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~those in the flnal undergraduate year of “their’ C

fftoward pupll control of Junlor and senior students in
C}eacher tralnlng, and to show the- relatlonshlps between

. such dlfferences of attltudes and certaln 51tuat10na1-
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One of the most crltlcal compbnents of . the

'_‘competent teacher is hls/her attltude teward‘thlldren._ . e

A1l" facets of teacher tralnrng programs: then, should be -

Y

researched in-terms-of their effbdt .on, the attltudes of:. A

the part1c1pants. Because- of the 1mportance of these N _ [}

'attltudes thls study focuses on a comparlson between

student teachers An the- first, undergraduate year and . C - %y

[

v [ .
L o - . al o

preparation program, in an attempt to discover what

attitudes toward'pupil'centrbi are crystallized and/or

developed by student1teachers durlng the tralnlng perlod..

The ma;or problem of .this study was to determlne

whether there were dlfferences between the aftltudes

0!9 "

ifactors or varlables. It was hypothe51zed that the

= . A

. _;att1tudes of. junior (flrst year) student- teachers teward," 5 T,

i)

pugll control would be ‘different’ from those of senior

@fourth and/or fifth year) student teathers,'ln that ‘the

. attltudes of the- latter w0u1d be more humanlstlc

" The 322 student teachers who were randomly

selected to part1c1pate in the study were requested to

.3
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complcte two questzonnalres deallng wlth certain aspects

of pupll control .. Form A of the Pup11 Control Ideology

a

: > .
Instrument con51sted of- 20 items and the response categories

'were scored 5, 4, 3, 2, 1, on_ a continuum ranging from

“extreme custodialism to extreme humanism. Form B of the

¥ .

. L : A
instrument contained.60 items and: was uSed to measure othér

aspects of pupll controi 1deology ‘not measured by Form A,
......... . 3
~Onfeach form of the;dnstrument the lower the score obtalned
) \ ¢
the more humanlstlc the ’ respondent was deemed to be..

J As hygoth651zed - there were smgnrflcant dlfferences
in the attitudes toward pupll control of~3unror and senior ‘
studenT-teachers, in that the attltudes of the latter were*
mUch'oore humanistlc even when controlllng for the varlable
‘years: of teachlng experlence ’

The - 1mp11cat10n5 of this_study{are.quite‘c%ear..

Student-teach&rs who had spent}four or,.five years at

. Memorial University of Newfoﬁndland P/L hellowed-

somewhat 1n thelr attltudes toward 1nstruct10n and ..

gu1dance oftpuplls at school, school dlsc1pl1ne and
. L . . i ‘!-»

geoeral.v%ews'onJchildvpsrchology,'wheh compared,withgf"

student—teaohers who were just starting their training.'

L}

at ‘the’ 1nst1tutlon. Thos undergraduate traln1ng had a

con51derable 1mpact upon the soc1allzat10n of student-

B
| P— 5 S

teachers w1th respect to thelr attltudes toward pupll

» . L}

control or thelr pup11 control 1deology

P
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“in.a state’ of flux. ..

CHAPTER I

. © " THE PROBLEM AMD ITS SETTING <

INTRODUCTION
>

=ﬁ% burgeening society,.whose expansive technology'

and splrallang materlal dffluence precipitate social:

ferment and change at a rapld rate places stresses upon

the- fabric and framework of its institutions.. Teacher

" education has been in a position to be acutely sensitive v«

" to these pressures, Teflectiné and responding to the cross-
. - E . . e

cuitural cﬁrrents‘and changing needs .of a‘mobiie pepulafieh 0

.
.

. As a part of the effort to adjust to these needs:

'and to meet the demands for 1ncre351ng1y higher levels ot

;_tralnlng and excellence educatlon'as a process‘for

1earn1ng and a vehlcle for preparlng teachers is being

,exam1neﬂfmore closely than ever it has been in the past.

The cont1nu1ng search to determlne what constitutes

effective teaching has led to ‘an jincreased appraisal of

the gqalg and structure of teacher education programs and

“the self-evaluation incuambent upon the training insti-

tutions responsible.

As we labour. in a system of freé public education

»

3witﬁ'the idealistic goal of educating every:child from



age six to sixteen, ‘most educagpgﬁ.recognlze and ‘are
*o vy .
gontlnually Conscious of the fact, Rat our success will be

_someéwhat limited by the magnltude of the undertaklng As

_a consequence -of our limited success, education suffers

from an enormity of criticism, even from the ranks of its

. teachers. ’ ' ) ’

P TR

"The critics of education recoghize no facet of the °°
system to be innocent.of their charges and the criticism
touches all educators frém the prov1nc1al Department of
Educatlon to the classroom teacher. When the criticism
beglns to descend on'the classroom teacher, however, it
lands most heav11y upon their’ tralnlng 1nst1tut10ns as.

s
indicated-in this recent 'article:
‘Sadly we must concur with our educational critics
that we do have an absurdly antiquated educational .
system, unresponsive to mass social and techno-.
logical changes, -and that”teacher. education serves
as a major reinforcer of the stagnation and,
traditionalism permeating this system.!
Teachers respond to_the -need to control their
pupils by.developing their own ‘classroom Style. Some
establish complex,- ironclad rules of student classroom i é@x

behav10ur that are enforced, in an,ﬁﬁmersonal detached

-

‘ manner. Others seek to establlsh a student teacher

-rapport based on their knowledge of the individual student

H ’ f 2
!pwight W. Allen.and Robert A. Mackin, "Toward
'76 A Revolution in Teacher Education," Phi Delta
Kappan, Vol. LI, No. 9 (May, 1970), p. 485.

%
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A

"between student—teachérs in the first undergraduate year

' i’r‘?’
and general psychologlcai and soc1ologlcal concepts.

s

Ev1dence of these dlfﬁerent student control approaches

may be seen in any classroom by even 'the most inexpert - -

)

observer., ' =

\ E 3 . 2 - !
Recéﬁt'investigations'have confirmed the fact that

teachers dlffer in their pupil control ideologies.

Furthermore, these bellefs have been found to differ

‘systematlcally accordlng to a number of factors including

the age-grade organization of the schéol.]'Comparisons.

hafe been made between the pupil caontrol ideolagies of

~teachers in elementary schools and those of teachers in
_secondary Sn:hools*2 aiso, between the pupil control idedl-

ogies of teachers in elementary and those in mlddle schools?

However, little has been done in this area with regard to~."

studentﬁteachers, egpec1ally with referenqe to a gomparlson

o

and those in the flnal undergraﬂuate year of the1r tegcher
preparation program. B , R

.This study focuses on just such -a comparison in

an attempt to discover what attitudes toward pupil control

2Donald J. Willower, Terry L. Eidell, and Wayne K.
Hoy, The School and Pupil Control Ideology (Penn State
Studies, Monograph No. XXIV, Unlver51ty Park. Penn State
Unzver51ty Press, 1967), P. 53, , T

3Edward J. Leppert, "Pupil Control Ideology and .
Teacher Personality" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, -
Rutgers Unlver51ty, The State Unlver51ty of New Jersey, -
1&71), P. 50 : : '

i &
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ph,

_during the teacher-training period. .Basic'to ‘the study

'The Problem ; ’

ot

are erystallized and/or developed by sthdent-teachefs

»

is the reallzatlon that our educat10na1 system must con-

tinue to change to keep ~pace with the rapldly changlng

.world. Currlcular and organlzatlonal changes although

necessary, are hardly su£f1C1ent change-ln the attitudes

of educat10na1 personnel more Spec1f1ca11y pr1nc1pals

.and teachers, concerning pupils and the control of puplls'

Ibehav1our-1s,more~cruc1a1. 5 N s , L_ '

,STAT_EME-NT OF THE PROBLEM AND PU]}P’QSES OF THE STUDY

4

The central problem oftthls study is to determine

the differences between the attitudes toward-'pupil control

™

of junior and senior students in teacher-training and. to

show the relatlonshlps between such dlfferences of attltudes

1w
o

. and certa1n131tuat10nal factors or variables.

The Purposes

L

Spec1f1ca11y, the purposes of the study are. .f"
(1) ITo 1nvest1gate the dlfferences between the. -
' pupll control 1deology of junior student- ;W

teachers and %hat_of senior student-teachers.
(2) ,Teadetefmine.the atfitudes towards pupil
control held by students at the beginningidf:

. their teacher-training at Memorial University
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\

'bf Néw£ouﬁd1and and‘to.analyze'theseﬁattitﬁdes'

' : in Telation.to such background factors aé;

s (a) dge‘ghd séx of student; ;I _

c fi, (b}a size and type of school where the-studeﬁt

| rgpeiﬁed’his/hér elementary aﬁd -
Lgegondqrf education;’ ,

(c) kind of'gducﬁtion program which student

‘hds entered; - - -

(d) amount“of teaching experience student

‘has had.

- A . : . 9

(3) To determine what student bgckground factors
are related to the pupil control ideology

-~ of fourth and fifth ygasztudgnf~teachgfs.

' NEED FOR THE STUDY

.

. 5
!"

One of the maJor dlfflcultles faced by an’ 1nst1--r'

‘tution -engaged in the tra1n1ng of personnel for- partlcular

functions in society is that of acqua1nt1ng the 1n1t1ate

with as firm-a notion as p0551b1e of wh@f hls future role

will enta11 Th1s tralnlng 1nc1udes not only a knowledge

of the skills and abilities requ1red but also a set of ‘
!

&

‘attltudes ‘that 1may be elther 1mp11c1t1y or exp11c1tly

COmmunlcated.by the tra1n1ng lnstltutlon. Such att1tudes‘-

are often cr1t1ca1 determlnants of the klnds of béhaviours_‘

‘that attend later performance in the role. : M

-

To consc1ously develop this att1tud1na1 aspect of

—

T
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. role iy a sdptle an&fdemsnding task and one that isy in.
‘many cases, largeély ignored. Many.training institutions

concentrate on the skills’ involved and'hope or assume.
that 1n51ghts about role w111 develop Tn the soc1a11;1ng

;process that takes place durlng this skill tralnlng

This would appear to be, .true of teacher tralnlng

institutlons. It. seems that.ln many prﬂgrams very 11tt1e
;feedback 1s.systemat1cally sought or obtalned 1n regard

~t0 a student s att1tudes about -his or her role as a'B

v

J“prospectlve ‘teacher. Thus, attitude formatlon 1s either. . ‘©. = 1
haphazardly or unconsc1ously accumulated during the o -
various . stages of tralnlng , f f wy Y

4 b .

Teachers should learn to reSpond to chlldren in’

._such a way as to hefb\them feel 1iked, wanted, acceptable,“

. and able. S ch response enables the chlldren in our

schools to regard them%elves as perspns of dignity and
-

1ntegr1ty, of worth and 1mportance, and this is-of para-

" mount 1mportance, As ‘Arthur Coombs ‘describes the
”g%velopment of a p051taye self, he makes qu1te clear"thei X
lhcriticgllnature of the teacher's attitude toward children - X

4

as he. states:.

People learn who they are and what they are from
the-ways in which’ they have.been treated by:
. - . who-surrdund them in the process of.growing up>
. People discover their self concepts from the kin
_ of experiences they have had with life; not from
telling, but ‘from experience. People:develop
: feellngs that they are 11ked wanted, acceptable,

" . & . <9 '



.. and able from having been 11ked, waﬁg@ﬂ, accepted SR P
~ . and from having been successful. To produce a

p051t1ve self, 1t '1s - necegsary tp provide

experiences that teach 1n ividuals that they

are positive people." ‘ :

s :
ontrol Ideology appears as a

Then too, Pupil
useful concept for viewing the ever present problem of - E
pupll COntrol The need for further research focusing
on pup11 control has been cited by Wlllower © Willower

and Jones noted this limitation in thelr study:

- — This reaseargp, among other thlngs, points to pupil
contro], as an'.integrative concept of some value in
studylng educatiopal organizations. However, we .
have only scratched the surface. Further studies
which focus on pupil control in schools are needed
to reveal other useful integrative concepts.® .

Eidell suggested that his Pupil Control Ideology (P C.1, )

- Form be .employed along with .other appropriate 1nstruments

for ¥eture'inve%tigations of the'problems .of control

-+ indicating the potential fruitfulness’ of this conceptual

’framework 7 ' X - 2. .

-

“Arthur W Coombs, '"A Perceptual View of the

-'-Adequate Personality", a monograph distributed -at the C e

Mott Colloquim, Southwestern High School, Flint, M1ch1gan'

(March IT, 1971), pp: 3-4. :

’Donald J..Willower, "HypotheSes on the School as

& Soc1al System', Educational Administration Quarterly,

Vol. I, No. § (Autumn, 1965), p. 40.

6Donald J. Willower and Ronald G. Jones, "When
Pupil Control Becomes an Institutional Theme', Phi Delta

'Kappan Vol, XLV No. 2 (November, '1963), P. 10

: 7Terry | E1de11 "The Development and Test of a
Measure of the Pupil Control Ideology of Public School

Professional Staff Members'" (Doctoral Thesjs, Graduate |
School, Department of Educatioml Services,”The - “ '
Pennsylvanla State Un1ver51ty, 1965) : a4
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In order to’ gain clear insight 1nto the meanlng

-of the concepts and,prop051t10ns central to the study,

L]

the.basic tqrms'mustg§e defined in relationship to their. »

. use .in this investigation. -Throughout‘this study

reference is ‘made. to att1tudes, pupil control control

1deology, custodlallsm, humanism, social system, status
D) . : :

T V ' . & 3
role, role expectations, and role performance. Further

consideration of the major concepts presented will be * S

-

rmf the 11terature.

provided in. the  theoretical framework and in the review .

Whlle attltudes themselves are.not the equ1valents
/

of behav1oural actlon they can be thought ‘of as motl—

vatlonal perceptual states which direct, action.” An y " '

- attltude_may be defined as a learned and relatlvely'

, eﬁduring organization Bf_beliefs about an .object or

k]

_51tuat10n d15p051ng a person toward some . preferred

response. How an individual v1ews his world and acts
toward it can be understood in great measure through the

attitudes that make up his psychological field.

Pupll‘Control ‘refers to the process by wh1ch the

behav1our of puplls is establlshed ordered, and

L

: .®Milton Rokeach, Beliefs, Attitudes, and Vilues
(San Francisco:

Jassy-Bass Inc., Publishers, 1970] p. 112

rd
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maintained within an.bfganizational setting. Pupil con-

“trol is der1ved from the COncept of soc1a1 control and
~

Landls deflnes the latter as the process by which. social

order is organzzed and malntalned > Thus, 1t can be

stated'that pup11 control is particular to educatlonal

organlzatlons: 2

Control Ideology féférs.fo the attitudes held -~ -

by g_superérdingte role incumbent in a hieraréhicél
orga&iigiional,setting in regard to the control of a :;\
‘subordinate's behaviour. The, perforﬁancehof the fole'

p 1ncumbent toward his subordlnates is dependent upon .both
’hls personallty and hlS behav1oural expectatlon prescrlbed

LR Ind1V1dua1 att1tudes toward~eon-

by the organization.
trol therefore, are related to the manner in. wh1ch role
performance is BXpressed in the organlzatlonQ

Cu;¥od1allsm refers to an 1deologlca1 orlentatlon'

of teachers toward pupils and the school. Teachers who

hold a custodial orienﬁation-perceive the school as a
highly fogctureﬂ organization emphgsizing rules and
'regﬁlations,.socia&'positioning or status differences
- with little‘concefn-forvindividua; needs and desires.

8¢

I g i - ' .
, 9Paul H ‘Landis, Social Control (New York:
J.. B, Llpplncott Company, 1956), p. - 4. = . :

1%Jacob W. Getzels, "Administration as a Social
Process” in Andrew W. Halpin (ed.) Administrative
Theorz_;n Education. (Chicago: Midwest Administration
Centre, University of Chicago, 1957), pp. 150-165.

11 B
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+.Students are perceived as undisciplined persons who must

Al

‘be controlled through the impersonal mechanisms of &

¢ et

punitive sanctions and an autocratic:organization.

, Humanism refers to an ideological orientation of .

" ‘teachers which is the direct opposite of custodialism.

Teachers holding a humanistic orientation perceive the

séhool as a"loosely structured organization that provides

\'for 1nd1V1dua1 needs whlle pmomotlng a sense of task

 teachers view with optimism the ability of their students

ad

‘fachlevement and fulfillment of edpcatlonal goals. Such

©

to understand and control themselves.in an atmosphere of

close personal relationships, mutual respect; and friend-

*

ship They also encourage democratic. behaV1our in
psychologlcal and soc1olog1ca1 terms.

¢ :
Social System refers to an organlzatlon or

structure of SGC1ety which is unified and con51sts of .

1nd1V1duals and the interactions of 1nd1V1duals. Homans-

-describes " .| . . the activities, ‘the interactions, and

"relations of these'elémqnts wi'th one another-during the

sentiments. of group members, together with the mutual

"

time the group is active . . ." as a socifl system.'?

11Ejde11, op. cith, p. 100
- 121p3d.

13George C. Homans, The Human Group (New xorkf\

"Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1850),p. 87.

]
[
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"Getzels conceives of the soc1al system as comprised of

institutions (reles and expectatlons for goal fulflllment)
and individuals (personality and needs d13p051t10n) the

interactions of which are observed«as social behaviour.!

g

When a school is*™viewed as a sochal system,attention is

. ’
given to the interactions of individuals within an
o a

integrated structure.

The effects of each upon the other
must be recognized

Role and Status are. two concepts fundamental to.
~ the ana1y51s of a social structure.

15 The term status
refers to a position described by "

a set of cultural
definitions that specify how a person is eupposed to :
"perceive and respond to objects and people when 'he is in

a particular relationship with them.'"?5 The term role
refers to ". . . a set of expectat1ons orlented toward
people who occupy a certaln 0p051t10n

or group. "7

in a social. system

'*Getzels,. op. cit., p. 152

. N N B
) 15pobert K. Merton,
Structure . (Glencoe, I11.:

o —
-

o S
i

Social Theory and Social |
The Free Press, 1957), p. 368
1Harry C.  Bredemier .and Richard M. Stephenson,
The Analysis of Social Systems (New York:
and Winston, Inc., 1962),p. 30. e

Holr

-~
£

“
, Rinehart, .

Administrative Sc1ence—Quarterly, Vol. ‘II (December,
~1957), p. 282.

1, 1..

L
An early, and somewhat cla551c ‘discussion

17AIV1n W. Gouldner, "Cosmopolitans and Locals:
.Toward an Analysis of Latent. Social Roles - I",



~ said to be a role incumbent,

"detezglggé_hx the personality of tgg_;ggumbent, are also

s e

i 9 : .
.- important subunit of the institution....

incumbent. . ot iR

i

L4

of these concepts is prov1ded by Lihton.

Getzels views social systems in terms of tw0‘
®

; _factoré (the institution and the individual) and describes”.

o . \ ’,

social behaviour as a result of the interaction of the

two.!? In this analysis role is said;tp be-!"The most

|126 1"

! i t
An. individual who occupies a.position (status) is.
_ The -behaviour 8f a Trole.

Role -

incumbent is referred to as his role performanc

]

expectations, the obligations or responsibilities which
are ascribed to a given position are the "instituﬁionalﬂ

"Personal" factors,

controls over role performance.

determlnants of role performance.?!

Thus, role perfor--}
mance is subject to control by both the expectatlons of

the formal organlzatlon and by the,part1cu1er role °.

.CONCEPTUAL FRPMEWORK o

= Human organizations with persons, offices, role. *
\ L s

<

. '®%Ralph Linton, The Study of Man (New York: D..
Appleton Century Company, inc., 1936) ; ;

. 19Getzels, op. cit., p. 153. .,
201bid., p. 152. , . -
211hid., pp. 154-156

= ; . . e

K

—
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, expectations, may be defined as ‘role systems and the

process pf eociélization into an organization may be -

approached ﬁ?om a theory of roles AL

‘tut1ons are meortant d%ganlzatlons in the social system,

K3 h .
W

therefore, a fru1tfu1 way of 1nvest1gat1ng teacher socia-
11zatlon and its adm1n15trat1ve 51gn1f1cance would be-a

through a study of control 1n.;ts relatiopship to roles.

" -
= °

Control as an.érganizational Theme Related-to Roles

Attitudes and role behaﬁiourrare dependent upon

situational factors. .These situgdtional factors are
dependent upon the nature and type of organliatlon.

Human organlzat10n3>ex15t in a social system.

*"Qrganizatlons which exist-to provide service to clients

7

- are de51gnated serv1ce organlzatlons, for example, the

& -

- _church the school, the army, the medlcal profession, the

.Bospital; the penitentiary, etc. These service organi-

zaions' relationships to thenlarge; society can be.-

H

compared and contrasted on the basis of two criteria,

Vi2||' ’ e -

/ . B 3 L
.. 1. The organization's control over the
admission of clients to the organization,
. ‘Q - arad

2Da 1e1 Katz and Robert .L:« Kahn, The Social
Psxeﬁfiogy Organizations (New York: John Wiley and -
- Sons, Inc., ‘19667, 3 !

Educationallinsti~
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) 2. the clients" control over their partici-

I

- _ patlon in the organlzatlon . ¢ Uy

A major focus of this study is the soc1allzat1on
of studen;-teacgers W1tp regard to‘pupil conbro} ideology.
« - - Control is an essenfial ingredient of all group
life, but it is salient in service organizations in
which clientsuére unselected and pa;ticipation'ié manda-'
tory. Cardson's typology of servicé oféanizations
identifiealthe public school as a "domesticated'" organi-
zation. Domesticated‘organizationé‘are those which have ’
. no- choice in the selection of their clients and whose
clients have no ch01ce over thelr part1c1pat10n in the

organlzatlon. Addltlonally, these organlzatlons are

— I

[

. : > :
assured cont1nued‘ex1stence by the society, a condifion

which functions to produce hesitangy'foward change and
also adaptive mechanisms to cope with the environment.

‘Schools as domesticated organiZationExare similar to

prlsons and mental hospltals in certain Tespects, partl-
- cularly their person-serving and person changing nature
and thelr empha51s on client control as a response to

i

unselected and often unwilling clients.?" However, schools

: _ 23Rithard 0. Carlson, "Environmental Constraints
and Organizational Consequences," in Daniel E. Griffiths,
(ed.), Behavioural Science and Educational Administration,
The -Sixty-third Yearbook>of the National Society for the
Study of Education (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1964), pp. 262-276. b . . .
. - . .

2%1bid., p. 266. N " ¢

-
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differ fr0m<pr150ns and mental hospltals in that the

: ,latter are total 1nst1tut10ns and the schools are not
furthermore, students may_have control over their parti-
cipation in-the school, whereas grisoners‘and~mental
hospital patienys-may nof have such eoﬁtrol.

