteristic (1) (3)  (3)  (4) (5) (6)

Age )
Teachers Under 25. )
Yr. 01d - m o S S S S
25-35 YrM01d (2). . NS s s

~"36-50 Yr. 01d @3 ' s
5160 Yr. 010 * (@) S . s

Over 60 Yr. 01d  (5) .-

sox : 9
Male Teachers (1) - S
Female Teachers (2) -
Place of Professional )
Preparation

*Teachers Prepared . .
in Alberta - () - S - S S S S S..
Other Can. Prov. (2) S - S S S S
United States (3) S S S S
England | (4) s s s
India (5) , . NS S
West Indies (6) ' S

Other Countries (7)

- * . Using Newman-Keuls Multiple Comparison Procedure
S Significant at .05 level or beyond ‘
NS Not Significant at the .05 level



Table 64 o

Summary of Results Obtained Using Two-way ANOVA Method
- with Repeated Measures on Factor 'B' for Treatment
of Subggoup Mean Prestige Scores on Teaching
Experience Categories Evaluated

Levels of 'A' =6
1 Repeated Measures = 6
Subjectd in 'A* = 59, 143, 154, 99, 80, 107
. _
Summary~  of Analysis of "Varjance
T i

Souirce of Variation SS DF MS F P
Between Subjects 2419.750 -~ 641
‘A'"Main Effects 7.303 5 1.461 0.385 0.8592009
Subjects within ' ’ ‘ ¢
Groups 2413.000 636 3.794 ' *
Within Subjects 3138.187 3210
'‘B' Main Effects 1024.695 5 204.939 355.093 0.0000013
'A*B' Interaction - 167..636 25 ;

‘B' X Subjects
within Groups 1835. 312 N80 0.577

6.705 }].618 0.0000098

286
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Table 65

Summary of Results Obtained Using Two-way ANOVA Method
.with Repeated Measures on Factor 'B' for Treatment
of Subgroup Mean Prestigq Scores on Official

ATA Office Held Categories Evaluated

" Levelsof 'A' i=.2
Repeated Measures = 6
Subjects in '&' = 423, 219
\

Summary o f Analysis of Variance
Source of Variation SS gy MS . F P
Between Subjects 3239.937 641 o
'A' Main Effects 9.476 ] 9.476 1.877 0.1711065
Subjects within - ‘ ‘ .

Groups ' /}230.437 6 5.008 |

Within Subjectss .~ 2326.687

'8' Main Effects ~ 301.90% 5 60. 381 96.007 0.0000058
'A*B' Interaction 66.933 5 13.387  21.285  0.0000162
'B' X Subjects e

within Groups 2012.562 3200 0.629 h

—
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Table 66

v Summary of Results Obtained Using Two-way ANOVA\Method
with Repeated Measures oh Factor 'B' for Treatment
of Subgroup Mean Prestige Scores on Teaching
Level Categories Evaluated

Levels of 'A'

N

Repeated Measures = 4
Subjects in. 'A* = 319, 323
4
Summary,, o.f Analysis of Variance
Source of Variation + SS , DF MS ﬁ - P
Between Subjects +2102.336 * 641
‘A' Main Effects 25.557 1 25.557 7.876 0.0051718
Subjects within -
Groups ' 2076.77Q 640 3.245 ' )
. ’ . L :
{ ) A
Within Subjects ©1056.250 © 1926 ;
4 . : :
'B' Main Effects 30.181" -3 10.066 20.327 0.0000151

'A*B' Interaction , *  75.393 3 25131  50.777  0.0000073

'B' X Subjects :
within Groups 950.258 1920 0.495
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R

Summary of Results Obtained Using Two-

Tﬁb]e 67

way ANOVA Method

P}

with Repeated Measures on Factor 'B'. for Treatment

of Subgroup Mean Prestige Scores o
Qualification Categories Evalu

n Teaching
ated ‘<

3190

" Levels of 'A’ , =4
Repeated Measures = 6 ‘
Subjects in 'A* = 201,277, 101, 63.
‘ ,li; ,:gf aral
Summary of Analysis of """ Variance
Source of Variation ~ S5 DF | MS F P
" &
Betwaen Subjects 2314.375  -.641 .
" A" Main Effects 56.378 3 18.793  5.265 0.0013773
Subjects within . o '
Groups 2277.125 , 638 3.569 r
- : ]
Within Subjects 3726.500 3210 .
'B! Mqin Effects 1251.197 5 ' 250.239 390.946  0.0000011]
'A*B' Interaction 171.618° 15 11.441 17.874 . 0.9000104 :
'B' X Subjects \
within Groups 2041.875 0.640