' , A cla@Sif%fatiop of client control.idealqéy
employéd by Gilbert and Levinson?®.to study staff ideology
"1n mental hOSplEalS has been adapted for use in the study

of pupil control ideology in publlc schools Control

f

ideology was conceptualized along a contlnuum ranglng
from: custodlallsm at one extreme to humanlsm at the other.
These terms refer ‘to contrastlng types of 1nd1v1dual

1déblogy and to the types of school organization that

"
they seek to rationalize 'and justify.

Y

The rigidly traditional school seryes as a model
for the custodial orientation A custodial’pupil control
-1deology is ch?racter1zed by stress on the .maintenance of

order; dlstrust of students; and a punltlve, moralistic

-
&

orientation toward pupil control.

. . B

ZSDOTIS C.. Gilbert -and Daniel J. Levinson, "Custo-
dlallsm and Humanism in Mental  Hospital Structure and in
. Staff Ideology'", in The Patient and The-Mental Hospital,
(ed.), Milton Greenblatt, Daniel J. Levinson, Richard H.
Williams (Glencoe, I11. The Free Press, 1957, pp. 20- 34

2%Donald J. Willower, Terry L. Eidell, and Wayne
K. Hoy, The School and Pupil Control Ideology (Penn
State Studies Monograph No. XXIV, University Park: Penn
State University Press, 1967).

P T
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'and Rinehart, 1948)

Humanistic orientation is used in the socio-

psychological sense suggested by Fromm:?7 :It indicates -

an orieﬂtafion which stresses the importance of each

student and a creation of an atmosphere to meet the wide

. range of student needs. A humanistic pupil control

ideology is marked by an acceptlng trustful view of
students and confldedfe 1n thelr ablllty to be self-~
d15c1p11n1ng dnd responsible.

The problem of pupil cqnfroi'is not new, nor is
there any lack of opinion or préscription on the subject.

However, until recently there has been_little-SYStemétic

.study of pupil ¢onfrol in schools, espicially studyiwhichl.

views the school as a social system. Those few studies!
which have focused on the school as a social inst‘itutiori'ga_"
have described antagonistic subcultures with conflict

and control problems.?®

- In a classic study, Waller portrays the student

, -culture and thé teacher culture in:an uneasy and anta-

gonistic confrontation.?® He maintains that the teacher

and the pupil confront. each othethwith an original =«

4
o

L

27Eric Fromm, Man For Himself (New York: Farrar |

2%Wayne K. Hoy, "The Influence of Experience on

‘the Beginning Teacher", School Review (Autumn, 1968), p. 312.

29Willard W. Waller, The Sociology- of Teachlng

(New York: --John Wiley and Sons, 1932), § dibs

L
-
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conflict of desires, each with his own definition of the

situation. The teacher tries to Wimppse" his definition

of the situation upon his class quickly, before any alter-
natives have had an opportunity to be considered.?®®
" Parsons suggested that control is a major concern

K] . .,

in all-organizations,. since organizations cannot count

on most of their participants to carry out their assign--

ments voluntarily, In a seénse, organizational structure
is one of'cdﬁ;roI and the hierarchy of control is the -
most central element of the orgadizational structure,?®!

Becker pictures the teacher as "striving to

-maintain what she regards as her legitimate sphere of

authorlty in the facé of possible challenge by others o
It should not be surprising that pupil control should be

a major .concern of teachers. Teachér peer group pressures

have been remarked. upon by Gordon in, his ‘quash Study':

The duty of the teacher was to maintain order
both as a condition for learning and because it
symbolized his competence. Teaching competence
was difficult to assess, but disorder was taken
as a visible sign of-incompetence by colleagues.
« + +« In a situation of conflict, the teacher

b . : ’ o
3°Ibid., p. 297. , . g

L2

$1Talcott Parsons,;""Suggestions for a Sociological®

. Approach to the Theory of Organizations," Administrative .

Sc1ence Quarterly, Vol. I (1956) ,pp. 63-85.

, o L
32Howard S. Becket, "Social Class Varlatlons in
the Teacher-<Pupil Relationship," Journal of Educational

Sociology, Vol. XXV- (December, 195T7,p. 24.

5
o L
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“had coﬁsfant ‘anxiety for his ability to control. o

Prescott, in his descrlptlon of the Instltute

for Chlld Study at the Unlver51ty of Maryland has
commented on the peer pressures on the teacher to malntaln
_ his control **  Furthermore, in a recent study of the )
publlc schoels, Silbermdn reperts thaf’teachers' com-
petence is Judged by how well they control their:.classes.®®
The saliency of pupil control has been underscored
“by- wlllower ‘and Jones, in the1r study of the school as a
1 3 They found that the "1ntegrat1ve theme"
of the school was clearly that of pup11 control 'R;oblems‘

of pup11 control domlnated much of the talk of the

faculty; in fact, theé general school structure seemed to

be designed te faellltate pupil contrel Indeed, the.
major part of the 1nteract10n between teachers and betWeen
teachers and‘prlnc1pals,£ocused on-pupil control- 3

33C. Wayne Gordon,The Social System of The High
School [Glencoe, I11. The Free Press, 1957), P. 12

3l'Dam.el A, Prescott The”’ Ch11d in the Educative

- Process (New York: McGraw Hil1T Book Company, Inc., 1957).

3SCharles E, S11berman Crisis in the Classroom

a{New York Random House, 19?0), p. 8.

36W1110wer and Jenes, _E C1t., p. 107. Sty
" *7Ibid., pp. 107-109. |
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.influence of the values, norms, expectations, and
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Organlzatlonal SOC1allzation

Il

The part of the learnlng process which’ deals w1th

the acqu151t10n of the requlslte orlentat1ons for sat15~

factory functioning in a role is referred to as the

3e

process of-socialization. . Socialization is a continuous

iprocess which begins early in childhood and codtinues

v -

throughout 1life. Aithough primary socialization usﬁaliy'

is well completed by adulthood, the learning of new, role

orientations accompanies each change of status. A common.

~example is socialization into an occupational role. In

‘modern. society, occupatlonal roles are characterlstlcally

edbeddcd in an organlzatfonal setting. : v .
Organizational soc1a112at10n is concerned with the

"processes by which requisite role orlentatlon of 0ff1c®s,‘

¢

statuses, and positions is.acquired by participants in

the organization. Few members can escape the formative

s

"sanctions of the organization which mold role ideology’

and role performance'pf personnel.- N
Public school teachers go through various phases

of socialization. Initial socializatikgn to the, profes-

sfonal_norms-and values occurs during college preparation,

where teaéﬂiﬁg and ‘learning are likely to_ focus.on ideal "’

« " . ) ‘
38'_l‘alcot't Parsons, The Social System (Glencoe, -
I11.: The Free Press, 1951) p. 205. <

V- .
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images and practices. Another phase of socialization

beglns as new teachers become members of a school organl-,

N ~

.zatlon. Here neophytes may suddenly be confronted with

, £

norms and values of the teacher subculture a subculture
which tends to empha31ze the need for strong control of

students. 3 However, it is w1th the initial soc1allzat10n

. ‘that this study is concerned. o ' o "

g _ Normative Behaviours of Teachers'
- © that relate to Pupil Control .

Linton proposed that a soc1al system is "the sum

v total of the ideal patterns whlch control the rec1procal
” behaviour hetween individuals and between the individual
and society. . . ."*? Central to the view of the school

as:e~eocia1-syefem are the normative behaviours of

- teachers that relate to pupil control. Norms: or

" standards of behaviour, may he defined in terms of the

_role expedtationsjﬁf group members. According to Young

-

gand Mack, the role is aggressive with status; the
expectations are a consequence of occupying a given

osition in a- social structure."! Role expectations
? . ’

' ) § L4

-

®9Donald J. Willower, Terry L, Eidell, and .Wayne
K. Hoy, "The Counselor and The School as 'a Social Organi-
zation'", Personnel and. Guidance Journal, Vol. LXVI
[November,'19b/j, PP. 23-24° - . '

*®Linton, 22. cit., p. 105. _
o A -
‘*1Kimball Young and Raymond Mack Sociology and
Social Life (New York: American Book Company, 1962), p.494.
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~fherefored refer to "the r1ghts and obllgatlons of those

"92.-Imp1101t in

’1n a. g1ven social p051t10n or status.
this définition -of role expectations are the attitudes
aﬁd §a1uéé ascribed by the'grouﬁ to any;énd eillpersons
pccupylng a partlcular status,

Homans noted that the degree of concurrence’

s

' famong group members on role expectations may vary. He -

defin&d norms as_ '"the expected behav1our of a numbe r of

"3 and malntalned that the norms accepted in a groupf

men,
'vary somewhat from one person to another, and from. one
"subgroup to another, and yef the members of the’ group
are more alike in what they say they ought to do than-in

what they do in fact.““

Being an idea, the norm comes
closer to hav1ng an. 1ndependent 11fe of 1ts own* than does
man's social activity.

| Several §thdies relatedjterindividual—perceﬁrions
of others deai-ﬁith the indivrﬁeal'sjvaiue\brientetion :
and the impresSione he forms of ‘those perceived. i .

‘In a study by Kerber, it was assumed that a

‘fﬁqerional_reletieﬁship existed between ‘a person'e
rialue-attitude structure and rele percept%Pn. - The study

measured the manner in which role relationships were

" *2yillower, op. cith, p. 41
“3Homans , op. cit., p. 124.
““Tbid., pp. 176-127."

! .

&
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‘perceived and defined within the-organizational sfructure

. of the'school Some of the flndlngs were that each grouF

was marked by varylng degrees of internal consistency
with regard to 1ts.va1ue-att1tude structure. Different '

school roles, such as teacher or administrator,.did not

‘have a significant effect upon the .basic value orientation

L L - - h- ? 3 - - 3 -
of the individual. An individual's value-attitude

\

structure was highly predictive of his whole view of

[ . . .
-education and in-school relationships."*®

In.addition, other studies indicated that indi-

- ) a

- viduals tend to prefer others who hold a value orientation-

/

similar to the ﬁerceiver‘s pfojected values.*® Iﬁ-the :

. perception of others the 1nd1v1dua1 has his own varlous

1nterna1 states that can serve as a source of reference

in maklng Judgements about the 1nterna1 states of others.

'Thus, 1nterpersonal perceptlon maximizes the 51m11ar1ty

of perceiver and perceived.*’

‘ “Spugust F. Kerber, "The Interrelation of Value-
Attitude Structure and.Role Perception Among School Teachers
and Administrators", Dissertation Abstracts, XVII, 1957,

I‘*"Herbert Fensterheim and Margaret E. Tresselt,
"The Influence of Value. Systems on the Perception of ’
People", Journal of Abnormal Social P_fﬁhology, Vol.XLVIII
(Jamuary, I953), pp. 93-98; Ross Stagner, "Psychological -
Aspects of Industrial Conflict: ' I.'Perceptions", Personnel
‘Psychology, I (Summer, 1948), pp. 131-144.

© %7 Jerome S. Bruner and Renato Taguiri, "The

"'Perceptlon ofs People'", ‘in Handbook of Social Psychologx,

Vol.II, (ed.), Garner Lindzey. (Reaalng, Mass,: Addison-
Wesley Publishing Company, Ing/., 1954), p. 649.

i
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'Horowitz,'in discussing -the difference betyeen tHe
bellefs of student- teacher and cooperatlng teacher, p01nted
oﬂ% .that, whlle the real dlfference may be 1mp0rtant, even

more 1mportant are the assumed dxfferences that the. student-

‘"teacher, percelves between his views.and those of his

_cooperating teacher."

]

HYPOTHESES

The hypotheses3stéted.beloﬁ were generated from a

“theory of client control adapted by Donald J. Wlllower,

;Terry L Eidell, and Wayne K. Hoy, for appllcatlon in the

“9  One 'major Varlable, pupil

control ideology, is 1nvolved in all of the hypotheses.

'The major hypothe51s of the study deals with the differ- .

ences in the ‘attitudes toward pupil control (pup11 contr01‘

'1deology) of junior (first year) and senior (fourth and/or ,

Fifth year) student-teathers, as stated in hypothesis one.
-,-' ' (Hl) The'attitudes of junior“student-teachérs

'toward pupll control (puﬁll gggﬁrol 1deology)

are different from_thoses of_senlo; student-
+*. " teachers in that the attitudes of the latter

are more humanistic. |

v

= “8Meyer Horowitz, "Student Teaching Experience and .

Attitudes of Student Teachers,' Journal of Teacher Education,
Vol XXIX (Autumn, 1968)., pp. 31- 62

IigWlllower Bldeil, and Hoy, The School and Pup11
Gontrol Ideology, LOP. Clt » PP. 2-53.

L — crw -
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There are differences in the pupil-control

'“ideology of student-teachers relative to

:age; also, younger student-teachers are

less hum_anistic in' their attitudes toward

. pupil control than the older ones.

)

Female student-teachers have a more

humanistic pupil control 1deology than do ‘

¥

‘male s tudent teac:hers i

Student-teachers who attehded a large -

elementar)r 5ch001 have a more humanistic:
pup11 control ideology than those who attendéd
a small elementary school. -

Student-teachers who attended Regional High

‘Sphools‘fo‘r ,’thelir secondary education have

.a more humanistic pupil controdl ideology -

“ f;han tho.se who attended either -Cenﬂtral High
~..Schools’ or All-Grade Schools. ‘ |

'Stpdeptf'teachers registered. in the Primary

i %
Education Program have a more humanistic ‘

pupil control ideology than those reglstered
in the High School Educatlon Program ‘

Student-teachers registered in the Elementary

Education Program have a more- humanistic

pupii control’ i&eology than those hregiste_r_ed. :

in the ngh School Program._'_"

Student- teachers who had no teachlng experlence

b,



. ‘are more humanistic in.pupil control
~ ideology than thdge who had teachihg
experience. ot ey

.
e m ' o=
- = -

ASSUMPTIONS OF THE STUDY -
This study makes the f0110w1ng assumptions:
1) Attitudes do change.,
» 2. Attitudes can be measured.
3, ﬁnswers to the qﬁestionﬁaires will'reflect the

classroom behav1our of student teachers towards
pup1ls . — . B _ v
'LIMITATIONS OF THEWSTUDY
p . .
‘This study has the follow1ng 11m1tat10n5
1. The prlmary 1nstrument “used in thls 1nvest1;‘
gation was the Pup11 Control Ideology CP % L )
* Form A, developed by Terry L. Eidell, 5°'
';;¢a§4 ;‘, and the Pupll Control Ide010gy Form B,developed i
| by Dr. G Llewellyn Parsgks 51 As 1te name
B 1nd1cates, it measures only the ideology-of

. i A :
“teachers' pupil control. While research states

L . that such a set of beliefs acts as a guide to

<t %

v ' - - .

S0pidell, op. cit., pp. 31-62 :
Lo 51G, ‘Llewellyn Parsons, "Pupil Control’ Ideology of
'Teachers- -in-Training,-Student and In-Service Teachers.in

. a Social-Psychological Setting" (Unpubllshed paper, Memorial
Un1ver1sty of Newfoundland 1967] A

o
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action, it still is a measurement of a set of
- beliefs and not a direct_measureloﬁ_behaviour.-

2. Analyses of data are reported as significant,

~ or not significant, hypotheses confirmed or :
. N "/ ‘rejected, but these results are not to, be
4 . L . ’ s - , a L

considgrpd as estéblishing cause and éffeéf.
‘ B | If sigﬁifi;ance is reported,'onlf élréla;ionf
"shjp may be inferred. |

3 - : o7 3. only situational variablés which the theory AR ‘.-‘.\
adapted by Eidel1%? indicates will be most .
= l' W o rglevant to thé'pupiL‘confrdl ideolo%y 6f - E s
studeﬁt-teachgrs are utilized. The degfee of |
. o causal‘rélationship between'thg_vdriables?

| remains pfoblematig:. . . -‘I"' - \ _ \\:
4. Piqally,_geﬁéralizgpioﬁs drawn froh‘fhe

v+ findings shoﬁld be limIted to,the;bopulation"

A 4

4 A sampled, or épplied'béutiously té a popu&ation N
. B 2 |
B . - similar to the ‘one in the sample. .° ,
W ‘l ° : = =~ . ' '& . . . I
L -~ LI
SUMMARY . . . - :
@ . This chapter presented the introduction to the - . v,
prééent study, fol{iowed by a statement of the problem and . . : Y4

the purposes of the study; the need fér the‘study; the , .

] ‘ conceptual reference; the conceptual framework; the L

- P - S2Eidell, op.-€it., pp. 2-61 .

- 9 - ) v
o #

bl



o

a3

l'! ’ f 2 i = o -
. ’

.~ hypotheses; and the a;sumptions and the .limitations of
L N . - Loe T

R ‘the'studY” ’ - of .
LR . :

' } : The hext chapter deals with a review of liter-

1‘1
4

ature pertlnent to the top1cs of - att1tude5 ‘and pupil

g contrql. In ensu1ng chapters the procedures followed

" are d@scr1hpd and a statistical analys1s of data is
" presented..

b

The final chaé&ér includes;analyées-of both
general and specific implications;generatea by the
@T §tudyf_
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o TN . CHAPTER II R

. REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH LITERATURE

Vi

INTRODUCTION

v, ) 4 o iz
. L la. 5 -

_ Therg:dbes not seem to be a body of literature thét
deals specifically with control as a factor iﬂ orgﬁnization—

client ‘relationships. Yet, if one places this study in the
broader perspectiv& of inveStigations'about ghe impact of

_ organizational Structﬁrés and practices upon the beliefs or

I-attitudes of individual members, one findslnot oﬁ1y a

' multitude of studies but a lengthy %istorical‘t;adition.-
In this.section 1itefatdre-related to the sources of that
tfadition‘#ill be exaﬁined, aﬁd some of'the'ensqing |
investigations that lead up to the more recent research

&

that has prOmpted this study will be reviewed.

EARLY STUDIES OF ‘ORGANIZATIONAL 'STRUCTURE

L
———

The Classical model of bureaucratic organizations
had its origins in the writings of Max Weber and its- most
practical development in the pioneering work of Frederick

3

-Taylor.”® Taylor proposed .that workers cqhid be induced

: , o
*3Katz and Kahn, op. cit., p. 71,

. =
e — - 28 =
. 2 » - . —
~ ; b x *
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to change their work patterns thrdugh increasedneéonémiql
incentive. In much of his eérlyﬁresearch, espécially the
time and motion stuﬁiés, the problem was treated inhglmost
‘mechanical terms. .Subséquent studies by proponents of this
approdch~we?e concerned with such copcepts as th%1ai¥ision-‘
of labour, PYramiﬁlof cdntrél, or the centre of g&thority,

\

o . L - - 9 .
i.é.j the focus was upon th€ formal organization sttucture. "

) Disagréements over Ehe ﬂarrownesé of tﬁis ?igibn and"
the lack of concern gifen to emotiomal-psychological

.cnnsiderationé led to the development of wﬁat haslbeen'
called thé Human Relation; approach, .inspired By fhe'work
of Elton Mayo and'qthers, proponenfs-bf this school of
thougﬂt emﬁhasized the importancé of lines of communication,
increased participation, and the impact of the informal
orgdﬁization.ss

: .

Etzioni, in contrasting*$gp two viewpoints,

suggests that the difference lay along the means-ends

- continuum. - The Classical School saw increased efficiency .

"as leading to increased satisfaction and thus a greater

acceptance of organizational goals. 1In contrast) the

Human Relationists reversed the process, seeing satisfaction

9

1

S4Ibid., pp. 72-77. . .
. 35Amitai- Etzioni, Modern Organizations. (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall ,1564), pp.‘32-48. N

]
- =

*
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as the means to efficiency and goal attainment,56 The

_‘1atter v1ew was strongly supported by the Hawthorne

studies, the results of which caused many of xhe %a51c )

assumpt1ons of the C1a551ca1~5chool to be called into “

questren.s7 L o | P > | .
" Further research attempting' to buttress this newer

view followed. It was-in this climate that Lippitt and . - i

White produced their study of authoritarian, laissez-faire, |

and de'mecra.tJ;._c leadership,. c‘gncluding that ' the latter h'adl

‘tbe most beﬁeficial_effects upé% grdqp behavidurrand work

patterns. =8 in more recent works, the‘baaic concepts of

both gTOUps have been accepted and challenged Katz‘aad - :( /

Kahn in crltlcally evaluating the Classical Approach,, - | I

observe that it was con51stent1y unable to cope with the ’ ‘: Rk

<+ ot .
« |

complexities of organizational structure and functlonlng o |

The specificity of the view,. its implicit

‘ afaumptiohs about human behaviour.and the essentially

2

S61bid., pp.\39-40

S7E. .J. Roefthlisberger and W Js D1ckson,
Management and thé Worker (Cambrldge, Mass.: Harvard
Un1ver51ty Press, 1939). : ' ‘

S8R, Lippitt and R. K. White, "An Experimental

. Study of Leadership and Group Life,'" in Readings in Social". = -’
Psycholo (ed.), G. E. Swanson, T. M., Newcomb,, and E, . ., .
i HartIey (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1952), _ . 'R 2
PP. 340 355, C ' ‘ ' L oL L

'$9Katz and Kahn, o _R cit., p. 73.
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isolated nature of events,'were simply deemed too narrow

.inexpensive symbols of prestige and affectlon

and confining. . As March and Simon point out, "It is*‘

because activities are conditional,and not fixed in

L]
-

advancé,that problems of organization,over ana above tﬁe_
assignment problem,arise."®® - | -

| The assumptions made by the“Human Relations
advocates were similarly ehellenged. ‘While critics

accepted "their insights into the significance of-social

'rewards in 1ndustry, « « « they critiéized the use to

whlch these 1n51ghts were put in those 1n5Iances 1n

which management sought to placate,the'wquer by

nél

A “

The approach was also criticized for 1ts mani-

"‘

-

‘pulative overtoneés and its tendencx to view the place of ‘1,

-
- employment as a "famlly rather than a power 5trugg1e

b -

among groups with some conflicting values and ;nterests
as'well as some shared ones."$? ." : N
DeSplte all criticisms, however this early - .2

’reséarch oléarly,demonstrated that both the knowledge and

techniques of psychology and soc1ology could be applied .

to 1ncrease our understandlng of how organlzatlonal

a & 3
' .
5 Vot

$9James. March and Herbert Simon, Organizations
New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1958) p' 27, ;

®1Etzioni, op. cit. p 43,

27bid., p., 42. 3' s T wE = RE
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settings affect the way men behave.. The Hawthorne studies,

e

-w'. 0

pafticulariy those of the bank wiring room, clearly
“ demonétrated that individual beﬁ;viour is Eloselyeregulated
' andeirécted‘by norms established Within the group. 6f
i-Subsequent work by Sherif indicated that not only the
-behaviour but also the bellefs and values that sustain
them are prgdomlnantly groupldetermlqu.s" The results .
of several experiments by Lewin caused him to ¢onclude thati
hworkers'meaét to change not as indif&duals but as members
of groups. "As .long as g;oup standafds_éré unchanged,
" the individual williresiétléhénge more strongly the |

farther he is to depart from group standards.“®®

Thus, much of this research contriz%jii:}b the
" . - d
conclusion that an individual's beliefs amd_ ttitudes were
strongly influenced or;moaified by his involvemgnf in and
loyalty to his own“group. If appears a worker's attitudes ‘
y : ) ] | ,r/ﬂ\
are clearly and closely related to those views generally

‘accepted by his peers.

Lewin believed tha@féven lévels of aspiration are -

= = . . |
®*Homans, op.-cit., pp. 48-80.

. ®*Muzafer Sherif, The Psychology of Social Norms.
(New York: Harper and Row 1936 .

o S SKurt Lewin, "Group Decision and Socia¥ Change,"
" n Readings in SOClal Psychoio (ed.), G. E. Swanson,
. T M. Newcomb, and E. L. Hartley (New York Holt, .

. "Rinehart, and Winston, 1952), p. 452.

o
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' strongif inflﬁ;nccd'by the standards of the group.%® ITﬂis
iﬁflugnce, of course, extends to new members, and thué_ﬁheir'f

. goals and theit‘Hehaviouré_increasimgly'come t&kreSemble

'those of the other members of the group. ' B

Role theory has both refined and added a new
'diménsaon to many of these findings. It is not only the
fact of an inqividual's membership in a.group but a1§o the
pgrticulér'zg}g_he assumes thgre:that is of ihterést to.
the researcher. As Lieberman, has pointed out: UOhelof
. the fundamental postulate; of role tﬁeory-is that. a
person's, attltudes will be influenced by the role that he
occuples in a soc1a1 system &7 .

The results of one study clearly indicated that a
change in role was accompanied by similar chanées in
httifudes agsociated with the role. In'additioﬁ,‘it'wag
found that a return to the forme{ role resulted in another
attitude shift back to those VleQSJWhICh were originally
‘held. The author concludes that there is a clear and.

fixed relatlonshlp‘between‘aﬁ‘lnd1v1dua1's attltude and

T . ey
‘the position he assumes at a particular moment’,®®

—

®®Morton Deutsch, "Field Theory ‘in Social Psychology,"
in Handbook of Social Psychology, (ed.), Gardner Lindzey
(Cambridge, Mass.: Addlson-Wes ey, 1966), p. -208.

., “%7Seymour Lieberman, "The Effects of Changes of Roles
-on the Attitudes of Role Occupants," in Basic Studies in
Social Psychology,  (ed.), Harold Prosbansky and Bernard
belggnberg [ﬂew York Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1966),
I 7 : : ’ :

Sopid. | e
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ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCAT ION

. Although persons may not be consistent throughout

a day or even an hour in their educatlonal attltudes, at

lin logically derivable bghaviours, 'progressiyism"

nd

least not

versus ''traditionalism" or ”humanism" versus "custbdialism”

has been discussed as an 1mp0rtant educatlonal issue for

many years, Kerllnger from his exten51ve 1nvestlgat10ns of

-ueducqﬁioﬁal,attltudes has found substantlal_statlstlcal

undergirding of these factors as being "real" entities.

If attitudes are to be cqhsidered pgédispositions toward
begaviour, these ‘entities have practical reLevhnée in thgtl
they.affect educational decisions‘ahd interactions among
persons on: educatlonal matters.® |

Beglnnlng with -studies of groups hav1ng well known

‘attitudes towards educatlon, Kerlinger ‘and his students

‘have developed and refined an instrument which has proved

to be subsﬁgntially successful in sﬁudying educational’

.~ attitudes of groups. Terms such as '"democratic-autocratic' -

or "permissive-restrictive' are common, but whatever the

labal; Kerlinger has established out of his initial use of

'Q-methodology.that two dimensions underlying a person's

phildébphy of education emerge. Further, the two attitudes,

.-

“'. 3o o

59F N, Kerllnger, ”Progre551v1sm and_ Ttaditionalism:

" Basic.Educational Attitudes," School Review, Vol. LXXXI,
‘No. 1 (1958 a), pp. 1-11. ,

- e
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' same dimensions.

-
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T 3
'ﬁﬁngressivism" and "traditionalism,'" appear to be

.‘indepehdént factors rather than opposite'poleﬁ of the L N

70,71,72,73 : )

»

Della-Dora studied pre SiFVlCG teachers at Wayne
State Un1ver51ty and in-service teachers in the metro-
politan Detroit area regerding attitude factors using

7% Pre-service

Kerlinger's Educational Scale II (ES-II).
teachers were found to be more progressive in edﬁcationalh

attitudes than in-service teachers and 51gn1f1cant1y more’

© S0 than secondary teachers.

The ES I1I- was ‘used to d1v1de New York teachers 1nto

e

two groups "subJect oriented" and ”pupll oriented," for

purposes of testlng hypotheses regardlng attltudes and-.

=

7OF. N. Kerlinger, "The Attitude Structure of the L

. Individual: A Q-Study of the Educational Attitudes of '
,Professors and Laymen," Genetic Psychologlcal Monographs,

No 53 (1956L pp. 283-327,

71F, N, Kerlinger, "Factor Tnvarignes in #he Measure-

-ment of Attitudes Toward Education,'" Educational and 5
-Psychological Measurement, No, 21 (1961),pp 2713-285. . ey

72p, N. Kerllnger, "Attitudes Toward Education and

‘Perceptions of Teacher Characteristics: A Q-Study,"

American Educational Research Journal, Vol. III (1966)
PpP. 159 168, -

73F, N, Kerllnger, "The First and Second Order

'Factor Structure of Attitudes Toward Education," Amerlcang(

Bducatlonal Research Journal, Vol. IV (1967),pp. I91-205

7"[}‘elmo Della -Dora, "A Comparison of the Personality :

'__of Elementary School Teachers and Secondary School Teachers

Measured in Terms of Extraversion-Intraversion and
‘Progressive- Tradltlonal Attltudes," Dlssertatlon Abstracts,
21 96 1960. : :

'}




36
pers’on‘a'lity ‘through use df the. Mir{,hesota Teacher Attitude
InVentory (M.T.A.I.) and ‘the Rorschach.”’ The M.T.A.I;‘l
.differentiated teachers-at the .02 level, supportiné the *
.two classifications of "cogn1t1ve" and "affectlve"
orientations. The Rorschach _1n dlfferentlatlng the
groups as belng "constrlcted" and "dllated " indicated
restra1nt, renunciation, and intellection on the part of

thelsubjecé-oriented teachers while the pupll-orlented
group appeared more jeéeptiee £$ affect.”®

Johnston investigated. dimensions of téacher
attitude as related to various aspects of teacher pefﬁ
formance in the clessroom instruEtionel'situation by
defeloping the Teacher Attitude Ineentory. Analfzing at-

sample of,284 teachers with respect to.eduEatjdnal back-

-ground, sex, experience, ‘and grade level, six factors
‘fwere 1dent1f1ed Two of these were pupil- centered with |
regard to 1nd1v1dual Instruct1onal attentlon and 1mp0rtance
of pup11 interest. b

| U51ng Kerllnger s*subject- centered and child- centered

P

75p. M. Kaplan, "Differences in Attitudes and
Personallty of Subject-Oriented and Pupil-Oriented. Secondary
School Teachers with the -M.T.A.I. and the Rorschach,"
Dissertation Abstracts, 21:2988, 1961, - '“ﬁr

77Lloyd B. Johnston, "The Identification of Basic
Dimensions of -Teacher Attltude," Dlssertatlon Abstracts,
2532 1382 1964, © . . : - .

7fIbid.
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.(f;aftors‘and a schoolrcommdnity coopefatian factor with

"favourable" and "unfavourable" subgroupings,:Miller'founi

differences between defined subgroups‘of professional'

educators in attitudes.’

An investigation of educational values and attitudes

of school teachers as related to "open—mindéd” and "clqse;

: S _ - .
.minded" classifications based on Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale

79

was undertaken'by Kramer, From a Northeastern Unitbd“

-

States metropolls and its suburbs, 107 teachers w1th a

‘mimimum of three years of teaching experience made up the

sample.- He found_that‘teachers as 'a total group showed

'varied levels of attitude integration,‘"open-min&ed" téachers-

belng most. con51stent and "close-minded" teachers varylng
most in their attitudes. Teachers class1f1ed as "open— T
minded" held pqrmissive—progressivq or humanistic attitudes,
and the more q0pén-min&ed" the belief sysfem, the‘greaté;
was the likelihéod-forlipternal consistency in a permissivé;
-progressive d1rect10n.é°ﬂ ) |

Hughes found that student teachers regressed in

-

~

78Robert S. Millér, "Educators'-Attitudes Toward
Educatzonal Practices,'" Journal of Educatlonal Research
Vol. LVI. QLQ&S) pp 424-427.

‘ 8. 8 Kramer, "The Interrelation of Belief Systems
and Educational Values: A Study of the Educational Attitudes

-ofs Individual School Teachers,'" Dissertation Abstracts, 25:
'1382 1964 . . _ oy

®01bid.- : ) -
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‘Chlld centered attltudes and became more subject-centered
‘as well as less settled in thelr attitudes durlng student-
teachlng, males .being the more crystélllzed in educatlonal
phlloeophy.r Elementary teaqhers had_}he'higher progress-

ivism meen score; however, they showed the most negative

chanée., Hughes concledes ;het this may be due to a clash.
of i&ealized,expeetaeions with the’ reality of the teaching
situation,®! | h .

Amoné the‘findings'from study of ten publlCS in

'y
I(",ﬂ;

-educatlon, Ewing determlned that’ the females in his sample

were more chrld-centered in their attitudes toward

:educatioﬁ. Teacher education faculties;las‘might be . ' e
expected, were the most ;hiIH~centered and the.;east~ |

B
13

subject-centered, while boards of education were the"

‘ opposite of this on measures of both factors.®?

.Smith in.a study of SOClal attztudes and educatlonal
attltudes found gener&l support for. a 11bera1 progre531ve
and, conservatlve-tradltlonal pattern; that is, she found

_congruence between 11bera1 soc1al and progre551ve eﬁu-'

I’
cational attitudes and between censervatlv

“®lprthur E. Hughes "Selected Pérceptions and L =i
Attitudes of Teacher Trainees Before gnd After Student ‘
Teaching," “(Unpublished doctoral diss rtatlon University
of Georgia, 1966), : ;

>

7®2pavid L. Smith,- "Attitudes Toward Education of

" Ten Seiected Publics Having Various Official Responsibil-

ities in EducationyM—{
Unlver51ty of Georg1a 1967). -, ~

.
LA . o
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traditional educationallattitudes

Sontag d1v1ded 80 e]ementary and secondary teachers

intoc“progre551ve," "tradltlonallst," and ”1ntermed1ate
classifications. U51ng a Q-sort concerning teacher .’
behaviours, it was found that '"progressives' tended to'

" load on concern for pupils, while "traditjoaalists"'

loaded on subject matter and structure. Sontag‘concluded

that "progre551v1sm" and “tradltionallsm" underlle per-

ceptions. of teacher behaviour. "

n

From these studies "ﬁrogre551v1sm" or "humanlsm"
{

_and "tradltlonallsm” or Mcustodialism" seem to be

‘ empirlcally establ;shed as two 1ndependent-factoxs of

4

attitudes toward educatioq. 'These two attitudinal .

dimensions have yielded différentiating results .as group
measures, and beginning research appears to have linked |

- these attitudes to perceptions of desirable teacher ™ °

‘behaviours.

REZENT RESEARCH IN TEACHER AND
STUDENT-TEACHER ATTITUDES.

-
- ey 3 .
- . T

"~ A review of the literature in the professional

- L

®3Tnez L. Smith, "Agtltudes Toward EducatlonQEnd

.General Attitudes: A Q- Study," 1967, 9 p.¥ Available from

ERIC- Document R_productlon Serv1ce, order no, ED 013 498,

°“MarV1n Sontag ‘MAttitudes Ioward Educatlon and

Perceptlons o;£De51rable Teacher Behaviours: _A Q- Studx,”¢

1967, 7 p. Avadlable from ERIC Document Reproductlon
Serv1ce order no. ED 011 83T,

]
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>lay critics, and professional organizations w

¥

e

n

education of teachers finds many professional\;ducatqrs,=-
h

teachers' attitudes toward children and the téaching role

-

are critical determinants of success in the classroom.

It is important, then, that the positions of authors of

~

professional organizations in.regard to teacher attitudes

.

be reviewed, as well as research conducted in the area of,
teachers' and fﬁture-teachers'”attitudes;

' The American Association ‘of Colleges for Teacher

Education, "in their puklication Teachers for the Real

World, make the folldwing representativé statements

L

concerning teachers' attltudes in relatlon to the1r=

tralnlng program. e

..

The xheoretlcal praparatlun of thie teacher should,
all in all, reconstruct the teachers! attitudes
*.so that they come:to see the cblldren” regardless
of social origin, as having extended potential,
To help bring thlS about, the teacher educator

must have .a‘rich:supply of realjgtic descr1pt1qns*~1

and’ reproduct10n5 of actual situations as 1n-
structlonal material,

' Yoo,

Teachens' attltudes and.their effects are too:
"important to be left to accidents of human
association.. A definite plan for, identifying .
-personality: problems and attitudes should be -
developed in 3very program:of teacher. educat10n.“5

agree that

Even more strongly stated in the Tlmes Educatiohél

Supplementy is that "nght a;tltudés are more 1mportant

s S

-

~

AY

—

~ °5Teachers for the Real World. (Washlngton, D.C.3 .

Amer1can Association of Colleges for Teacher Educatlon
++1966) ,pp. 61 and»gz :

"~



‘than right techniques Jnes

"; s Many krnds of attltude measurement devices have

k bcen developed in-an attempt to identify those attltudesf
L and groups of attltudes that might d15t1ngu1sh the poor
“Mi;teacher from the better one. Much of the research conducted
jin the aree‘of teacher attitudes uses as a part of. the .
. ! “ S

5inétrumentation, the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory,. '

_,(MTAI)

ihe research in teacher and student- teacher attltudes

t

"'seems. to fit 1nte one of three types of studies. They are
usually studies using attitudes for predictipn purposes,
studieS‘relating'ettitudes to other‘variablee} and those

- studies which investigate attitude changes as a function

.0of some treatment. - - ;
H A ) . / & . .
. Two Studies, Michaelis?®’ and Gray,®® . using
- f
-- attitude measurement for the purpose of prediction seem

% .

to have confllctlng results at first glance.' John
- .
) ..
: 86nTeachers Need to Alter Their Attitudes,' Times
Educational Supplement, 2873:3, June, 1970. ,

a

o

| ' 87John V. Michaelis. The Prediction’'of Success in
- Student” Teaching from Personality and Attitude Inventories
“[Berkeley,“Cal.: University of California Press,.1954), .

e

« ©®8Maxine Gray, "The Use of the Minnesota Teacher
Attitude’ Inventory -in Selectiom, Counseling, and Placement
- of Student Teachers,'" {Unpublished doctoral disseration,

il Wayne Umeversity, 1956), in An Analysis and Pro;ectlon .

of Research in Teacher Educatioh, (ed.), Frederick R.. -
Cyphert. and Erm8st opaights (Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State

University -Research Foundation, 1964),pp, 70-71. 5

A -
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Wannamaker

Michaelis, in' 1954, used the Minnesota Multiphasic -,

Personality Inventory, the Minnesota Teacher Attitude

Inventory, and the Heston Personal Adjﬁstment Inventory to

predict success in studéht-teaching. Using gfades in

‘student-teaching as a measure of success, the stati$tical

i J
. analysis yielded a c¢orrelation coefficient of .82. He

concluded that these three measures could yield a fairly

accurate prediction of success in student-teaching. e

" Maxine Gray, in 1956, found no prediction cor-

relation between the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory

and any other instrument and concluded that no.one method

2

is adequaté for use in prediction.. She suggests, however,

that multiple measurements may be. a.more valid apﬁroach'to

. prediction.

Representative‘reseérch relating teacher attitude

to other variables includes studies by Riccio and Peters,®®

{

30 91

and Tennyson, and Henrikson.

Anthony Riccio and Herman Petgrs,éonducted research

y 8%Anthony Riccio and Herman J. Peters, '"The Study
of Values and the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory,"
Educational Research Bulletin, VoI. XXXIX Warch, 1960),
pp 101-103, .

99Mary Wannamaker and W. WYesley Tennyson, "The

" Value Orientation of Beginning Elementary Teacher Education

Students," Journal of Teacher .Educagtion, Vol. XKI (Winter,

‘1970), pp. 574-530.

91Harold Henrlkson, "Role of Teacher ‘Attitude in-
Edu;atlng the Disadvantaged Child," Educational Leadershlp,

;g“vcl XXVIIT (January, 197D, pp. 425-377. >

]
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to ascartaln the relatlonshlp of values to scores on the
- Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventorx, Only two dreas,

~n

"aesthetic," and "political," on ‘the value scale were

found to be correlated with the Minnesota Teacher Attitude

Inventory., Correlation of these two areas were significant

at the .01 level of confidence.

Mary Wannamaker and W. Wesley Tennyson used the

-

Differéntiai Values Inventory qu found that elementary

" education students were more emergent thari traditional.
. They suggest that for obtaining better ev1dence in regard

to students' value orienfation, the Minnesota Téacher

httiﬁude Inventofy would bé_uséful.

L @arold Henrikson, using a premtest--post—tést,
expérimental versus coﬁtfbl désign, demdnstrated a positive
17.1. point differenée in achiévement'scores.be;wgen. o
.?groupg. In comparing the two groups of klndergarten ‘
éhildrén, u51ng teacher attitude as the. 1ndependent ‘
variable, Henrlkson ‘concluded -that his study supported
the éelf—fquilling'prophecy studied by Rosenthal and
Jacobaon.f2 |

The following studies are recent representative

research efforts which examine the gain or loss in the

“

; B

%2pobert Rqsenthal and Lenore Jacobson, ngmalion

"+ in the Classroom: Teacher Expectation and Pupils

-Intellectual -Development (New York: Holt, Rinehart, an&_
‘Winston, I968). - . '
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measurement of attitude as a function of some type of
_treatment. " ‘ iy

Wilbur Dutton,®® relating attitude and anxi%ty-to '

- the student-teaching experience'ﬁéing the Minnesota:

-

LS

Teacher Attitude Inventory as the attitude instrument,

- . concluded:

; ¢.
(1) there was no difference in changes between

anxioos and non-anxious students,
(2) both anxioUs and non—aoxious groups had regfeésive’
. scores, and : : - ,l |
(3) the control group not takxng student- teach1ng
malntalned h1gh positive scores:
George Plnkney, in h1s study of the effects of
an 1ntroductory educat1onal psychology course on. the h
attitudes of students durlng student teachlng, found toet o
those who took the course had stat15t1ca11y 51gn1f1cant ‘
'

higher scores on a test of behaviour traits than those

* who were student -teaching only .

\
Elmer Jacobs,95 u51ng the Valenti-Nelson Survey

\

‘ 93Wllbur H. Dutton, "Attitude Change of Elementary ,
School Student Teachers and ‘Anxiety,'" Journal of Educatlonal
Research, Vol. LV (May, 1962), pp.380-382Z. :

L]

—

: -B“George A. Pinkney, M€hanges in Student Teachers‘
Attitudes Toward Childhood Behaviour Problems,' Journal of
Educational Psychology, ‘Vol. LIII (December, 1962), pp. 275-78.

S . ?SElmer B.-Jacobs, "Attitude Changes in Teacher Edu-
cation.- An Inquiry into the Role of Attitudes in Chang1ng

- Teachers' Behaviour,'" Journal.of Teacher Eduoat1on Vol.

‘ XIX (Winter, 1968), Pp. 410 415,

« . - c °
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“Teaching Practices found that smgnlflcant changes took

place both during .the 1n1tlal pr0f85510nal educatlon
course and student- teach1ng

Herbert walberg, et gl.;°5 compared the attitudes
of 77 educaticp hajors éﬁgaged in tutoring to the-attitudes
of 64 pract1ce teachers. After thelexﬁerience,'the tutors -
scored lgggz oh the varzables of neat, stable, good
gcontrolllng, ‘and authorltarlan, and hi g her on the varlable
of pup;l-cenﬁered. . The practlce.teachers scored higher
on thc variables of’expressive, ﬁarciscistic, controlling,

~and purltanlcal - The tutors becamelless controlling and

ral

authorltarlan and more pupii centered .

 Lusty and Wood,97 through a se}f~prepaced questﬁopi"gm
néif?, found few significant changes‘had—occﬁrred in .
attitudes as a function.of an ﬁ.D.E.A. Tnstitﬁte. They.
_fcmark, howeﬁef, that "The very fact that attitudes can
bc influenced in eight weeks should be of interest to H

teacher trainers."®®

®SHerbert J. Walberg, et al., "Effects of Tutorirng
and Practice Teaching on Self-Concept and Attitudes in _
Education Students,'" Journal of Teacher Education, Vol. XIX |
‘(Fall, 1968, pp. 283-29T1.

,' 97Beverly L. Lusty and Barbara S. _Wood, "Effects of .
-and N.D.E.A. Institute Upon Attitudes- of Inner City :
Elementary Teachers," The Speech Teacher, Vol. XVIII
'Geptember, 1969), pp. 217-727. S

18Thid., ps 221.°
J" I 2 .,_ -,‘\\i'
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ﬂdisciplinariah.(01iver Goldsmith's, "Village Schoolmaster',
- ; " 1 *

‘switch (Wﬁshington Irving's, '"Ichabod Crane'", for example):

_ - © 46

* ! ®

- . Thus, whatever type the studies may be, research

' .shows thosé éttitudes.to have a direct effect on pupil

.

behaviourrand‘tha; positive attitudes are critical to

“effective teaching. The research also 1nd1cate5Lthat

these attitudes can be changed as a result of tralnlng

.

Most research recommends that since attitudes towarg
children can be altered tedcher preparation programs
should embark upon a purposeful endeavour to change

those attltudes of future teachers in a positive dlrectlon

and not to leave thc developments of attltudes ‘to chance.

™
. = .

TEACHER CONTROL»IDEOLOGY.

The image of the teacher as either.a severe
. “ - ' . i 3 . -
for example) or as a curmudgeon with a slow wit and a fast

‘is part of OﬁT cultural herltage. At the same time tales

3

‘of classroom pranks played at the expense of teachers are

endemlc 1ﬁ4bur 'society.

-

‘Thus, a part of the Culfural context of éocial
interactions in school is’ 1ess than .complimentary to the'
4 '

teacher and a threat ‘to hls/her status.