290

Table'68. -
.7 N . : ’
Summary of Results Obtained Using Two-way\ANOVA .Method
with Repeated Meagures on Factor 'B' fon Treatment -
of Subgroud Mean Prestige Scores -
\ ", Age Categories Evaluated’
. \ 3
‘levels of ‘A’ N.= 5 - i , o
Repeated Measures\= 5 o L
Subjects in ‘A" ?= 59, 276, 200, 88, 19 ' T
S - X

Summary  of A n awx\y sis® of ‘Variance

‘lsourcg‘of Variat{bn N \Rr Lo F P
Between Subjects 2169,539 64 |
'A'sMain Effects + | 5.179 é 10295 0.382 . 0.8213673
Subjects withijn | ' o ' j
Groups ° ©2157.699 637 3.387
Within Subjects '2846.402 2568 - B
'8' Main Effects  275.494. 4 68.873 - 93787 +.0000051
'A*®’ Interaction. 131,873 16 8.242 13?523 | o,Oooooi2
<'B' X Subjects o o o | b
within Groups ' ’187Pﬂ]48\ 2548  (.734




%

&

'*320.734_
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i Table 69
Summary of Results Obtdined Using Two-way. ANOVA Method )
with Repeated Measures on Factor 'B' for Treatment
\ of Subgroup Mean Prestige Scores on Sex of
Teacher Categories Evaluated
N o ' .
Levels of 'A'" =2 W Ve
Repeated Measures = 2 . . \
Subjects in 'A'. = 285, 357 f
Summary of Analysis~“ of “Variance
i e
Source of Variation SS OF . Ms F P
) \ \
Between Subjects 1091.605 641
‘A" Main Effects 0.126 1 0,126 0.074  0.7860802
Subjects within L. :
Groups 1091.531 640 ~ 1.706
Within Subjeets 352,500 642
'B' Main Effects 6.863 1 6.863 13.694 #* 0.0002558
'A*B* Interaction 21.764 1 21.764  43.428 . 0.0000100
‘B X Subjects L .
within Groups 640 0.501
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Table 70

Summary of.Results Obtained Using Two-way ANOVA Method with
Repeated Measures on Factor 'B' for Treatment of Subgroup
Mean Prestige Scores on Place of Professional

-+ Preparation Categories Evaluated

¢ o

Levels of 'A* = 3
Repeated Measures = 7 .
Subjects in 'A' = 455,128, 59
Summary - of -Analysis o f Variance
Source of Variation SS DF - Ms F P .
R : ) DRI
Between Subjects 3474.535 641 « ,\\
'‘A' Main Effects 83.024 2 41.512 7.764  0.0004833
Subjects. within o |
Groups 3416.535 639 '5.347 _
B ~ ' - N —r\\
Within Subjects 4576.859 3859 ~— .
'B' Main Effects’ ,  714.75] 6 119.125 174,433  0.0000008
'A*B' ‘Interaction 137.903 12 11.492 16.827  0.0000182
'B' X Subjects o o | )
within Groups - 2618.352 3834 0.683

- N —C

T
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h g Table 7]

Results 0bta1ned from One-way ANOVA, Treatment
.. of Total Sample Mean Prestige Scores
for Professional and Personal

Characteristics
| N = 690
Treatment Means . S : ‘ ‘
| 1 23 4 5 6 - 7
1 3.4667 4.2913' 3.7333 3.3464 .2.5420m2.2319 4.4609
' _ —f—— —
Source of Variatjon SS DF £ MS ) F
Platsgor % L
Between PeOp\( 4152.4297 _‘689"".' “ 6.026747 |
Within People 796‘0.‘0000 4140. . 1.922704 o ,/'
"'T.réétments C Tosm.0a0 6 4237383  32.707*
Residgdl T - 520.9570 M3, 1.311309
,Tota]j L. "'12112.430 . 4829. '
Prob. of F 2.0.0  ® - pR= KIIM(N 1)(K-1)
Consérzgiive Prob. = 0.0, - . DF‘= 1/‘ﬂ;1
-.0.2338 &K W, 6809 ‘

Adjusted Reliabilities Rl = 0.33937 RK=.(§.7§‘242"' | £
" P S , ' .

* Significant at .05 Tevel or beyond ) »




Table 72

Teaching Experience f?)‘

Significance of Differences Between Tatal /\
Sample Mean Prestige' Scores (MPS) on _—r
"™ - Each Professional and Personal 5
‘Characteristic* .
» “'MPS . by Characteristic
MPS by Characteristic Co(y (2) (3 (&) (5) (6) (7)
Age . - s s s s S S
Teaching Qual. (2) ‘ ' 'S S S S s
Place of Professioné]" '
Preparation (3) S S S S
~ Teaching Level (84) 'S S S
Sex of Teacher ; (5 . , ’ NS S,
. Lo /9
. ATA Office Held (6) ’ .E ,

* Using Newman-Keuls Mu];ip1e=Comparison Procedure

- S Significant at .05 Teve) or beyond " . -
. NS Not Significant at the .05 level .

]
I
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