The personallt;es of some,teachers,'espacially the
' A

»

7
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00

‘authoritarian®®.and.the dogmatic,!®? also contribute

.negat%ve'factors in the pupil—tedcher'relaf&onshipa
B -Relate&‘to the cultural'faéfdrs and the ﬁersonality
variables in the school are the norms and values generated
out of the 1nteract10ns of teachers Wlth members of ‘their
-own role-set.  These norms and values place stress on
keeping sthdents‘at a distance,h"getting their étte:Eion_

. first," ‘and 'not smiling before Christmas.ﬁ Waller

described. these .as ﬁgﬁtﬂﬁT?%ﬁe teacher code, and stated:

T , _ ,
The teacher‘s:acceptaﬁllity to other teachers depends .

on his adherence to  the teacher code, upon his -

keeping students at a distance, and observing the
-, proper ritual of aggression and rece551on contacts
! "with other teachers, %! - :

o A_teacher whose ideology about ‘control of students -
-is humanistically oriented; views student ﬁegrning and
behaviour in psychological and sociolbgiqal rather than
moralistic terms. Learning is looked upon as an engage-

- ment in worthwhile activities, rather than the passive

absorption of facts. The withdrawn student is seen as a

, - problem, equal to tﬁaf_bf‘fhe overactive, troublesome one.

The humanistic teacher is optimistic that through close.

i Sanﬂferd.““The Theory of the Authoritarian

Persoﬁallty,” in Contemporary Issues in Social Psychology.’

"(ed.), L. S. Wrightman, Jr. (Belmont, Cal..f_Brooks,
Cole, 1968L Pp. 129- 141 ;

19%yillower, Bldell, and Hoy, The School. and Pup11 s

',-xCenfrol Ideology, op. c1t., pp 15-17.

te

- 1%1§aller, op. c1t., p. 29.

=
] =
Y
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personal relationships with his puplls and the p051t1ve

- espects of frlendshlp_and Tespect, his students will be
selfedisciplining-rather-then disciplineo.’ A humanistic

- orientation leads teachers.to desire a democratic class-

b

room climate with.its attendant flexibility‘in status
and rules, open channels of two-way communlcatlon, and
increased student self-determination. Teachers ‘and

students alike are willing ‘to act upon their own volltioﬁ
. . ‘
,fand to accept re5pon51b111t1es for their own actions.
. ’ 1r
Anderson and others'®? studied ‘the effe%tpof

teachers' persona11t1e5 opon the social climate of class:
TOOMm groups with_children of various ages. They cOnc;oded
‘that both dooinetive Behaviour end'socially integrative‘
" (democratic) behaviour on the.part of_the teacher were'.

"circular" in their effect. Each type of behaviour

tended to produce its like within the classroom group

Much of the descr1pt1Ve literature’ that deals Wlth

¥

d15c1p11ne can be 115ted w1th the more general topic of

'.-teachef behav1our. “Since the concept of control 1deology :

»13 asSumed to be related to role enactment of teachers in

the classroom studles of teacher belhaviour are of some
: , s

-

1”H H. Anderson and J E. Brewér; Studies of
Teachers' Classroom Personalities, II. (AmeriCan Psychological’
Association, Stanford University Press, 1946), p. 128; and,
Mary F. Reed .Studies of Teachers'-Classroom Personalltles;
TLI (Amenlcan Psychological -Association, Stanford'Unlver51ty

P?Ess, 1946) p. 156. o , xr

.

- ]
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importance. &

In one study; by Kounin and Cump, the influences of

" "punitive and nonpunitive” teachers -upon popils"concepts

of school misconduct were compared.'’® It was.found that
punitive teachers ”..; i oreatoKOI activate more

1104

aggfess&on—tension than nonpunitive teachers, while

puplls who have punltlve teachers are '. . . more un- . -

A

settled and. confllcted about m15behav1our in school nios

"To some degree the punltlve-nonppn;tlve‘dlmen510n developed
and used in toe Kounin .and Gump stu&y, parollels at the

. 'behaviouralllevei the custodlal humanlstlc 1de010g1cal
dlmen51on of .the présent study. .
d The custodlal humanlstlc dlmen51on relates  to a
typology of pupll control proposed by Wlllower that '
denotes the,coutrol styles of teachers.??® Control styles
aro'claséeq as "external" or "internal" according to the
,sanctions employedbby the teacher.‘ Willowér_gtated: |

' When (::ontrovl is .based upon sanctions which -

are punitive, employing devices such as coercion, .
ridicule, and the withholding of’ rewards, we speak

1%37acob S: Kounin and Paul U. Gump, 'The
~+ Comparative Influence of Punitive and Nonpunitive Teachers
-upon Children's Concepts of School Misconduct," Journal:-of
Educatlonal Psychology, Vol. LII (February, 196D,{EL 44-49,

" ”"Ibid., p. 48. o . e

19571bid.

8 -

- 19%yillower, op. cit., pp..41-42,
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of external control. Wheén control -is based
upon sanctions which are more personal and appeal

- -to the individual's sense of right or wrong,
stressing self-discipline rather than imposed
discipline, we spgak of internal control.
Internal control is nonpunitive-and- implies an
-optimistic view of.those being controlled, while
external ‘control 1mp11es a pessimistic view of
those being controlled

Additional studies have applied the concept of

pupil control ideology to_othqr areas of 1nvest1gat10n.

. Rexford, in observing teacher verbal behaviour,"

demonstrated a direct and significant rélationship.between‘

the iéeology of teachers on the1extreme5 of the pppill

., control ideology continuum and their classroom behaviour

~as indicated by a teacher's use of direct or indirect

influence,!’® Hoy, in a longitudinal study of beginning

teachers, noted a progressive increase toward a custodial
orientation following student-teaching and the first year
09

of teaching.'®® WilTower and Landis reported'a weak

" relationship between a teacher's professional orientation

1071hid,

198Gene E. Rexford, "The Relat1onsh1p Between Pup11
Control-Ideology and Observed Verbal Behaviour of Selected
‘Secondary Teachers," (Unpublished doctoral dlssertatlon ;
The Pennsylvanla State Unlver51ty, 1970).

' 1”wayne K. Hoy, "Organizational Socialization:
The -Student Teacher and Pupil Control Ideology," Journal
of: Educational Research, Vol. LXI (December, 1967, pp.

'153-155% and Hoy&‘gg. cit > pp. 312- 323. :

o | _f-l_'_:=



and his humanistic control ideology.}°
CONTRQL IN EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONSV

One of the earliest (and conceptually one of the

most far r@hchlng) studles of the school as a social -

"system was that done by Waller.. In this study, Waller.

‘ p01nts out that the organlzatlon ‘of the school confronts

the teacher W1th two recurrlng and confl}ctlng tasks
One 1s that of motivating students to learn the other
is establlshlng the kind of control and discipline that

allows- the creation of a proper learning environment)

y walier‘felt-that these two functionstwere often mutually’.

e o

" —

exclusive and thus constituted the central dilemma of °

:teaching; HeICOncluded that one result of this con-
'tradlctlon is the formatlon of two distinct subcultures
' centered around 5tudent5 and staff and grounded in con-

"'fllct and mutual hostility.?

N A major drawback of this set of circumstances'is
that there is a gonstant thrqat'of goal dlsplacement.
Qné such example has been,ntted by Hollingshead, who
pointed out when teachers counsel with parents of lower

3 - ok
class children the emphasis is on discipline problenms,

Lk L 1‘°Dona1d J. Willower and Charles A. Landls "Pupll

Fac

o Coﬁitol Ideology and Professional Orientation of School

), pp. TI8=1Z3.
: 1“Waller, ;R c1t., P 270. ' P gt "

[P

.51_.

1ty," Journal of Secondary Education, vol. XLV (March/:"
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academlc work 1s empha51zed *12  Carlson, reflectlng uponl
these’ flndlngs, observes that teachers may .see education

" as the goal with middle and upper class childfen but

& . ; ¢
substitute discipline as a goal for children of the lower

classes.??3

Beck&r, in discussing the authorlty problem of
teachers, p01nts o;t that this concern with their abllltyl
to control the teaching env1ronment'even extends to thelr

. relationship with parents.lih

He suggests that the result
of this concern 15 the formatlon of,a set of attltudes and
belicfs concq;n}ng the protection of the teacher's proper’
authorit& "Suci attitudes are enforced within the teaching
cultuf@ by the formal as well as the informal 51.1bculture‘.“5
Among more recent research expre351ng a concern w1th
contrﬁl is a;three and a half year study‘;omm1551bned by"
the'Carnegie Corporation andlreported in finallforﬁ in ‘the

. book, Crisis in-the Classroom.'!®” The Badﬁt.wfitten;by

.o

- =

8

112p B, Hollingshead, Elmtown's Youth = (New York:
John,Wiley and Sons, 1949), p. 149 ' :

"3Carlson, op. cit., p. 270. - | IR
11%Howard 'S. Becker,."The Teacher in thé Authority U

System of the Puplic School," in Complex Organizations, *(ed.)
Amitai Etzioni (New York: Holt,- Rinehart, and. Winston,

1961), pp. 243-251. . s =
1151bid. f R -
116Charles E. Silberman, Crisié in the Classroom. .

:(New York: . Randoh Hou;e,2197®. ) - s

............. O  ‘ : ; - jgh . : .. : o | AL



~ - the British’ "open classroom” concept could reasonably be

Charles-E. Silberman; includes among-its major findings

‘neWSpaoer_review*offérs the following synopsis of,

~.Silberman's findings:

;al ," o, . « . ’ 53

]

- & . .

“the belief that schools are baoically oppressive. A

:That “most schools are preoccupied with order,
~ control, and routine for the sake of ‘routine;
.that .students essentially are subjugated by the ° $8
~school; that by practicing systematic repression, - : CTe
~the schools create many of thé&ir own discipline, 2wk
problems' and that théy promote docility, y B
-passivity, and conformity in their, students.''%"

(]

Much of the present interest in and analysis of  ~'| =

t vlewed as an ‘attempt to change the nature of the pupil- .

away with compulsory attendancé.!?!® In so doing, Neal

. may have well anticipatéed the direction. of much of our.

,"open classroom" is at least in part, an attempt to

: teacoer.rolatlonshlp by alterlhg the amount of compu151oo

necessory’in the classroom. Indeed, the Summerhill model , .
poéod by Neal is perhaps_a good éxample.of an iodividuai‘o

determination to eliminate control as a factor by doing

current research in educotion._ It would appear that the

oy

. promote a better cllmate for learnlng by r811DQU15h1Dg ;

'the tlght control that the teacher has tradltlona}}y over

.Joyless and Oppre551Ve F(New York Times, September 20
-1970), p. 1. , v

3 Publlshlng Company, 196

s

) .”. n _:: 5

‘l’wllllam Stevens , "Study Calls Publlc Schools -

t e

t
T

v

v ¢ 118A. H. Neal. Summerhlll (Neﬁ Yorkr The'Hafp--

0 : . ; Tt e,

- » ' .



‘the pacé and the direction of a child's education; ‘The

¢ . result may be a dlmlnutlon of the need.to, d1§c1p11ne
. studentsisince an 1ncrease in ch01ce on their part couldﬂﬂ' ' T
' ’ D , & 3
presumably decrease the areas of confllct ’ '
T - . In summary, the central areas of ‘concern’ 1n the 4
) present study are student teacher attltudes and pup11
K » :
control whlch areas, are deemed to be qulte clesely
oYy ' ;'
related, It is also- belleved that thlS aspect of .
.educetion requ1res more thorough examindtion, and that y' ¥
‘much which happens within the educatlonal 1nst1tut10n L i B
" :"’5 “ - i
1s 1nextr1cab1y bound up with the need to. control S Ty ’
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oo R CHAPTER III

°

.+ METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH DESIGN e
L e : I i T
*INTRODUCTION = -

Thls chapter 1s~concerned w1th descr1b1ng the locale

of the study*apd the p0pulat10n from which the sample was .
5 ‘dnaWn, the nature of- the 1nstrument, the process of data
collection, and finally, the .treatment of the data to solve

the p}obléms of the study.
® ! /

-~

LOCALE, POPULATION, AND SAMPLE'

The.Logalé of the Study _

] -

This study deals w1th the attltudes of junior (flrst

.year) and senior (fourth and/or flfth year] student tgachers
toward pupll control.. It also deals_wlth the dlffcrences,lng'

‘these attitudes. as' determined while the students were doing
, .

- the teacher training program at Memorial Unlversgﬁy of .

Newfoundland and 1ts afflllate--St Brlde S College,

y

lettledale

'The Populatlon of. the Studz

The populatlon of thls study consisted of ail
students reglstered 1njthe Flrst Ygar Educatlon courses at
Memorlf} University of Newfoundland and St.'Brlge s College;

_Liptledalp:'aﬂd alég,'all'ﬁhose g;g@ents in the Fﬁurth of ‘

. Fifth Yéaq'of their teéchér-;raiging program at: Memorial
; 55 ° ¢ L ' '
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University -of Newfoundland during the University year of

1967-1968. - .
'Thefe were 529 First Year Education sihdents
‘régistéred at. Memorial Univef;ity of Newfoundland ard 188
at St. Bride's Collegé giving a total of 717 juniog stﬁdent-

teachers. .There were 271 students registered in Fourth Year

-

Education and 93 students registered in Fifth Year Education,

giving a total of 364 senior stdﬁent-tgachers. This

* population was obtained’ from the lists of student-teachers-

at Memorial University of Newfoundland and St. Bride's
College. The'exact population was deterﬁined by collating
the lists receifed,from\fhe two above mentioned institutions.
Atlthszeginning of the University term so 1itt1é;was kﬁown
" about First Year Education students th{t if was difficult to
obtain a valid stratified randﬁm sample for eacﬁ background
ffaétor.hypotﬂesized to'be‘imporfant. _Therefore during the
second week of the_yniveréity quﬁhit ;hs deciéeﬂ:to_admin-
ister the Pﬁpil Control Iﬁeoiogf Instrument both Form A.and
Form’B to gil,Firsf Year Education students. It_wﬁs also

decided to administer the above instruments to all Fourth

and Fifth Year Education- students at the same time in order

%§ to provide adequate numbers of senior student-teachers from

1, which to sample, and to prevéht tﬁeirnbéing.influeﬁbe& by

A : 2
- (1) acquaintance with some items of the instrument

4:) o through discussions with junigr student-teachers,

P

(2) experiences in prdctice-teaching. .

-

. These decisions provided further verifidation as to the exact
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populatlon of student- teachers

G. Llewe}lyn Parsons a551sted by the educators from
‘Memorial Uﬁiﬁersity of Newfoundland who helped him administer
the questionnaires,'’® determined the populat1on of and |

'gathered the data for the present study

_The-Samplel K | f ' _ ‘
' From the alphabetical listiﬂg obtained by -the Eolla-“¥
. tion descrlbed 1n the preced1ng pa;agraph 17Z First Year '
Educatlon students or about 24 per cent of the total pOpu-
lation-for junior student-teachers, and 150 Faurth.or Fifth
Xéar Education students or about 40 per cent of the ;ofal
- population for sgnior.student-teachers were randomlyfselected
by u51ng a table of random numbers |
. Table 1 shows the distribution of student- teachers
" _ according-to dge in years. In this table; 1E can‘be seen that

s approxlmately ‘55 per- cent of the sample or more than half of

‘the student- teachers were between 16 and 20 years. of’ age

S |

-Table 1
Student-teachers by Age in Years -
Age in Years T -Frequency Per cent-
16 - 20 years <. 176 ) o 54,7
21 - 25 | 114 | 35.a
26 - 30 - - | 19 . 5.9 .
31 "33 ; ; ¥ { 0.6
36 - 40 . = 7 2l
- 41 - 45 . 3 -0.9
46 .years and over 1 i 0.3
Total B 322 ..\ 100.0 .
2 ~ . , . ] U
’ : 11%parsons, op. ;it.}-pp.\?l;74,, Tl

-
im



The number of student—teachers‘accérding‘to sex" ‘
is given in-Table 2: 0f the three categ%ﬂles used,- 0.6 per
cent. did not 1dent1fy hls/her sex, 53.4 per cent were male,

9

- and 46 per cent were femalex;

:Table -2 °

Student-teachers by Sex =

PR m ”_Sex‘: | ' Frequency T . Per cent -
Not shown . . . S E 2 L 0.6 0 -
Male |- i, - 53.4
‘Female .- . - 148 . . 46:0°
‘Total oo 3227 0 | 10000

- From Table 3, 1t can be seen that the ma]orlty of
the- student teachers are 51ngle, as approxlmately 86 per cent

&
'were in that category.

T o Tableg

Student teachers by Marltal Status

o

-

o Mqrifal Status ' Freqpency-f] . Per cent
" ,Single TR - 85,7

Married . . = S T N e 13,7

Other . . 2z B  sya . 0.6 '
. Total - . -l 32z, - i 100.0 -

- ¢

L E _L'f : 8

%‘_ - []
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. Table 4 gives the size of the elementary ﬁnd second-

ary schoqis attended by the student-teachers. . The table .
I,indicates'tﬁét approximately 62'per cent ‘of the stﬁdeﬁt-
fteéchers_atteﬁded elementary schools varying in size frqﬁ‘ 3
one classroom to eightrciassrgbms: It can alsé be seen from'
the téble fhat onlfflS per cent .of the gample aiténded 1arge‘
elémenﬁary échoois.- Thélpattérn changed somewhat for the
size of sedondary'school-attended, Here, approximately:

three-quérters (3/4) of the student-téhﬁﬁg;:\§$¢ended i

schools with six or more classrooms. - : : S .
_ ) : s y

-

« ; Table 4

‘ Sfudent-te%thers by Sizc of Elementadry
LT ) ) and Secondary School

L

) Elemfxtary School | Secondary School
‘ "Sizq‘h Freqaency Per cent Fréquency Per cent
1'- 2 clagsrooms’ | . .72 22,4 | 22 .| 6.8
-3 - 5 classrooms |, 68 21.1 - | .60 '1856'
.6 - 8 classroonms -89 18.3 81 . 2Be2
9 -.12 classrooms 487 14.9 "51 15.8
13 - 18 classrpoms"gﬁfféﬁ ' 8.1 .28 . 8.7
18 classrooms and - | & : _ _ ‘
over Lo 49 F 15.2 ‘ 80 - 24.8 =
Total - | 322 100.0 | 322 | '100.0
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‘The type of elementary $chool attended by the

- student teachers is glven in Table 5.. The table indicates

that approxlmately 53 .per cent of the student-teachers

©

obtdined their elementary e&ucation in all-grade schools.

-

It also shows that about 25 per cent of the student-
teachers obtéineé their eleméntary education in schbo}s
héving-Grédes 1 to 8 inclusive. Another interesting fact
is that onlf about 8 per cent df;;he sample attended other

types -of ,elementary school than the ones- listed.

¥

Table 5

Student teachers by Type of Elementary
School Attended

Type of )

Elementary . Frequency Per cent ’

School , . ‘. B ‘
ALL-grade . o169 - 5.5
Grade .1 - G;adﬁfﬁ A e LT 14.6
Grade 1 - Grade 8 80 ‘ 24.8
' -Other B LU T . 8,1
. . " & . «
‘Total R R 77 |- .100.0

—"\!
B :
.1.’_
&,

L
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The type of Secquary;school which the studéﬁt-‘
'.t;acﬁers attended is éiveh in Table 6. It can be seen
'from;this table'thét nbﬁut 36'per cenf‘ﬁf the sfudent—
teachers attended ﬁ;l—g;ade'secondary schools. 5Thé
table also indicates that épproximately 57 per cent of
'tﬁe student- teachers attended a Central High School

~(Grades 7 to 11) or a Reglonal ngh School (Grades

9 to 11)." o TN w % @ |
Tablé 6 _ .
. . Student teachers by Type of Secondary
4 School Attended
w .
Type of. ' ‘
Secondary Frequency - Per cent
School ) : :
‘All-grade - C 116 ' 36.0 )
Central High School . . '
- (Grades 7 to 11) | - . 80 . : 24.8
Regional ngh “
Scheol ‘ ' ; o
(Grades. 9 to 11) o103 ) 32.0
Other : : o 23 . . ¥ X
Total ~ . . . .| 322 . | .. 100.0 oo
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§° 4 =
‘ From Table 7 it can-be seen that approx1mate1y
two thmrds (2}3) of the student ‘teachers attended
elementary school in towns w1th populatlons under 5000
‘cand that approxlmately three- fifths (3!5) of the student-
teéche}s'attended secondary school in t&wns'wifh |
populatlons undér 5000 it is wlso:signif{cant that
" about 54 per cent of the sample ‘attended elementary
..school_ln towns with p0pu1at10ns under 2000, and about

rs

42 per cent of the sample attended secondary school in

towns with populations under 2000. o 7

d Table 7

Student-teachers by Populatlon of Town
in. which Elementary and Secondary
School were attended

\ r ) * g g "

", Populition Elementafy‘SChool Secondary School
of Town ' ‘ - : —
' Frequency |Per cent|Frequency|Per “tent

Not shown e *F - 0.3
Less than 200 - - | 24 | 7.5° 4 1.2
200 - 4997 . 0. 48 - | 14.9 .25 .| 7.8
500 -.999 . . [ .63 | 19.6 56 | 17.4.
1000 --1999 - .- |7 40 | 12.4 51 . | 15.38
20000 - 4999 | 40 4| 12.4 | 54 16.8
5000 and over - |. 106 32.9 | . 132 41.0°
* Total ° | "322 "l100.0 L |-i\322 100.0

& . - = " . " 2 - } -
: s . .
’ e * ’ ) ’ = .:. -



_,Table'B iﬂdicates:thét more than half or 54

63

PILI

‘per cent of the ‘student-teachers were, in the first year -

of teacher—tréining, and that.somewhat less than half

n

fifth year of theiff;raining'program. Thié shows

or 46 per ¢ent'of'tﬁe'§ample,were in the fourth or

that the sémple is rather evenly weighted with-

"regard to the numbers of junidr and -senior student-

.

teachers,
‘ ' -Tablelﬂ
' Student-teachers by University Yea;fﬂ
‘ .o ' L
University‘f Frequency = Per’cent .
Year - G o
First 174 54.0
Fourth. =~ - . - 110 . 34.2
Fifth - . 7, 38 11.8
Total 322 100.0
4 o —3_‘. @



The'univefgity‘p£ohram in wﬁiéh thé‘étudent=
teachers were ‘registered is shown 1n*Tab1e 9 'Tﬁe
'table 1nd1cates that- approx1mately 43 per .cent of
the sample were reglstered in the elementqry program,
_while'approximately 41"%er cent were registered in .
the hlgh school program, elther the four year or

flve year opglon L : ‘ voooe v
: Q g & ’ g r

Table 9

Student-teachers by Unive;éity Pt?gram

[

o

P

oo

18.

University - * Frequency | per cent’
Program ' ' '

. Primary - ' 33 10.2
Elementary _ N 139’ . © 43,2
High School . ' . L _ :

., (4 years) - ] Loadl 2200
High School - - _' B :

(5 years) e 61 . 1189
Other ' . 5.6

"' Total .

322

©100.0

e
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Table 10 shows’ that more than half the student-

teachers o1 approxlmately 57 per cent had Engllsh, one. b g

- of the soc1a1 sciences, ﬂg& a forelgn language ‘for their
" major field of study.:,The table also~1nd1¢ates that only

about 8 per cent of thé sample had a science, psychology, -

sociology, religious studies, philosophy, or physical

L

education as their major, field of study.

Table 10-

&

Student-teachers by Major Figld of Stﬁdy Li‘
‘,Major Field of Study Frequency . | Per cent
" Not 'shown _ ° 69 % . 21.4
Economics, Geography, ' " g ' 3
or History - _ 8o . | 24.8
' Engllsh ' 1 . 80 o . 24.8
" . French, Latin, Greek, ' ,
~ German, or Spanish .| - 24 . 7.5
Mathematics . : - 43 . - 13.4
Biology, Chemistry, S _
- Physics,. or Geology . 8 2.5,
Religious Studies, |l '
or Philposophy 3
Psychology, .
~Sociology -2 ' .
Physical Educati 16 e 5.0.
' Total v 322 . *100.0
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Table 11 indicates that mora_than_hﬁlf the
§tudénf-teacheis or qppro;imﬁtely 54 per cent alsa had
Englﬁsh, pné of the social sciencég, or a foreign language
for ‘their minor ffﬁﬂh of study. It canlﬁelseéﬂ too, that

~ only about 13'pef_cent of the sample had a science,

-

o

_psfcholégy,'socidlogy, religious studies, philosophy, or

e e e -

'rphysicay education as their mifior field of study.

Table 11

Student-teachers by Minor Field of Study

- - . . ‘_a_l e
. Minor Field of Study ‘Firequency Per cent
Not shéwn . 92 28.6
Economics, Geography . '
" " or History 72 - 22.4
’ %English 63 19.6
" French, .Latin, Greek, g pE= _
German, or- Spanish 37 . 11.5
Mathematics . ‘ i )
Biology, Chemistry, ' L
* Physics, or Geology 20 G2
Religious Studies, ' J _
_ or Philosophy 2 0.6
ook .Psychology, or . .
- Sociology 18 5.6
- Physical Education L 0.3
- . Total . 322 1100.0 .




1

‘”5?

s . The teaching experience of the gtudent-teachers at .

the primary, elementary, and high school levels is given'inc

Table'1z

The table shows that approxlmately 92-per cent of

the sample had nb teachlng experlence at, the prlmary level.

At the elementary level

approxlmately three-quarters (3/4)

of the sample had no teaching experlence,_and of the

o N

remalnlng one- fourth (1/4}<qabout 18 per cent had from one“‘_'

Year to three years teachlng experience.

level

At the secondary '

.approx1mate1y 86 per cent of" the sample had no

teachlng experlence, and of the remalnlng 14 per cent, about

11 per cent had’ from one year to three yearé teachlng

experlence

qn

at the Prlmarx

Table 12

Student -teachers by Years of Teaching Experlence
Elementary, and Secondary Levels

1]

[}

y

=T, B = N

Years of Primar Elementar Secondary}
‘ Teaching Frequency Pef Frequency .Per i Frequency P ‘
~ Experience : cent ’ ‘cent|’ cént
.. No experience | 296 91.9| 245 - ['76.1| . 276 85.
1 -.3 years’ “21 | 6vs 57 17.7|° 3477 10,
4 - 6 years 4 1.2 j' 17 5.3 ° el
n' 7 -9 years ‘ 0.6 | 0.
10 - 12 years | .1 0.5 , o
13 - 15 yeays ’ ‘ 1 0.3
16 --18 years - 1. | 0.3 "
18 years and ° | ]
" over s 1 0.
‘Total 322" +j100.0| 322  [100.0} 322 [100.0
b~ o s
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Table 13 1nd193fes that approxlmately two- thlrds
(2/3) of the student-teachers had no total teach1ng
experlence The ‘table further shoms that the maJorlty of

-

the remalnlng one- third (1/3) orT about 30 per cent had from

. one year to s1x‘years of total teachlng-experlenge.

PR . ' Table 15 R
. ) Student teachers by Years o i Total : _ ‘ : ’
I ' Teaching Experience ~ S8 el
Yeate'of_Totai ' Ffequency .| per cent . t“JE‘;"‘
"Teaching Experience = " 9
No experience 1- . 214~ . 66.5
.1 - 3 years = AR 1 S 5 O |
4 - 6 .years . 28 ) 8.7
.7 - "9 years .. @ |. ° . 5 2 ' 1.6 - »v
410 - 12 years ~ ¢ 1 | RALEE . ,
© .13 - 15 years % oy, % .o.6 .
16° - 18 years , 2 . %/7 0.6 - L
18 years and over. '° 2 - 7. 0.6
Total . ..+ 322 - '100.0 '
'DATA’ COLLECTION, INSTRUMENT, AND TREATMENT .- _ . «. .
| OF THE DATA |
Cbllectlon of - Data _ '.j'; I B - .;'  o ‘

The main purpose of this study‘mgs to determlne

the attltudes “toward pupll controluheld by ]UHIOT and

w

senlor student teachers and to ascertaln the dlfferences

\

between the pupll controlildeology held by students at

ahe beglnnlng of the teacher«tralnlng perlod and that held o



-

1

at,fhe ehd of the period. To achieve this-pprpose,'a

_ preceséjof identifying pupil control ideologies was

necessary. Two questionnaires were employed which asked

student-teachers to rate a:number of aspect§ of pupil

k]

control, specifically thosc that dealt with at¢itudes

towards the,instruction,and,guidanee of pupils ‘at school,

" school discipline; and gen%?al views on child'psycholog&.

2* The questlonnalres were adm1n1stered by faculty |
N

members after a short brleflng se551e3. No tlme limit. -

. , *

, was ‘set but faculty- mcmbers found that it took an average.

of forty mlnutes to complete the questlonnalrcs. Respon— 3

.wcre then arrangcd accordang to 'the alphabetlcaﬂ llstlng,

a

dents used a separate answer sheet to make the compllatlon

of. scores ea51er 8 . . i

LY

! . -

ﬁll questlonnalres for Junlor student teachers

and a 51mllar arrangcment was made for the ‘senior studbnt-

' ]

teachers.. From these mrrangements the random sampllug was
®

-

. done. N _ . . . i P : .

-

In addltlon to colléctuhg the data, G. lewellyn ‘

e - [ T Jpm— -

Parsons stated the hypotheses of this. study in 1967

L - . .o

120

The above menqynned researcher“dec1ded that approxlmately
24 per cent of the : Junlor (f1rst year) and about 40 per

l 1
cent of the senior (fourth ‘and/or flfth year) studept— _ .

L

.teechers yoﬁl&‘make qp-edequate sample.: Th'is decision was.

. " : .
P - i o & . i

1201hid., pp. 33-35.

¥ .
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Form:A was utilized-!

4
N
~J
’

based on the fact that the 51ze of the Junlqr ‘group (717)
_was approxlmately twice. that of the senler group (364) .-

L
The present researcher used random 5amp11ng to

i

seldct the de51gnated percentages.r

The Nature of the I#Strument

-~ . . )
As an operational measure of pupil control ‘ideology,

an’instrument called the Pupil Control Ideology “(P.C.1.)
- & : . v -

o

2! * This .instrument was adapted from

22

the'workiof Gilbert, and Levinson.1 It measured the

[

pup11 contnol _ideology of educat10nal personnel .on dﬁggg;,ﬂa

P
tinuum ranglng from extreme custodlallsm 5 extreme human-

ism, and consisted of 20 items. Response categories were

scored 5, 4, 3, 2, and lk,for Pstrongly Agree ':?gree”,
Wk, .
"undecided", "dlsagrae” ”strongly disagree , respectively-

: . - 2 g - P
Scoring was reversed for items 5 and 13, which a{e positive

P

. to the humanietic‘viewpoipt.' The theoretieal range of the -

ecore'yatied'froﬁ 20 to 100f The higher the:Score, the

more {tustodial the, individual'was judged to be.???

W\ 51m11ar form of the Puplf Control Ideology Instru-

ment, known as Form B and developed by G. Llewellyn Parsons 2

- ’ - * o
121jl1lower, Eidell, and Hoy, The School and Pupll
Control Ideology, HR' cit " pp 3-54.

- -

22@ilbert and Lev1nson, EE' it., pp. '20-34,
; i

r

' 123W1‘11’§!’g,er Eidell, and Hoy, op. ¢it., p. 14. - ..

o
’

"i“Parspns{ op. cit., pp. 68-69.

(.‘,

5

-
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o

from the Mlnnesota Teacher httltude Inventorf“(M T. A.T. ),

was also used to measure certain other aspects of pup11

. control ;deology-not measured by Form A, BT

_ T . 5

The researcher'named above, aided Ey five
e . v _ &=
educator§125 from Memorial University of Newfoundland,

selected from-the M.T A I. ,certaiﬁ'ftems which were con-

sidered to be measwring some aspects of pupll control.

‘Only those items on whlch there was’ unanlmous agreement

were con51dered Altogethe;, sixty -items were selected .
(See Pup11 Control‘Ideology Instrument Form B, in the’

-
Appendlx) ., Rk ms ot “ B

It was, dec1ded to use the 1tems on a Llhert type

;instrument w1th the-respondentS'answer1ng by use ‘of the :'

same response categorlcs as. outllned for Form A PersOns

on the extreme custodial contlnuum could theorctlcaliy
3 ﬂ = . 1 y
Sscore 300 whlle persons extremely humanlstlc could

theoretlcally receive -a score of 60..

" ,_‘ The index of . rellabai1ty ofakhe Pupil Control

&deology Instrumen% Form B tésted by means of the sp11t—-'

half technlque, was found to ‘be_.904, "

L=

The rellablllty of the. Pupll Control - Ideology._.

Instrument was establlshed by the appllcatlon of the

Pearson Product Moment statement to ‘a. sp11t half ‘corre-

LT

1etlon test.' The-resu}t‘was 91 and-the Spearman Brown

-_.__._.
.

formula yielde&jg coefficient of ..95. Thls flrst study

i gl . £ g = i '
. - . * R »
oy N - . » . Lo

i o — ‘e gt ot . .o " »
R LS T T M LT
’ i W ™ -~ . = o % L. .
. " . 2
'y : . \ ! ; L - B " Y .
’ # : 'I b ' ' i .
g . ‘/‘” ’ e = = & G
¥ . ,?’ :-. . ! .

_— .‘. T e
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‘invclfed‘a sampile of.170. Addttienal'studies’ueing the

_ e ' A T | o
half-test -scores in two schools with 55 teache2%?pnoduced
a ceefficient of .83; application of, the Spearman-Brown

"

formula showed a“corrected coefficient: of .91.‘?f The

0 Tesulté indicated a reliable measure of pupil control

‘ . . ‘ ‘l

1deology - _— o i
5

s

The procedure used toavalldate,thc Pupll Control

[ 4

Ideology * Instrument wds based upon prlnc1pals' judgments

'concern1ng the pupil contrcl 1deology of certain of thelr

o

teachers. Pr1nc1pals were asked to read descrlptlons of-

the custodlal and humanlstlc V1ewp01nts and to 1dent1fy

» i

a speclflcd nqmcer of teachers whose ideology was most

like each &cscription. The number of teachers of each “

<J

" ‘type was based on the size of the school A t-test of the .

“difference of the means of two 1ndependent Samples was

appiled “to .test the prediction that teachers Judged to’
hold a custodial ideology-wouldnditfef in mean Puﬁil .Con-

.

trol Ideology Instrument scores- from teachers Judged to

"wl27

hage “a humanlstlc 1deology U51ng a onc-tailed test,

)

:.the calculated t- value was 2 639, 1nd1cat1ng a dlfference

in the expecf%d dlrectlon 51gn1f1cant at’the .01 1eVel.
1 P 1 . (N ;‘.‘

Ba | e
] - 125Wlllower, Efdell and Hoy, op. cit.,.p. 12
a B 127Lb1d.’ P 15,‘ : . - . | . . | } ’;_‘IF

;‘“nud., p. 17 - SR
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As a further check on'the valldlty of the Pup11 ‘
- > g

Control Ideology Instrument ‘the mean scores of pensonnel

L v o_.

in two schools known to. be hUmanlstlc wyere compared w1th

-

R the Pupil Control Ideology Instrume&t scores of personnel

Iln other-schools at the same grade level in the sample

o

Nhllo no statlstlcal analy51s was,made.ln this case,_a
trond in the expcctcd dlrectlon was VlSlble 129 Flnallyc

'a Cross- valldatlon waibggrrlod out u51ng the technlque
. . R Sp—
besed upoh principals' judgment of teachor.{dcology.

Seven schools, five elementary, and two secondary, were _
, )/ used for this purpose j Using a one- talled tost whose
o
calculated T- value was 3.418, "the dlfference in " mean

a s o ‘I.,‘
Pu 11 Control Ideology Instrument scores for teachers;

fs" ot judged to. be CUStOdlal 1n 1dcology and teachers Jjudged ;o
:n; .hl Y be humanlstlc was. 51gn1f1cant at the .001: level n13o” .; s
£; ' i L ,"- The Informatlon Sheet was des1gned to give the .
' ,'Z ~ basic 1nformatlon onlthe background and 51tuat10naL,4 -
".~;‘ 'Varlzbles whlch ‘were to be anquzed in refﬁtlon to the-

dependent varlable-—pupll control ideolagy. Each student-
teacher was asked to glve his/her name on the sheet to'

a551st_1n determining the exact-populatlon. The information

»', e

. .~ .was kept in the 3trictest confidence. .
- B ‘229 . . o P v
. ‘- Ibid., p. 17 F : Lo o
: . . e . s ¥ om : * -
= ‘-;. ) - & X i - : a . . ) i g i i o
. _ ) i301b1d' B ) ..
B a s o - - :’ I" ..
g -
. v . ‘. L3
_I . ( A - L - - I - ’
) : i - ° 5 ' T V.
& i . c. ’ ' -
’ v B - - -8 o N 4
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The Treatment of the - Data T ‘ S

The - data werc first analyzed to determ;ned whlch

—

;6?\the 51tuat10na1 varlables or background factors were

related to the hypotheses of the study. The relat1on—
Shlps between and among the variables were . then con51é

¥

. The third step' was to relate the variables in ‘the

| background data to the Pup11 Control Ideology scores. for

I : n;:&!"‘?‘

Form. A of the Instrument._ The total Pupil Control Ideology

scoras for all members of_the sample and the mean score for

-all.members of the sample were obtained. Each-variable .

[ - ] ' i . ’_2‘
was then related to the Pupll Control Ideology 'scores.
\ v
u51ng ana1y51s of varlance, F- ratlo or t test- for 51gn1-

- flcant differcnce between.certain groups or mcans, the

Scheffe ‘test to locate’ where the difference lies; grodUct-

-

moment correlatlon (zero order) to find the correlatlon
hetween a certa1n var1able for example age, Gend Pupll
Control IdeOIOgy scores-;. and partlal éorreldtlon to
' control for each varlable 1n turn. ‘- B
The fourth step was an, anaIy31s of the items in
Ferm A of the Pupll Coﬂtrol Ideology Instrumeﬁ”._ In 'tl

order to do thls,‘the mean, the - standard dev1at10n ‘and,

o

the varlance for - each of the 1tems 1 ‘to 20 were obtalned e

]
“Then the var1ab1es were related to the 1tem wﬁﬁch'recelvéd‘

the leweet,scone;'also,‘to ‘the .item wh1ch received the



T_;background data. to the Pupllﬁﬁontrol Ideology scores for

highést ‘score. - : ' . S o LT ;

The ‘fifth step was to relate the varlables in' the'

[

:; E
1

" Form B of the Instrumeng.' Theytotal Pppll Control

ldeblogy scores for 'all members of the sample'were ob-

tained. Each variable was then related to .the Pupil Con-

g, -

trol Ideologywscores u91ng analys1s of varlance, F-ratio ¢

' ]

or t-test ‘for 31gn1f1caﬁt d1fference between certaln groups
or means,'the Scheffe\test to locate where the d;fferente
lies; productgmoment cpprestlon (zero orderl to f1nd the .
torrelation between a certaln variable, forjexeggpe;'age}

aod_Pupil Con%rol Idedlégyfscoresg and pariial-eorrelation:

L -

“Io:controllfof'each‘wafiaﬁl inilurn e St

‘:» . The sixth- step was an ana1y515 of the 1tems in
Form B of the Pup?l Control Ideology Instrument ‘In, ordeT
to do tth, the mean, the standard deV1at1onY and thc §

variance for eaeh of the items 1 to 60 wefe]obtalned..

> K ‘ f“

Then the Varlables were related to the ktem whlch recelved

' r '-‘a-

the 1oweSt store, also, to tﬁe item whlch recelved the,

P " Y . ‘ .
¥

F1na11y,lthe items rn "Form A and Fofm B (comblned)

hlghest ‘score. .
of the. Pup1l Control Ideology Instrument were analyzed

In order to-ao th1s,:the mean, the standard deV1at10n,‘, h
'_and the var1ance for each of the 1tems i to 80 were. obtaﬁyed

Once aga1n, the varlables were related to the 1tem Whlch
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E received the lowest score, also, to the 1tem Wthh

Tecelved tﬂ?’hlghest score,

-

SUMMARY

. .8

3 The purpose of thls chapter was to . dlscuss the

procedures and methodologx.emyleyed in conductlng the’-

1nvest1gat10n.

.

Informatlon on the measures ofxpupll

[

control ideology whlch were used in testlng the hypotheseg

., Was presented

'partic1pants

e’

-

It further &éscrlbed the selectlen of the ~

the administration of the 1nstrument and

*

, the\statistical,treatment of the data.
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+ CHAPTER Iv'

CANALYSIS' T: TESTING THE HYPOTHESES. USING* -
“?’ . THE PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY L e
e T INSTRUMENT (FORM_A) |

INTRODUCTION

The varlab es of this research were analyzed byethe_ﬁ

Al

- 1: | ;Pupll Control Ideology Instrument (Form A), the Pup11
p . Control Ideology InstrUment (Form B), and also bg A |
;""' .comblnatlon of thege two 1nstruments The emplrlcal

h:“ ‘ flndlngs on the hypotheses as measured by“the Pupil Control

f'Instrument 1Fonn h),'and ‘the result‘*of the statlstlcal

-

'j;ﬁ o ana1y51s of the data relevant to each of these hypotheses

are_ Q;ehwnted in- thls Chapter ?‘ ¢ S " ¥

3

,q: The maln purpose of thls study wa's,;.to 1nvest1gate

g the dlfferences between the attltudes toward pupll control

(pupll control 1deology) of Junlor student teachers or

- " g

.f-fffi_'those in thelT first year of tralnlng and the attltudes of
| senior student teachers or those 1n their fourth and/or f
:flfth year, and to show the relatlonshlps between such -

dlfferences‘of attltudes and certaln 51tuat10n4ﬁ varlables
";o : yIW1th this. purpose 1n mlnd thg chapter w111 analyze the:
-:ebove mentloned attltudes in relatlon to such bﬂckground

:factors or srtuatlonal varlables as: age ahd sex of



) )
’ 77,
iy _s:tuder}t—t‘:‘eaclpr'xers; size and type of s‘cﬁUoLI;':where the
student-teacher received his/her elementary and secondary . :
‘edugation; kind of-education. program in-.v;».rhi_ch the stud'en.t-‘
teha'ch.er is eﬁtered‘“ amount‘_o_f-_teachingex‘periehcelt}aei ' '
. student- teacher has had: . : |
i = LA, . The hypptheses were tested by the}‘ use of ana1y51s
‘ of var1ance, the Scheffé multlplc comparlson of means“‘ | . s
test the t- test and the Pearson product moment corre-’ | .
L o latlon coeff1c1ent g The zeTo order partlal correlat';.on .
X | . coeff1c1ent and covarlance were used as control technlques.“ ,\—
. @ ' A-lso,*the hypotheses were accepted or rejected at the 3
| '_ level of s\agnlflcance. . " wd - , . ‘
f,_:_..u;.;._}' - Ratlonale for the Major Hmothesm - _}.u- s E .
| ] Restraints upon beha\rlour are a pérvasnre partl of-r |
*’ -, group 11fe ' Such restralnts may take the form of rules, 2
N en ’ norms, or expectatlons for b‘eha\rlour in a part1cular role., LI .‘
/ . ‘ The sch‘ool 50c1ety has }3:11 of these restralnts ‘Vas well asl_;,l' bl
Lo the-sanctmns that encourage compllance, ‘to regulate S A
I relat.lons ‘among 151ts members.k But. as has béén mentlo;j‘fd P : f
‘ o 1n the, conceptual framework the ‘pube11c sc;hoo]: is'a- N
"o . ‘special t)rpe of organlzatmn‘smce 1ts clllentele 15“1511- " A
.-'\. ) b selected A college orI unlversuy on the’ other hénd TS
L —’Q' does not face the same probllem és the public schoo.} ‘ o ﬂ" ‘
D Though the service is 51m1lar to that offered by the ' ._“r; '
) I_\P.ubllc scho_ol the element of selectfvitsr at thle level 15' | V’fs ) -
R 2 : ! y o Y R . :
! Cl , ! : 7 - S \ o
. o



" variable, year, at unlver51ty,,and it ylelded.an F- ratlo

Co e ~ 78

- Y

not necessarlly the. same for elther the organ1zat10n or

the client.. In most cases both exert control or ch01te

“in the selection that takes place. Thus, the attltudes
:of the college or unlver51ty and the publlc school toward
'the need for pupll controi are. probably quxte dlfferent'
::and 1t was upon this ratlonale that the major’ hypothe51s

| of the study (hypothe51s one) was based \\ LSRR

5 -
" .

-

Hypoth651s One - B T

a It was hypothe51zed that the attltu es of junlor,

(first year) student-teachers toward pupll contrpl,would
: , . v - ‘ SR S ]

'be,different from these oftsenior (fourth and/or fifth~

‘year) student- teachers in that those students in their .

.. final year would have had.c0n51derab1e exposurb to e;x\

soc1ety‘Mhere1n both the organlzatlon and the client

. exert’ control or ch01ce in the selection that takes place.

. e 2

As a consequence the sen{er student teachers would be_

ﬂ%re humanlstlc in pupll control 1deology - g :*
‘ USlng the Pup11 Control Ideology Instrument

- -

(Form A analysls of variance .was computed on the

LW

" 0£.8.0706 with_ 3 and 318 degrees of freedom ‘which is

31gn1f1cant at’ the, .05 1evel ef confldence 'To_highlight,

P the'dlffereqces between the-pupll qont:ol 1§eoldgy'6ff,

_juniortstudent-teachers and that 6f'student*tedchers int~

the final year, three t-tests were periprmed as follows:



AT

»

%

(1) _bethween,first year student—te‘acher"s and - /" ‘
. fourth year st‘udent-teachers,‘which geire a
‘t-value pf'at.sz with 263’"’ degrees of freedom,

and this is signifieant' at the .05 r_le\vel of

- ' _ confldence; ) T N

(11) “between -flrst year ertudent teachers and

) flfth year student teachers, Whlch ylelded .

" a‘t-value, of 2_.94 w,1th 195 degrees™ of freedom, |
a‘nd thi’-s ‘i:s' significant at the .05 level of

4

'confldence“ A o , mBy 1

(iii) between first year student teachers an’d £ourth ’\

v A

and f,lf‘Ehl year student-teachers combined, th.ch

resulted ‘in a t-valye of 4,92 wlth 305 degrees _

©.of freedom, and thls 15 51gn1f1cant at ‘the .0.5

. .'level of confldence. - /

o+

.«As a result of the ANOVA and the“ varlous t- test’s:

‘9

hypothe51s one was - accepted whlch means that there were
51gn1£1cant dlfferences in thé att;tuﬂ“@ to ard pup11

‘ control of JUTllOI‘ (f;Lrst year) student - teachers and. senlor
(fourth and/or flfth year) student teachers 1n that the

attltudes of the latter were more humanlstlc. =

-
- &

) The acceptance of the maj or hypothes:.s (hypot}res:t.s
N
one) nece551tated control for the varlable, yea'r at . -:'-.

. unl-ver51ty, when each' of the ‘other-hypotheses of’ th'e stu&y Wb

‘was "tested Iience., an ANOVA was computed for each of the

1‘1

other hypotheses while controllmg for year ek un1ver51ty, . "3




‘ in. an attemptsto fnsure thaq the dlfferences }n attltudes
" . toward pupll Gontrol (pupll control 1deology) were not
 %  ~caused by the SQC1allzatIop of the t;alnlng program. :‘ _ .-'i e F
ey “s' ] . Table Lﬁﬁp;gsents the mean pupll control -

“scores relatlve to year ‘at university, and 1t 1nd1cates

F “' I- . ' v
Yt ew :chearly why.hyppthesxs ope‘was accepted.' ‘
. ' “B s . : e . ‘ -
; i - - i _,{"_‘ ' ' h R L o Mg
. _Table- 14 0 e s B ol B0 5 o

AP 'Year.at Univérsity by Mean Pupil Control . o B
o s es 00 Ideology Scores as Measured by Form A oL

..-: .)\ ‘ X . ) : . , . ) . l‘ 0 R
e . . ' R S -: L g E . =Y . - ’. v
>, " Year at Univérsity | Number of Cases * Mean Score
F . . =5 . L 9 R
e G N P ' i %

oo Erst . . ol otase | Uszizez.

. Fourth . . T 110 | 149,709
- g . . Y ’ 5 | . LA ) .. . o . . \
i Fifth SRR 38, | .49.842

A ‘ngn Score for the Sample.= 51.882 ~° . -~

T g g N ~ , g . . . . i
y .
B w

e & e . . . &
’Hﬂﬂﬂaj~ﬁ'f o ' 'Table 15 presents a comparison®of tha=mean pupil ‘
ey control 1deology scores on the ba51s of the var1&¥le; year _f
v g e RET . s - d
. at unlver51ty, as shown by the»t-testsL 4 3
'.u‘ : * C . | ’:p.-
1 A, . N
: ) . . o
i . s T
) . T = . 3
] ' e .
' | .Il l‘ ':n
i 45‘ o = 5 I - i - i1
. Yo a i
¢ ! . = L = : . == e
. . = L] e ' q
= . - y p " , " " \ - N .
Ay . L 4 Ao
” E . . o ’ '. .'( x
: '}u;l: ¥ . .. ;
-0‘. . o . ; . " W ..\‘. ) ; . M . Lo " H (%
G . . g ¢
E 4 ‘ . -
se w ‘! ‘ ¥ 4 e I - _
. - e '. 2 ,- § . . 1
] § ] T ': '. \ ~ . .



\

TN

, . Table 15

"

A Comparlson of the -t-values of the Mean Pup11 L8
Control .Ideology Scores for ' ;

A

-‘_ Year at. Unlver51ty as,é Measured by- Form A

. Year at
University:

. Number -

o? Cases

" Mean
Score
¢

-

Standard

; Deviation

First

_ Fourth

159

. ¢ 190

L d

© 53.7924
~ 49.7001

.1

7.592-"
" 6.80?'[

L

4.52.

First

. Eifth

159
- 38

- 53.7924

49.8421 -

17.592:

6.728 ..

2.9 -,

First

. Fourth' and Fifth

159
i48

53,7924

7.592

6.764" -

"

4.92

M

Hypothesis Two

t-v;ai&@ .
R

49,7432 ;
"Leveﬂ of Significance < .05
1 ° ' ‘ .
. . . I' ,. d § ot
Wlllower, Eldell, and Hoy had shown a“TEIﬂtlonshlp
between age and pup;l controk ;deology for elementary and .
secpndary school teachers in that oLder elementary and f”
"secendary scheol teachers (over 50 years) tended to have . .
. .
"a more custodiallstlc pup11 controi 1%§olegy than-younger
elementary and second(%y,schoel teachers (20 "to 29 years)
@ _a.
That -a relatlonshlp begween age and pupil contrq}.;deologyh f'
. ‘ L] ““'r' r B 3 n ¥ -‘ B g ".";- ‘“ :ﬁ'l
Ibﬂd.%:pﬁ} 27-28 ;ﬁ” o ) ;;%wi
’{;\ _,.,r-‘ : 1 :_,: ' L . T .
i P "0..1 .o, _‘-r- Lo ‘;;-l 3( '_"ba. " . R . ﬂ_ I‘I‘“. " R
AT . W AL s -
:ull - o ', .. f - l" 'UL_' 1:‘:;,“9:’ ‘ !I%,(Li'\kl =
. ,__J . - . . | _ -.’:'~ . * k l‘.



" parts. .Thqu,jt.was hypothesized that age would make a

.difference in the pupil.control Tdeclogy of student- i

; o _ ‘ n 7 .
would be establlshed for st¢dent teachers was an assumpgiggh

of thlS siudy, ‘but it was thought that younger student-

o

teachers would be ;ess.hum&nlstlc than their older counter-

a

¢

‘teachers, %nd that the younger'student—teachérs would be-

L'

less humanistic than the older ones.

: §
Computation of analysis of variance on the mean
' . I

.pupil control ideGLOgy_age'écores for student-teachers

yielded an F-ratio of 3.5798 with 3 and 318 degreeé,of ).

.;ffeedom. Performance of a t-test between student-teacher&

N
aged 16 to qp years and those aged 31 years .and over gave *

"a t-value of 2.15 w1th 320'degrees of freedom. Both

: results are significant at the,.OS level of confidepde,

.so_hypofhesis two was acgepted, as age did make a signi- 5

ficant difference in the pupil control ideology of student-
teachers. .It was also found that -the younger student- .

teachers were not as humanistic as their older colleagues. -

o

Table 16 gives the age groups that were used to

dqterm}ne theaE ratlo ‘It also gives the mean pupil
Rt

control yﬁeology,scores relative to these age groups.

2
Table 17 gives an analysis of variance summary on °
the relationship between pupil control ideology scores and

the&age of student-teachers. : . a ;



Table 16

-'Age in Years by Mean Pup11 Control
eology Scores as Measured by Form A

- * -r
v Age in. Years Number of Caées_ Mean'séore
16 -.20 . . 176 . - 5Z.949
21 - 25 SR A & S 50.781
26 - 30 19 71 s1.579,
31 and over | | C13 ol 47,538 ¢ '

51.882

Mean Score for the Sample

Table 17 C,
Results of One-Way Analysis of Varlance on <’
'+ ' the Relationship between Pupil Control .
. Ideology Scores and Age as Measured by Form A

Source of - "~ - Sum of Degrees Mean .| F-ratio .
Variance - Squares of 1 Square |’
' - Freedom 3
‘&_ . 1= - -
Between Groups | -  586.008 3 - | 195.336 | 3.5798
Within Groups | - 17352.055 | 318 54.566 |
' Total - | 17938.063.} 321 .

.
T

ér



Hyﬁethesie Three

The roles assigned ;d'men and women by Western

- society combined with-the differences in'both mental

: outlook and pny51ca1 characterlstlcs of the two. sexes,

‘would males.

prov1de a. ratlonale for the hypothe515 that female

’attltudes toward pup11 control differ from those of male

Hence,’1t was hypothesized that female student- teachers

would be more humanlstlc in. pupll control ideology than

1
o

J
The computatlon of aﬁeiys1s of varlance on the .
L

me an pup11 control 1deology 'scores relative to the sex. o
the student teachers gave an F- ratlo of 4.5566 w1th 1 an

318 degrees of freedom " This result is 51gn1f1cant at

84

S\

f
d

the . 05 level of confldence, thus, hypothe51s three was'

accepted When at- test was used to dlchptomlze between

the pupil control 1deelogy scores of male and- female

R

.
o «Bep

P

-control 1de010gy scores on the basis of the sex of the

sfﬁdent—teachers, a t-value'qf 2.135 with 318 degfees of

freedom was found, which result confirmed.the acceptance
of the hypothesis. Therefore, female'etudeﬁtjteachefs

were found to be more humanistic in pupil control

‘ideology than were“males.f

.Table 18 gives a-eemperison of'the»mean pupil

student teachers as: shown by the t-test.

redy ¢

_
Y -

¢
@
5

T
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Table 18

.35

A Comparlson of the Mean Pupil Control Ideology
Scores for Male-and Female

]

_Student Teachers_as Measured by Form A

Sex Number  Mean Sfandarq t-value
- of .Score Deviation o
Cases e - -
. Male 172 52.721 *.7.439 2.135
Female |~ 148 . 50.946 7.398 -

Level of'Significance'<.0&

_xpothe515 Four

: A

i B

1t was assumed that if thene ‘were more teachers in

the school there mlght ‘be a more d1vers1f1ed school

program

This dlver51f1cat10n could lead to meetlng the

needs of more students, which dlverslflcatlon could in

turn mean that pupll control would not be as r1g1d

g

Thus,‘

1t was hypothe51zed that the size of the elementary school

- from which they came would affect the pupll control

-

R~

ideology .of student-teéachers in that those who came’ from

1arge elementary schools would be more humanistic than

"~ those who came from small elementary schools.

IfAnalysié of yerience computed on the mean puoil'V

control ideoiogy scores relative to size of elementary
, : - :

- school attended gave an F-ratio o%"U.QSQQ'with 4 anﬁa§17"

4

‘the .05 level of confidence,

rejected.

Udegrees of freedom.

This result is not significant at

so hypothesis four was -

Hence,, size of elementery_schooi attendedidid

L]



)

".Tnot make-any 51gn1f1cant dﬁfference in the pup11 control

Y

- 1deology Of student teachers._ Two t-tests were used in
= . , . . ) ’ P
thlsfﬁay. ' : : : , .

(1) _betweenfeyehentary échools of'l to 8 c1ass-"

[

rooms and those of 9 classrooms and over, .
'whlch gave a t- value of D Sl Wlth 320 degrees _

of_freedom;db L B

'(ii) between elemeﬁtary‘sdhools of 1 to 5 class—”
rooms and those of 6 classrooms, and gver,f
¥ n : hhlch gave a t- value of -0%.79 with 320

‘degrees of freedom.'

f

These results are not sxgnlflcant at the .. Oéflevel of
"confldence, hence they confirmed the reJectlon of the ";f“

hypothe31s. . 2 _,L ﬂ’_. : ~..“ .

. Table 19 presents the size of elementary school
\

.by number of classrooms whlch categorles of size were.

1} .

-used to determine thelF ratlo. The mean pupil control

1deology scores .relatilve to the size- of the elementary

.

‘o

" “school attended are also presented

.

Table 20 presents a summary of the mean pUpll
'control 1deology scores based on the size of elementary
school ‘attended as shown by the t-tests. -

D’J ) -
a -t ‘o,
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.f able 19 a
-Size, of Elementar School Attended{by Mean
, Pupll Conxrol ideology Scores as Measured by .Form A
‘- Size of . . Number of Mean
Elementary School Cases ” Score
1»-“2 classrooms. ’ 72 52.167
3 -5 classrooms o 68 52.353 :
6 -8 classrooms f"‘ 59 51,559
-12 classp00m§ . 48 50.125
+13 classrooms andover’ 75 52,560 .
' Mean Score for the:Sample =. 51.882 -
‘4 . )
- Table 20 !
Summary of the Mean Pupil Control:
' Ideology Scores for Size of Elementary,
School httended as Measured by Form A
- "-’-H-’_ i I 2
Size of ‘School Number _,ﬂ;ﬂe&n’”f‘ Standard |t-value
o whal Score | .Deviation :
i_———| GCases -
.1- - 8 classroois 199 52,0502 7.831 v
. ’ : , . =0.51
9 classrooms .and < ' : . '
‘over 123 5§1.6097 | . 6.884
1.- 5 classroons 140 52.2571° | '8.146
S X : -0.79
. 6 classrooms and -
over . 182 51.5934 6.924
«03

Level of Significance >



-t

3 for schools of. 13 classrooms and over. Use’ of a Scheffé

=, . Relative to Secondary edocatiqn, it was

, .’:‘ . . - g5

-

From Table 19 it should be noted that pupll control .

. 1deology 5core5 decrease (become more humanlstlc) as the

2 S i

elementary shcools 1ncrease in size from 1 classroom to- 12 x>

. \
; classrooms, however, these scores become least humanlstlc

A1

"L;Mult;ple Comparison of’ MeaQs Test to make-’ a11 p0551ble

cqpparlsons between the various size categorles as 11sted

;n Tab}e‘lg; showed that for the Jﬁn1or (first year)

" student-teachers, Group 5 (13 classrooms and over) compared

‘well wfth all the ‘other groups except Group 4 Where the

-~

comparlson was .L?S, However,'foﬁ the senior [fourth'ond/

or flfth year) student teachers, Group 5 compared well Wlth-

- all the other groups except Group -1 and’ there the compar-

ison wae, 156 Also w1th the Scheffé Test for the

]unlor student- teachers there was a 51gn1f1cant F- ratlo
.(2.94], while for the senior student-teachers there was ‘a

non-significant F-ratio (0.82). -Thus did the Scheffé

affirm the results.of the ANOVA and confirm the fejection_okl

the hypothesis.

Hypothesis Five

hypothesi;ed with regird to the variable, fype of

" secondary schoql, that those student-teachers who ' -
.attendéd Regional High Schools would have, a more

humanistic pubil control ideology than those who attended

either Central High Schools or All-Grade Schools.



'“1; ‘L‘L'-ne' Ana1y51s of. varlance was computed on the mean
:‘pupll c0ntrol 1deology scores concernlng the type of
‘se;ondary sch;ol attended The computatlon y1e1ded an
F‘ratlo of 1.6680 with 3 and 317 degrees of freedom This
15 not 51gn1f1cant at the .05 Ievei" of confidence and the
’ hypothe51s wa’s rejected 'However, it should be nétea
k that when’ analy51s of varlance was computed for Junlor
(flrst year) sgudent teachers only, there was an. = ratlo
. of 4. 1582 with 3 and 168 degrees of freedom, which is
2 ‘51gn1f1cant at the .05 level. of gonfldenc,e. \Br'senlor
s '(fou.rth and/or fifth year) stuoent-_teecht_;i's only, the
F—ratio was 2. 1395 with 4 end 145 degrees of fteedom end
although this result is not 51gn1f1cant at the .05 level
of confldence, it does show that student teachers from

Reglonal Hlﬁh Schools are generally more humanlstlc in

pupil control 1deology, as does the F- rat10 (1 6680) for .

v 0 @

all the student—teachers. Also, the performance of t- tests :

:betweeo ‘

‘ (1) Reg1onal High Schools and All- Grade Schools

e . . - "gave a t-value of 1.73 with 216 degrees of

i P -freedom, which 1%,not 51gn1f1c§nt at. the 105-

g 'level of conf1dence but which does show a

| '\j 4 "trend in _the dlrectjlon of the hypothesis
(student-teechers'who attendedjﬁegtonal High_

Schools are more humanistic in pupil



", the senior student teachers only (Table. 23); in order to

‘Reglenal ngh-zchools

'5.;:7 control 1deology) _

3 .(ii) Regional ngh thools and Central ngh ..'
lf . School's gave a t value of 2. 02 with 181

. 'degrees of freedbm wh&ch 1S 51gn1f1cant afg .

" the .05 chel of confidence. -

Tt 'is necessary to peruse tﬁé mean pu?il cgﬁtroli

idgoloﬁy scores for all the student-teachers (Table 21), ¢

for the juniér studenf—téachers oﬁly-(TaBle 22), and for'

\

see that there was a 51gn1f1cant differgnce 1n pupil

_control 1deology for those student-teachers who attended =

Table 21

Type of Sccondary School Attended by Mean Pup11
. Control Ideology Scores for All :
Student Teachers as Measured by Form A

"Type,of School 3 . Number of : Mean Score.
i ’ ) " Cases$ P A '
A11 Grade . ; o o115 52,209
Central ngh (CFs. 7 - 11) | - 80, - 52,8370
Reglon§1 High (Grs. - 1), 105 50.553
‘Other : o - 23 52,565

Mean Score for All Student - teachers = 51,860 :}
' . e . . ; v
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RO . Table 22 .

Type of Secondary School Attended by~ Mean Pupll

Control Ideology Scores for Junior
Student Teachers  as Measured hy Form A

]

‘N"

Table 23

‘Control Ideolegy Scores for Senior.

‘ Type of School ] Number of Mean Scoré
AT - JZ% C4dses =
’ t‘,‘:{' l\ ’ ‘ .
‘All- Grade e 40 © 55,075
~Central ngh (Grs T =311} o 58 ‘_55.155
“Regional High (Gr§&% - 11) 60 55,117
Other A N P . 55,786
.Mean Score fer Junior StuéentJteacBers = 53,779 .

S

13

ff' Type of Secondary School Attended by Mean Pup11

Student Teachers as Measured by Form A-
Type of School, . N .. Number of . Mean'Score‘
: : g . 1 Cases . ~ :
Al1-Grade * f ‘ © 75 50.680
‘-Central High (Grs. 7 -11) ‘ 22 \-' 49.767 .
Regional. High (Grs. 9.- 11). .. 43 46.727
'Other - . A« * 47.556
; i f .
Mean Score for Senior %tudent-teacﬁers‘= 49l?07

Y .m-m‘ro';a.'_!g '
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'H)rpotheses Six and Seven

1deology in ‘that the former would be more -‘hn.lmanlstlc:.”2

' d1rectlon was expected among student- teachers, therefore

i @0 @ . o" ’ ' ‘ I

e

Wlllower, Eldell Y and Hoy had predlcted and tested

the .'predlctlon or hypothe51s-that elementary and secondary

school teachers would diflf'er ‘wi"th regard to pupil céntrol

b 4

o seems loglcal to assume that elementary school pupils,

when compar‘ed w1th secondary pupils, are less threatenlng

‘to teac_her status because they are younger, smaller 1,11

.size, and relatively more immafure. This assumption
¥ E '

o

'_becom'es stronger still when primary school pupils are

-compareds with. secondary puplls. A trend in thie ' e

- it was hypofhesued that _s'tudent—teachers reglster_ed in

e

“the Primary and Elemerntary ‘education programs would be

.. more humanistic in pupil control ideology than' those

1

reglstered in the ngh School educatlon program. v

Computatlon of analysis of varlance for the mean

“pup—il 'contro“l 1deology scores of stude - eachers reglstered'

in the varlous education programs at Memorlal University of

- Newfoundland gave an Feratio of 0:1632 with - 4 ‘and 317

degrees of free‘dom. " This nr‘esult *is not 51gniflioant at the

~ .05 level, of con"fidence, so hypo.thésis six and hypothesis

\

seven were rejected. When a t-test was used to dlchotomlze

bg,tween student teachers/ln the Prlmary educatmn program

2
»

IMTbads,; pe 20
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and those in the High School educatlon program/ at- value
of 0 60 w1th 163 degrees of freedom resulted. Per-
formanCe of a t-test between student—teachers in the’

Elementary educatlon program ‘and those 1r1 the High Sth_ool‘

.educatlon program resulted in a t~va1ue of -0. 60 with 269

,degrees of freedom. These results are™not 51gn1flcant at .

"the .05 ievel of Canldcnce, and confirm the re;ectlon of -

the two hypotheses, which means that there -wére no 51gn1-

i_flcant dlfferences in pupil control 1deology among student-;

-

'teachers reglsiered in the Prlmary, Elementary, -and ngh

Al

School educatlon programs at Memorlal University of

Newfoundland.- A

‘ Tabie;24 gives'tﬁe'méan‘pupil cbnfrolliéoology'

. scores according’to the edu&"rion program~in which rhe

student teachers were .registered at Memor1a1 Unlver51ty

of - Newfoundland

Table724 . -

b e o . B ® i
Educatlon Program in which Reglstered by Mean ‘
Pupil Control Ideology Scores £ o . fr
. as ‘Measured by Form A ) : - ‘\
Education Program- 1 Number of Mean Score |
. at .M.U.N. ' : 3 Cases oo “
T, : e
Primary 33 51 303
Elementary . . 139 ' 51.655
High School (4 years) .o 71 ] . 52.18
'High.School (5| years) L 61 - 52,197
' Physical Education . | . 18 ©52.444

Mean Scbre for the Sample =. 51.882
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l othe515 Eight - . 0w gt R

' TRy
1= Wlllower, Eidell, and'Hey hypotheSLZed and showed B, 7 -
a . that less ,experienced- teachers at both the elementary and - ®

the secondary levels were More’ humanlstlc in pupll control

133
‘ﬁan thelr mOre experlenced colleagues. It .was assumed

s

el : 0E °
‘that a trend in this direction would be found among };’ . ¥

,student-teachere, and it was hypothesized that student-~ « ° ;
teachers with no teaching experience yould be more- LI A
. e ! .

'humanistic in pupil conﬁrol idedlegyuthan those with

teaching experlepce .

i
- it

L

~ When ana1y51s of variance was computed on the

e rad -9

o :
mean pupil control 1deology scores o£ student teachers S

° 9 ¥

1.1934 with 3 and 31% degrees of freedom which is not ,44P

'agnlflcant at the .05 leve&ﬁﬁ?\@onfldence. Performance )

, $ =
f:of a t- test between student teachers with- teachlng o

R

¥ -
iw1th regard to teach1ng experience, it gave-an F- ratio of . .
|

\

I

!

..’“ experlence and those ‘with pl teaching experience resulted
-+ in a t- value of -1.16 with 320 degrees of freedom, and

this is not 51gn1f1cant at the .05 level of confidence.
f

Thus, hypothe31s eight was rejected, whlch mean§ that

student- teachers with no teachlng %xperlence ‘were not

' “
more Hhmanlstlh 1n.pup11 control ideology than those Wlth

L ; = [

-

teachlng experlence .

’ Table 25 presents the years of experlence grouplngs

o A8 % mmed tadw . " ,
" ’ I._blq--,.PchB. . . . - -
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on -which the P-rat%gﬂwag computed. It also presents fﬁb
mean pupil control i%gplogy scores with regard to teaching

%%%Xperience or the lack of it, which scores show that‘as
teachlng e%perlence 1ncreased pupil control 1de010gy
became more humanlstlc ‘ $ )

: | T%ble 26 presents a. comparlson oFS the mea;\;GﬁiL
ﬁﬁr':lcontrol 1deology scores as measured bffahe t-dest. -
= : Y
Table ;S
;g, % Teaching Experlence by Mean Pupll
o : _ Control Ideology Scores
i ‘ ' -as Measured by Form A
RIS
- “*  Teaching Experiencé~ Number ﬁf- Mean Score
R ' ' Cases
o ety % Y v
" : None 214 Pl |
s 7 R 3 years' 68 :|1-7 s52.000
.2 74 - 6 years i =28 - 50,143
) ] 7 Ye;rs and qvefﬂ 12 49,167
" , . ' -
: . ‘
Mean Score for the Sample = 51.882;
o R Table 26

L1

Scores for Teaching Experience.
as: Measured by Form A

"A Comparison-of the Mean Pupil Contro]?ldeology

N

L
Teaching" Number: of Mean ~ Standard” t-value
_Experience Cases Score Deviation ' )
; ° Teaching ’ ol
Experience 108 51.2037 . 6.661 y o8
I j, u e . . '1-16
. No Teaching : :
-« Experience 214 . 52,2243 7.847

Level of”Signifitance->.05

]
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S .~ SUMMARY

This chapter 1nve5t1gated the hypotheses of the

istudy as measured by Form A of the Pupil Control Idedlogy

_Instrument.. The major findings of the investigatlon are

summarized in this section of the chapter. The major
hypothesis of this® study dealt with differences in the

aLfi;udes toward pupil control @fﬁjunior (first year) *and

" senior (fourth and/or fifth year) student-teachers, in/that

the attitudes of the latter are more humanistic.: This

- hypothesis was significant at "the .05 level of confidence

= v
- *

as. determined by analysis of variance and several t-tests.

_ Differences in the attitudes toward pupil control of

- .

. junior and senior student-teachers were also seen in.

relation to some of the other hypotheses,“especially-ﬁith
regard to the variables--size of elementary school and.
type of seconddry school attendéd. Because of these

significant differences in'the attitudes toward pupil .:

Y

control (pupil control ideelogy)ef junior and sehior

student-teachers, 1t was necessary to control for the

’

variable, year at un1ver51tx, when dealing w1th hypotheses .

Two through Eight. | - s

It was hypoth351zed that age wouid make a dlfference

‘1n the pupil control ideology of student teachers, and that

younger student-teachers .would be less humanistic in their
+ 1 .

o

Jf&
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attltudes toward pupil control than older student teachers
ThlS hypoth951s ‘was accepted, as age d1d make a 51gn1f1cant
dlfference in. pup11 controi 1deology, and younger q;udent-
: teachers Yere less humanlstlc than the older ones.

The hypothesis deallng with male and female
student~teachers stated ‘that females® weuld ‘be more
5-heﬁanist§e,}n_bupil control ‘ideology, and‘tﬁis hypothesis |

‘wes.aecepted as it was_signifieant at the .05 level of- N
- coﬁfidence. . : | , |
It'wes:hypotheeized‘;hat-phe si;e of the
'h,eleheytafylsehobi attended would affect pppillcontrol-
) ideoiogﬁ ip;fhat tkose.studeqf-teachefs'who attended
large elementéry schools would be more humeﬂésfic in
pupil control than those who attended small.elemenfary
schools. However, analysis offzz?Tﬁqgf and t- tests
showed that there was no 51gn1f1cance at the .05 --.
confidence level, so this hypothesis was rejected.

The hypoth651s that dealt w1th secondary educatlon )
'malntalned that student teachers who attended Regional
; ngh Sethls would be more human15t1c6u1pup11 control
ideology" than tho;e who attended eitﬁer Ceptfal High
Schools or h}1€£rade Schools. Again, there was no

significence'éf the .05 level.of:confidence,aand'the ‘
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.hypothe51s was rejected but it showed that student-

!

teachers from /Regional ngh Schools were generally more
humanlstlc than student- teachet; from any other type of
legh School. Also, when ana1y51s of variance was computed
-for the. junior (first year) student-teachers only, thexe
'was a significant F -ratio (4, 1582) and the mean pupil |
control 1deology score for those junior student teachers
who attended Reglonal ngh Schools was 515117, ‘whereas. .
the mean score for those who attended other types of
'High School ranged'from 55 to 56 l

There were two hypotheses deallng with the

educat1on program in thCh reglstefed and it was thought
that those student teachers in the Pr:mary and Elementary
programs would be more humanlstlc in pupll control 1deology
_than those in the ngh School program. However, nelther
the hypothesis dealing W1bh,student~teachera in the .
Primary eoooation program, nor the hypothedis dealing

'with student-teachérs in the Elementary education program -
"‘was:signifiéant at the..OS-level of conf{oence, so .each
.‘hypothesiﬁhﬁas tejected This means that there wereénodga_
151gn1f1cant dlfferences among q§1:udent teachers in the
Prlmary, Elementary, and H1gh School edueatlon programs.
at Memorial University of Newfoundland with regard to
pup11 control ideology.

The last hypothesis was concerned with the

'teaohing-experlence_of ﬁtudent-teachers, and 1t1was

-, "



hhypothesized that-student-teéchérs with no teaching
experlence would be more: humanlstlc in pupll control

1deology than those with teachlng experlence. When

analysis of variance wa§ computed, the‘Ffratlo fpuna‘

(1.1934) was not significant,-at the .05 level of

confidenée, so this hypbfhe;ig was rejected. Performance

of a t-test showed a,tfeﬁ& in the ;ppqéite direction to

that hypothe51zed a§'sfﬁdent;teachers'with‘no teaéhing‘ b
-experlence were less humanlstlc 1n pupil control 1deology

than those with teachlqg expérlencet Indeed,-perusal,

" of the mean- pupil control ideology scores showed that as

teaching experience increased, the scores became lower -
‘or more humanistic., - - ‘ .o . ; Ty

Chapter.V énalyzes the variables of the study"

by using Form B of the Pupil Cdn;rol'IdeSbogy Instrument.

11



'CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS II: TESTING THE HYPOTHESES USING ~ .
THE PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY
INSTRUMENT (FORM B)

o £

_ 'INTRODUCTION

P

This' chapter tests the hypothoses of the study by

,using: the Pupil Control ideology instrument {Form B), and

presents the results.of the Statistical analysis of the -

‘data in its relationship to that form of the instrument.

The dependent variable for each hypothesis is pupil
control ideology, while the independent variables’ are

f‘_' = o/ . v , i
those listed and used in, the preV1ous chapter. The

' methodology for testlng the" hypotheses and the control

technlques are 'also the same as those used in Chapter IV. y

Hypothesis One | -

e It wdsvhypothesizéd that'tho,attifudes of junior

"(first ?car) student-teachers toward pupil control would -
"be different from those of senior {(fourth and/or fifth

. year) student-teachers in that the attitudes of:tﬁe

5

latter would be more humanistic . ‘ ‘ -

By thé use of Form B of the Pup11 Control Ideology

Instrument, analy51s of .variance computed on the mean

A 4

. pupil control ideology scores of student-teachers relative

100
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to yedr at. unlver51ty, ylelded an F-ratio of 24, 4457 W1th

3 and 318 degrees of freedom, whlch is significant at the
~.0;'lcve1 of confidence. To emphasize the differences
betweeﬁ the pupil control ideology of student-ted@hers in
:the first year of unife}sity and that of student-teache?s
invthp other years, t-tests were performed in these ways :
- - . . T (1) ‘between tﬁe mean pupil control ideology _
L " ‘ . scores‘of student-teachers in‘the first year
| - and those of student-teachers in the fourth
. year:- This resulted in a Eovalise of 7.92
‘Wwith 267 degrees'éf freedom, which is
‘siénificant at thp .05 level of éonfidence}‘
8 - 1 o I;tii) between the mean pupil control ideology '
"w8 s Tl s 'scofgé(of'Student-teéchers in ﬁhe first l
| " year anid those of student-teachers in the.
fiffﬂuyéaf. This yiélded a t-value qf
5:04 with 195 degrees of freedom, which is
PR :::_ signifiCant at thé‘,os.level of confidence.
| fiii) between the mean pupil ccntrol.idéology'
scofes of student-teachers in the first
g B E g & .year and those of student teachers in the
-/ ¢ & = § ,,fourth and FTth Years comblne& This gave :
~a t-value of 8.48_wi%h 305 dpgree; of B
“a { - ~ freedom which is significaﬁf,ﬁt’the‘.os'
| 'level of confidence. |

.The results of the -analysis of variance -and the -

.-u:!' ”
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' t-tests favoured the accdptance of hypothesis one, which -

means that there were significént'differences in the.

-

attitudes toward pupil control (pupii ;onirol ideology)

'oijﬁniBf (first year) and senior}(fourth and/or fifth

year) student-teachers, in that the attitudes of the
latter. are much more humanistic:

Table 27 gives the mean pupil control ideology . -

'scofes,relakivg to year at university for student-teachers,

Bt

and"it indicates clearly why the first hypothesis was

: aq;epted. This indication is that the mean score of seniox.

student-teachers was about 18 points, or 12% lower than that
of juniors.
Table 28 presents a summary of the mean pupil pdhtrol

ideology scores as .measured by Form B based on the t—%esfs;

Table 27

Year at University by Mean‘Pupil Control
Ideologyvé%orgg as measured by Form B'

- ‘Year at University —Number -of -Cases . Mean Score
First . © 159 .| 1590748
Second and Third 15 "~ 160.600

Fourth : 110 » 140.555 .
Fifth " s 38 . 141.158

; _ . .
* Mean Score for the Sample = 151.037
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Table 28+ <&

'Summafy of the Mean Pupfil-Control Ideology

. Scores for Year at Universjfy ad Measured by Form B
L ' ~_ 2 I
Year at _Number Mean _ Standard | 't-value
. University ' of Score . Deviation '
. Cases
Firde © . .. 159 159.7484 20.376 -
& : ) _ ‘ 7.92
* Fourth S , -‘11Q : 140.5545 18.276 :
First - g . 159 159.7484 |  20.376 .
; . FEE % ‘ _ 5,04
Fifth: 4 38 141.1579: 20.714
First | -159' | 159.7484 | - 20.376 .
\ |1 ' 8.48 .
Fourth and Fifth' | = 148 . ‘140.7095_ 18.861 : '
Level of Significance <.05
\\ Slnce ‘the major hypothe51s (hypothe51s one) showed

" that there were 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in the attltudes
toward pupil control (pupll control ideology) of Junlor |
(first year) and senlar (fourth and/ox flfth year) student-'
teachers, it was necessary to coqtrol fo the varlable

year at unlver31ty, when testlng -each of the“other hypotheses
- of the studw. Consequently, the ana1y31s of varlance
reported forkéach of- the other hypotheses was computed whlle

controlllng for year at university.

ijoghesis Two

= b

Relafﬁve~t6.age and fhe pupil-contfol idgologyﬁof

LY
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' student-teachers, it was hypothesized that .age would make
a”difference in the ﬁupil control ideology of 5tudenb~
teachers, .and that the younger student teachers would be

less humanlstlc than their older-tolleagues. ' ’

When analy51s of variance was computed‘on the mean

/
pup11 control 1deology scores, 1t ylelded an F- ratlo of '

: i I 0712 with 3 and 318 degrees of freedom, whlch iy

ﬂ:}‘SJLgnlflcanl‘t at'the 05 level of confidence. Performance
, g g . :

. . A
of a t-test to dichotomize between the mean pupil fontrol

ideology scores of_sfudent-tgachers aged 16-30 years and

,of‘thoée‘aged 31 years and over gave a t-value of 2.27

with 320 .degrees of freedom. Both fesuitslafelsighificaﬁt-
/] . .- g .

:ag'the .05 level of_tonfi&ence, hence hypothesis two:wés

accepted as age did makefa_significant'differendg-in ﬁupii
- ¢ontrol ideology. Also the’younger student-teachers were"

less humanistic than their older dolieagues.

Table 29 gives the age groups that were used to

determine the F-ratio. It also gives the mean pupil

control ideology scores relative to ‘those age groups.
- . g.b'. P L

RO o 104

Jr.
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" ‘Table 29 '

-Age in Years by Mean Pupil Control
Ideology Scores as Measured by Form B -

- Age in o . . Number of " Mean
* Years : ) Cases Score
R . - ) ] = ‘
16 - 20 . 176 156.875
21 - 25 - 114 143,553
26 - 30 - To19 - 151.105
31 and over - o .13 . .| 137:538!

- Mean Score for the Sample = 151.037

Hypothesis Three
- Because of the characteristic. differences in men
and women, it was hypothesized. that female student-teachers

~would be morelhuhanis;ic in pupil control ideology than

- male student-teachers,
. "The Epmputatioﬁ of analysis ofnvaraance on thel
~mean pupil |control iQEOlo y scores relative to the sex of:
studeﬁt-tethers yieldéd an F-ratio of:OtSQSl wifh.ﬁbagd |
315 degrees of frgédom, which i%-ﬁof signifi;ant at thé
.05 level of confidence. U;iﬁg a_t-testltoldichotomize
~between the mean ‘pupil coht;oi'ideology scores of ﬁales"
fand:females,'gave a t:value of -U.?i with 318 degfees'of

'fteedoma‘which'is not significant at the .05 level of

_confidence. ' Since neither result was significant,
' £ *

hypothesis three was.rejected, which mqans'thé§ for Form B

L&y

rdta,
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~of the Pupil Control Ideology Instrument there- was no

significant difference between males and females in their
- ' ’ LY
attitudes toward pllpll cont‘rol o 5 '

Table “30 glves a comparlson of the mean pupil o o

céntrol idéology scores forfméle and female student-

. teachers as shown by-the .t-test.

Table 30

A Comparison of the Mean Pup11 Control Ide010gy'
~ Scores. for. Male and Female Student-teachers.
as Measured by Form B

Sex - Number of  Mean''Score | Standard | t-value
Cases N o Deviation|- e
Male 172 150.2209 ' 21.875 \ Y
' < I 0.71
Female | 148’ 151. 9730 21.959 5

Level of ngnlflcance >.05

proth351s Four -

For the variable, size of elementary-schooi -

attended, it was hypothe51zed that student- teachers who

“attended large elementary schools would be more humanlstlc

in pupil control ideology than those who.attendgd sma}l- "
elementary schools. _‘ | o ’
.Analysis of:variance computeﬁ :z&théfﬁean pupil’
cqntf?i ideology sﬁores of‘ftuden;?tea rs with‘reﬁgrd'
fo size of-elementar} School attehdéd, géyé an F-ratio of

0.2640 with 4 and 317 degrees of freedom, which is not -

significant at the .05 level of confidence. Two t-tests '
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were usedéfo d1ch0t0m1ze between the mean pupll contrel u_'
1deelogy scores of the student teachers who’ atf%nded
(1) elementary schools of 1 to 8 classrooms and
'.elementary scC 1s of 9 c}assropms and ever;
(i) elementarﬂjsc:§§is‘of 1to's claseroeﬁs-and
elementary schools of 6 classreoms and over. - . 8 .

The former gave at- value of -0.50 w1th 320 degrees of

A=

efreedom, whlle the latter gave a t value of -0.4T wlth 320

’ficant»at the .05 level of confidence. 'The hypothesis was

)
‘degrees of freedom. Nelther of these results is signi-

-

g
rejected which means that size of elementary school

&b

-attended did not- make any 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in the .

\'pupll control 1deology of student teachers.

* school attended as shown by the t tests used,

. Tahle 31 g1ves the size of elementary school

attended by number of classreoms whlch categorles of
51ze were used to determlne the F -ratio. The . mean pup11
control 1deology scores relatlve to size of elementary
'schoel attended are also given. , ¥
Table 32 gives a eenpanison of the mean pupil

'control 1deology scores on: the ba51s of size of elementary



,J

Size of Elementary School Attended by Mean
-, Pupil Contrel. Ideology Scores

Table 31

as Measured by "Form B

+
L]

Size of . Number of Mean- Score -
Elementary School Cases ~ i . F
1 -2 classroéms 72 F 151’625 '
3-5 ciéssrooﬁs,' ; ﬁ&h; ," 151, 588
"6 - 8 classrooms 59 g 151, 322
9 -'12 classroons ' 4% . 148 021A‘
13 classrooms and over11 ?Sf. '°  _ 151 680J,“

Mean Score for.fﬁe Sample = 151.037 .-~
f LI | .

A Comparlson of the. Mean Pupil Control Ideology

Table 32

e ¥

Scores for Size of Blementary
: X School Attended . .
r as Meadsured-'by Form B

a9

'Level of

Significance >.
L. @

1 8
Size of - - . Number . Mean‘ﬁm Standard t-yvalue
School . of Score Deviation -

. p 3 Cases 3 "
' C _ " e 2O °
1l - 8 class-~ N .
rooms 199 - 151.5226 .. 22.699 | ‘
- . . 8 & A . "1 -Q.50.
9 classrooms - ) R == Lo, ‘
© and over 123 150.,2520 21.009 ' L
1 - 5 class- _ ; 'y ¥ ° d
rooms ’ 140 151.6071 23,093
. . X ~0.41
6 classrooms, . o : :
" and over 182 150.5989 21.257°
’ » % &
05 -

.:35 "‘:;

=2g
i .

2,
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_ ﬂypoth951s Flve‘ 'f‘ ; o

L

“hechede

» With regard to the var1ab1e type of secondary

~ educatlon, it was hypothe51zed that those student- teachers‘

who attended Reglonal High Schools would be more humanistic

T .

in pupil. control ideology than those who attended either

" Centtal High Schools or All-Grade Schools.

§

Analysis of 'variance.was computed on the hean.

pupll control 1deology scores reiatlve to type of secondary

school attended--All Grade, Central High School, Reglonal

; ngh School, or Other--and it yielded an‘F-ratlo of 2.1936

‘with 3 and 317 degrees of fréedbm 'This result is not

%
significant at the .05 level of confldence, so hypothe51s-

flye was: reJected However, two t tests were performed -

'as follows ) e , .;/"

(1) between the mean pupif control ﬁdEology
scores of the student- teachers who attended |
Reglonal High Schools and those who attended

|, All-Grade Schools, resulting in a t-value of

;0n31 wigﬂ_ZfB deéﬁees of freedom, which -is

.) .. ‘not significantwat the .05 level of

confidénce.
(ii) ' between the ﬁean-pupiljcontro; ideolbgy
“ %bofeé of the. student—teéchers who attended
o ! , Reglonal High Schools and those who attended

Central H1gh Schools which resulted in a

t- value of 1. 98 ‘with 281 deg:ees of freedom,

-

.
T P

<
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o and this is 51gn1f1canb at . the'.OS Lgvei
of confidence. - - |

Table 33 glVBS the maan pup11 control 1deology

" .. scores relatlve ‘to the type of secondary school attehded .’

'

It is - interesting to note from a pgrusai of these mean
): .scores that for Form B qf the bupil Control Ideology_u
- L Instrument; student—teéchers who attehded All-Grade -
Schools had the lowest or nést humanistic, scores.
Tab1§_§4.gi§es a compariqu of the mean pupil
control ideology storésdbésed_pn the type o0f secondary -

“school ai%énded as measured by the t-tests used,

. Table 33
Type of. Seconaary Schaol Attended by Mean
. Pupil® Control Ideology Scores
- _ ; as Measured by-Form B

Typeﬁof ‘ ’ Number of . ~Mean Score
Secondary School . Cases
All1-Grade lis ' o 148,443
Central High School ‘ ' _
(Grades 7 - 11) = 80 .’ _ 155.837
Regional High School ‘ . 2 | 3
[Grades 9 - 1) « - 103, - 149.340
. - | 3 T . 154.391

1

%fan Score for: the Sample = 151,037

S
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' Table 34

A Comparison of the Mean Pupil Control Ideology . - 1
Scores for Type of Secondary .
School Attended

as Measured by Form B _ ' p
Type of .'\ - Numbef Meaﬁ‘ Standard t-value
School , of | @core 1 Deviation be
' . Cases . ’
All-Grade I 115 1484435 21.578 o
, © y ’ ' -0.31
Regional-High . ‘
School e 103 149,3398 - 20.422
Central High : ' .
School _ - 80, - 155.8375 23.938
' e ' Co 1.98
Reglonal ngh : , _ o :
School . 103 149.3398 20.422

-

Hypotheses Six and Seven

"

It was hypothesized thét;gtudent-teacheéé'registered
in the Primary educati;n program and in the Eiem;ntary
education program would:be more humaniskic in pupil contfoli
1deology than those registered in the ngh SchooI educatlon .
“program at Memor1a1 University of Newfcundland )

When analysis of variance was computed on the.meap
pupil,COﬁtrol ideology scores of student-teachers
registpreﬁ in the various education ﬁfdgrams; ‘it yielded
an F-ratio of 0.1453 with 4-and 317 degrees of freédom,

This’ result is not 51gn1f1cant at the 05 level of

confldence, thus, hypotheses six and seven were rejected

Use of.a t-test to'dichotomize between the mean pupil

-
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*control 1deology scores of student teachers in the Prlmary

educatlon program and .those in the ngh School educatlon
‘program gave a t-value of -0.55 with 163 degrees of ’

'freedom;‘while the'dicnotomy betweén the mean pupii _

',control ideology scores of student-teachers in the-

" Elementary education prdgram and those in the High School

education program gavg a t-value of 0.29-with 269 degrees

A1
L ]

of freedom. These results are not significant at thé .05

.~ level of confidence, thus confirming the rejection of '

the two hypotheses. This means, that no significant

dlfferences in pupil control 1deology were found among

student teachers reglstered in the Pr1mary, Elementary,

.and ngh School educatlon _programs. e

i

Table 35 presents the-mean pupii‘control ideology
scores wzth regard to the educatlon program in which the
student teachers were reglstered at Memorlal Un1ver51ty
of Newfoundland. From this table it can be'seen that .
although the hypothesis nas,rejected, the’student‘teachere
in the Hﬂimary edncation program had the iowest.mean-soore
or were the most humanistic in pup11 control 1deology.|}

A comparlson of the mean pupil- control ideology

. scores based on the_educetlon,program in whlch registered

is given'in Table 36. "

‘
N - 1.

>

0
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Table B3

Educatlon Program ‘in which Reglstered by;Mean
Pupil Cortrol Igdeology Scores’
as Measured by Form B

113

' Education Program - " Number. of " ' Meari Score
~.at M.U.N. AN o Cases :
Primary = I It B 148.515
Elementary i b 139 j; ~ 151.705
. High School (four years) ' - 71 . = 150.705
* "High School (five years) _ 61 'l 151.230
. -Physical Education [ R o 18I o 151.333

Mean Score for the Sample = 151.037

2

. ' Table 36

A‘Comﬁarlson of the'Mean'Puﬁll Control Ideolog?

Scores for the Education Program in
~ which” Registered' ¥
as Measured by Form B

E&ucétion "Number” Mean' Standard 1y t-value:
Program of * Score Deviation '
M.U.N. Cases '
_ Primary 33 148.,5151 | - 20.078 .
. ' ) : . B - ~0.55
. High School 132, 150,9242 22,922
0 o . »
‘Elementary | 139 151.7050 21,122 e
, ‘ . : N 0.29
- High School 132 -150.9242.  22.922 :

" Level of Significance >.05°
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Hypotheses Eight

‘Relative to the vaxiable,,feaching experience, it

was hypothesjzed that student-teachers with no teaching _

‘experiencg~Would be more humanistic in pupil control

,ideology than those with teaching experience.

Computation of analysis of variance on the mean

Ppupillcontrol ideology scores for teaching experience gave

- an F-ratie_of 5.2967 with 3 and 318 degrees of ffeedom;m

which ‘is significant at the .05 level of confidence.

\Performance of a t-test between student-teachers with

teachlng experlence and those Wlth no teaching equrlence

resulted in a t-value of -3. 62 with 320 degrees of freedom,.

. which is also 51gq1f1cant at the .05 1eVel of confidence.

‘Hoﬁever; the h?pothesis had to-be rejetted,_as the

statistical results showed that the significance was in the

opposite Hifection to ihét'hypofhesized A perusal-of the

_mean scores (Table 37) explaans the situation for it shows_

that as teaching experlence 1ncreased mean pupil control ,

- -

ideology scores became lower or more humanistic. It is
also‘ﬁorthy of note that be;weeh fhe mean écoreﬁldf the .
least efge;ienced -and the most experienced student-
teachers tﬂere_was a difference of almost 15 points;

Tablé 37 gives the amount of experienceﬁgroupingsu

. on which the F-ratio was computed, as well as listing the

mean pupil control ideology scofes referred. to in the

previous pafagraph; T

- .
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Table 37 R T

Amount of Teaching Experlence by Mean
Pupil Control Ideology Scores

as Measured by -Form B

Teaching . _ Number of Mean Score
Experience - "+ Cases '
Nome | 214 154,140 -
1 - 3 years S 68 . 147,515
T -, o TS ; | 1400821
7 years and over |- 12 © « | 139.500

. Mean Score for_the,sampie = 151.037 .
SUMMARY
(
This chapter dealt wlth the hypotheses of the |,

study as measured by .Form B'df ‘the Pupil Control Ideology

Iqstrument and the flndlngs that resulted are recapltulated'

_heren

The major:hypothésis of the study, which states i

that there are differences in the attitudes toward pupil

control (pupil control 1deology) of junior (flrst year)

and senlor (fourth and/or flfth year) student teachers

in that the attltudes of the latter are more humanlstlc,

was shown to be significant at the .05 level of confidence

by use of -analysis -of variance on the mean pupil control

ideology scores relative to the variable, .year at

l . . : ]
Qniversity, which: gave an F-ratio of 24.4457. Three
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t-teets performeq between meen.pupil co;trel'ideolqéy‘
lsco:es_of firet yeaf'aqe‘fourth year‘student-teachers, of
first year and fifth year student teachere, of first year
. and fourth and fifth year student-teachers combined, gave
eignificant t-values of 7,92, 5}04, and 8;@8 respectively,
" . and qiu's -confirmed the restlt of the ANOVA. . |
‘ 'It was hypothesized that age»wduld make a ’

. . : dlfference in the pup11 control ideology of student-
teachers, and that younger student teachers would be less .
humanlstlc than older ones.: The flret part of the hypothesis‘

g was-aeeepted'as there was a significant F-ratio (11.0712)'

.at the. ,05 1;ve1 of ednfidence. Aleo from sfudyiﬁg the
mean pupll control 1de010gy scores’ and from a t-test
performed to dichotomize between the mean scores of student-
‘teachers aged 1630 years and those aged 31 years and over
with a resulting t- value of 2. 27, it was found that

/
younger_studentéieechers are less humanistic than older

) ¥y = _
. . ones. - '

With.regerd-te male and femile student- teachers,"

-y itiwas hypothesized thae females would be more humanistic

in pupil control_ideolegy. However, the statietical

analyses--an F-ratio of du5081 and a t-value of -0.71
showed that there was ﬁo significant difference, at the .
.05 level of confldence, hence the hypOthE?ls was

re;ected. Therefore, the pupll“tontrol 1de010gy of the"

male_student-teachers did not differ 51gn1f1cant1y from.
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t]’latl of the female’ studént’-teéchers.

The size of elemeﬁtafy ‘schoo’l attended was :
hypothesized to affect pupil control ideology in that the .
sfudeht-teachers who attended. iarge elemen.tar;r schoolg
would be more: humanlstlc in pupil contrel than those who

attended small elementary schools Neither the ANOVA

..

nor the t-tests gave any significance at the .05 level of,

confidence, so this hypothesis was rejected, which means

that size of elementary school attended didnot signi-

ficantly affect the pupil cor_xtrol-'idéology of st.udent-—" .

teachers.
Relative to the type of secondary school attended,:
it was hypothesized that student-teachers who attended.

I ' ; )
Regional High Schools would be more humanistic in’ pupil

. control ideology 'tlllan fhose who attended either Central

High Schools or All-Grade Schools.. The F-ratio (2.1936)
was not significant at the .0% level of -Icon_fidence, and

the hypothesi‘s‘ was rejected; ‘however, when t-tests were

' performed 11: was found that there was a s1gn1f1cant

t- value (1 98) when d1chotom121ng between student-

teachers who attended Reglonal High SchoR®s and” those who

‘attended Centrai High Schc‘:ol'sv, and a non-significant -

‘t-value (-0.31) when dichotomizing between student-teachers

who atténdec‘_l RegionaI'High:Scho'oLs and those th_ attended

' Al'l-Gijade.' Schools. Here again, significance was at the

‘ .05 level of confidence. 'Scr"ut_i:hy‘—-”of the mean pupil

j‘d-
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‘control ideology .scores showed that student-teachers who

‘ attended All- Grade Schools had the lowest scores or iWere

- most humanlstlc in pupil .control ideology.

For the variable, Education Program in which

. regietered, there "were two hypotheses--one dealing with

L

the P‘rimary education program and. the High_Sehobl :
education program, and the other.dealing with the

Elementary educat;;ton program and the High School education

{.

L “program. It was hypothesued that those student teachers

in the Prmary and Elementary educat ion programs would be °

A

more humanlstlc in pupil control ideology - than those in
: p , .

the High School education program. However, corhputc:?ation

of analysis of variance on the. mean pupil control ideology .

scores of student-teachers registered in the various

education programs at Memorial University of New‘fount_ilarid

:(Priniary, Elementary,rl-ligh_ School, Physical Education) -

yielded an F-ratio of 0.1453 which is not significant at. -

the .05.-level of confidence; Use of t-tests 'to ‘dichotomize .

‘between the mean pupil control ideology scores of student- -
teachers in ‘the Primary education 'pr.ogram and those in the

__Hig}id School education program gave*a t-value of -0.55

which is not .significant at the .05.Jevel of confidence,

while dichotomizing between the mean pupil' control ideolog)«"

Iseores of .student-teachers in the Elementary education

program and ‘these in the-.High School education program

gave a t-value of 0,29, which again is.not’ significant at
: & o e .. ‘I:‘

e .



,“‘

/ between junior (first’year) and ‘senior (fourth and/or -

: teaching experien(:e, and it was hypothesized that student-‘

" the variable., year at uni-versity This was . c'ione ‘to  make

1119
the .05 level of confidence. ' Thus, each hypothesis was:
rejected, which means that' there weére no significant
di-‘f’fefenees in pupil control"‘ideology among student-
teachers in the Primary; Elementary, and- High School

education programs at. Memonal Unlver51ty of Newfoundland

The last hypothe51s dealt with the variable,

teachers w1th no teachmg experience would be more human-
1st1c in- pupll control ideology than those with teaching .
experience. When analys1s of variance was computed there
was ém,F—ratlo‘ of 5.2967, whlch is 51gn1f1cant at the .05
level of confideﬁce. Ho'.gever, the hypothesis was |
_rejeE:teii, ‘as the t-test performed between the mean pupil .
‘:'_c';'b'rli‘trol‘ ideology scores of student-teachers with no

. teaching e'J‘(p'erienIce and those with teaehing'experierice
"gave a_t- -value of - -3. 62 which is 51gn1f1cant at the 05
level of confidence, . but the 51gn1flcance is-in the '
0pp051te dlrec.tlon to that hypothe51zed-—student teachers

.wWith no teachlng experience were not found to be more '
humanlstlc in pupil control 1deology than those wlth -
teachmg experience. ‘ ]

' It must be noted thalt eaeh én:ily;ié_ of variance

computed for hypotheses TWO throu_ghl EIGHT controlled for

|
K
L

' sure that the dlfferences in pupil control 1deology

. ' *
—
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'jcombining Form A and Form B of the Pupil. Control Ideology
Instrument and ﬁsing 80 items-to determine_thé mean pupil
éontrol-ideology scores. It Elsé’mékes dompérisons with
the res?lts obtained from-the analyseéldone_in the two
previou#_chapters, aﬂd ahalyzes-the items-ofithe Pupil

Control Ideology Instrument relative to ranking by

.average ‘scores.

-~
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CHAPTER V1 -

“ANALYSIS III: FURTHER TESTING OF THE HYPOTHESES, A

COMPARISON OF THE RESULTS OF THE THREE ANALYSES
_OF- DATA, AND ANI&NALYSIS OF THE ITEMS OF THEI ‘
.. ' PUPIL-CONTROL IDEOLOGY INSTRUMENT

INTRODUCTION
The'empirical findings on the hypofheses as
determined by combining FormuA and Form B of the Pupil

Control Ideology Instrument, and ‘the’ results of thf"

. statistical analyses of data reievqpp to each of these

‘hypotheses are presented in the first section of this’

'chaotor. L s ' o &

In the second section of the chapter, the results

obtained from the three analyses of the datafare compared. -

4 I

These analyses are: , : I
(i) anal&sii of,the;dataigsing the Papil Controi_‘.
Ideology Instrument (Form A) "to determlne‘
the mean pup11 control 1deology %cores,
. (ii) analysis’ of the data u51ng the P p11 Control |
'Ideology Instrument (Form B) to determlne the,
"mean-pupii cohtrol ideology scores;

(111) ana1y51s of the data using the Pupll Control

S Ideology Instrument Form A  and Form B

e
g

‘!' '-a,,

121
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: (cohhined] to determine the mean pupill” =

L

CQntrol ideology Sscores.

4_*_ﬂ~——;——~*~qhe items on each of these forms are analyzed ins

' ,f\; ;-terms of rank;ng by,average‘§gores,'1n the thlrd sectiond
N : : i o mm e e
o . " A

of the ‘chapter.
o : The methodology and control techniques are the
'same as those used in Chapters IV and V, and once agam,.

the’ hypotheses are accepted or rejected at the .05 level

of 51gn1f1cance.
Hypothe51s One - o e o
.____’_,l______._.._———————-'—\—. ! -

. The major hypothe51s of the study stated that

therc ‘would be differences 1n the attitudes - toward pupll-
’ control (pupil control 1deolo%y) of Junlor-(flrst year)

and senior (fourth and}or fifth year) student teachers,,i

in that the attltudes of the latter would be more . |

« = . By, _ ol
-humanlstlc. . ) cw

ab
i .
N ' -,

. U51ng a comblnatlon of Form A and Form\e of the-
' Pup11 Control Ideology Instrument, analy51s of varlance\
was, computed on the mean pupll control 1deology scores
#of student- teachers relative to year at unlver51ty .
- This: ylelded an'F-ratio of 22,1390 w1th 3iand 318 degrees
B G of freedom whlch is. 51gn1f1cant at the .05 level of ¢
fconfldence, so'-the major hypothe51s was etcepted It = .'

' should be. noted that the exact 51gn1f1cance level was

s 0003 To ‘give embhasis to the dlfferences between thef



P

-

-

1'pup11 control 1deology of stud%nt«teachers.1n the flrst

~year and -that of those in the £1na1 .years, the fpllow%ng‘“

1

~t-tests weTe performed:

{ 8 £ 4 (ii between. the meen pupil control ideology scores
| ‘of sfudent-teachers in the first yeef and
Sl f "-those ie.the fourth year. This gave a t-value
‘ 0£-7.55 with 267 degrees of freedom which is
o ° significane at the 03 level df*confidence.
T Ty iy betWeen the mean pupil control 1deology scores
of student teachers. in the first year and
. those’in’the fifth year. This resulmed in a

“

é}f‘-‘ t- value of 4.80 with 195 degrees of freedom

whlch is 51gn1f1cant at the .05 level of
confidence. _ - o S

(iii) ,-between the mean pupil cohtrol'ideology scores-
. . = : *

’ of student-teachers-in the first yeaf and

those 1m the fourth and flfth'years comblned

o &

}_. This ylelded a t-value of . 8.10 with 305 degreés'

U

; = of freedom which is 51gn1f1cant at the 5«

level of conf;dence.

> , L] o

These results Tor junior (first year) and senior -
(fourth and/or £ifth yeér) student-teachers cpnfirmed the

¥ : ! ; 1)
accéptance of hypothesis one, which means that there were

o

significant differences in the-attitudes toward pupil -

control (pupil control 1de010gy) of junior and sé€nior

i lf,f

student teachers, and ‘that the attltudes of the 1atter '
. ) 4

... 123
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" university.

s

‘were more human15t1c.,u.»‘”“' B

Table 38 gives the mean pup11 control 1deology
scores ¥or studcnt-teachers with regard to year at
Table 39 gives a summary of the mean pupil éontro;

ddeology scores as &etéfmined by the t-tests.

.Table 38

Year at University by Mean Pupll Control
_ - Ideology. Scores
(¢ As Measured by Form A and Form B (Comblned)

Year at 4 | - 'Number of - Mean
University ’ : Cases - Score
CFirst . R 159 J S 213,541
Second and Third a 15 _ . 213}333
Fourth : ‘ 110 ;, _ - 190.264
Fifth -+ - _ 38 . 191.000

-

Mean Score for the Sample = 202.919
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Hypothe51s Two

Th1s'hypothesls dealt w1th the age

]

P 4
- Table 39 ‘
WL
A Summary of ‘the Mean Pupll Control Ideology- '[
Scores for Year at gnlver51ty o
As Measured by Form A and Form B (Comﬁined)
Year at Number of | Mean Standard, | t-value
University Cases Score Deviation 5 3
" First 159 o 213.5409 | 25.986 o
~% . 155
Fourth 110 190.2636 | 23.152
First 159 213.5409 | 25.986
' : 8 4.80
Fifth '» 38 - 191.0000 26.003- l
First -9 159 213.5409 | 25.986 .
S ; - ’ : 8.10
Fourth and Fifth 148 190:4527 23.827 " -
Level of Significance £ .05

of the stddent-“

teachers and it stated that agelyhuld make a dlfference 1n‘

_thelr pupil controd ideology.

It also stated that the

younger student- teachers would be less human15t1c 1n pup11

' : control ideology than the élder ones.

Computatlon ofeanaly51s of variance on the mean'

3
pupil control. 1deology age scores for student-teachers

gave an F- ratio of 9.8390 with' 3 and 318 degrees -of

freedom. Using a t-test to dichotomize between the mean

4

pubilncontrol ideoldgy scores of student-teachers aged

16-30 years and those aged 31 years and over ghve a

t-value of °2.39 with 320 degregs of freedom.

Each

g

A
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- u ., ¥y . a = ™ “ "
_result is §1gnificant at the .05 level of confidence and

hypothe51s»two was accepted as age did make a dlffﬁfﬁhce N

*s

in pup11 coQtrol 1deology ) Wlth regard to the seceqdmf
I oy
‘part of the hyﬁbthe51s, 1t should be noted that the

younger student- teéthers were less humanlstlc in pupil

v ew

tohtrol ideology thdp the1r older. counterparts.L

. To ensure. tﬁat age was not affected by the varlable,-

7 et
year at"university,;the-data were analyzed whire con-

: trolling for the'latter QariaBle_at each.of"the agellevels

(see Table 41) for junior and for senior student-tegchers,

"However, there was no change in the direction of the

difference between younget and. older student-teachers--as
‘age 1ncreased the mean pupll control ideology scores

decreased , S0 much so,-that between the mean pup11 control

1de010gy scores of student teachers aged 16-20 years and

' those aged 31 years and over, there was a dlfference of

'almost.zs .paints. Also, correlatlon of the mean scores

~

with the age varlable using the Pearson product moment
correlation. coef£1C1ent gave an r of —0 2425 with 322.- ﬂ‘d
degrees of freedom and a 51gn1f1cance of .001.

Table 40 presents the age levels that were used )
to determine ‘the F-ratio and gives the mean pupil.control‘

ideology scores for those age levels. . " 'l

i

AR

LY

as
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Table 40

Age in Years '
by Mean Pupil Control Ideology Scores

]

As Measured by Form A and Form B (Comb1ned)' "
Age in . Number: of B Mean
Years » ‘ ; Cases - . ; Score
16 - 20 - - 176 1 209.824
21 - 25 ° 114 | 194.333
26 - 30 SR I 202.684
51 and over | 13 | 185,077

»

Mean Score ‘for the Sample =v262r319

Hypothesis Three

@ Relativé to'the éex of the student- teachérs, it
:was hypothesized that females would .be more humanlstlc 1n
pupll control ideology. than males. The use of 'a t-test to .
dichotomize between the mean pupil control adeology scores
..of male and female student- teachers gave a t- value of 0.01

- with 318 degrees of freedom whlch has no 51gn1f1cance at
the .05 level of confldenpq. Thus, the hypothesis was
rejected, which_means_that there was no significgnt‘

‘ differenéé bétweén the attifudes of male-and feﬁale"
'-student teaéhers toward pupil control when the mean.

pupil control 1deology scores were obtained by u51ng

" Form A and Form B-(combined) of the.Pupil Control Ideology
afl =] R g e

Instrument. . Analysis of variance was also done to

" . confrol For the variable, year at university,"and &
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conﬁirmedithat'the mean pupil cdﬁtrﬁl iheolquﬁécoresjof
males did not‘differ significantly from those of femaies;' o

| This can be seen mor% easily when‘the me an ﬁupii
contral ideoloéy scores of male apd female_student-‘
teachers are ;oﬁsidered. Therefore, Table 41 gives a

comparison of these mean scores.

Table 41

‘A Comparison of the Mean Pupil Control.Ideology
Scores for Male and Female .
Student-teachers ‘f ‘
“As Measured by Form A and Form B (Combined)

Sex - | Number of Mean Standard t-value .
Cases Score, Deviation e
Male 172 202.942 27.528 -
' : : 0.01
_Female | 148 - | ‘'202.919 2?.355,_\5 .

- Mean Score for the Sample = 202r§5f//'
Level of Slgnlflcance > .05 _
Hypothe51s -Four ’ I .‘

ThlS hypothesis’ dealt with the varlable, size of -
elementary school attended, apd it stated that s;udent-
teachers who attended large elementary schools would bei
more huﬁanistic\iﬁ pupil cﬁntroi ideoiogy than those who
attended small elementary schools.

' Cohputing anarysislof‘variahcé on the meaﬁ pupil
control 1de010gy scores related to th1s varlable while’

-controlllng for year at unlver51ty, .gave an F-ratio of

-0, 4368 with 4 and 317 degrees of freedom whlch is not
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, 'y . : )
significant at the .05 level of cdnfidence, hence the

) hypothesis_was rejected. Two t-tests were performed5

H
.

as follows: " 1
: o 6 :
(i) between the mean pupil control ideology

/ ' ' ;

scores- of the student-teachers who attended

elementary schools of 1-8 classrooms and' those

L

‘who attended elementary schools of 9 class-

'roome.and upwerd"
- (11) between the mean- pupll control 1de010gy scoree
| of the student-teachers who attended elementary
'schoole,of 1-5 classrooﬁs‘and thoSe who at—
tended”elementary'schobls of 6_c1assrqoms aed
upward-
- Each of these t-tests ylelded a t- value ‘of -0..54
~with 320 degrees of freedom Wthh is not 51gn1f1cant at
the .05 level of confidence. These results,conflrmed‘the.

&2

rejection of the hypothesis, therefore, size of elementary’

’

" school attended did not make-any significant differences
_'1n the pupil control 1de010gy of student teachers.
: ‘Table 42 presents the 51ze of elementary school
attended on the basis of number,of classrooms, and it was
on this basis that tﬁerf-retio was computed It also |
presents the mean pup11 “control 1deology scores relatlve
to size of elementary school attended

Table. 43 presents a comparison of these mea;'pupil
'c0ptrql ideology scores as shown by;the t-tests.

4

=



Table 42

Szze of Elementary School Attended by Mean Pupil

Control Ideology Scores

130 .

As Measured by. Form A and Form B (Combined)

Size of Number of * " Mean

ElementarylSchool "Cases - .. Score

1 - 2‘t1%§5rooms 74 203.792
3,- 5 classrooms 68 203,941
6 < 8 clasérooms 59 202.881
9 - 12 classrooms . 48 198.146
13 clasérooms and ofér 75 204,240

Mean Score for the Sample = 202.919

Table 43

A Comparlson of. the Mean Pup11 Control Ideology:

Scores Size of Elementary
School Attended

As Measured by Form A and Form B (Comblnedj

Size of . - |Number of | Mean Standard t-value
‘Sghgol ; Cases Score - Deviation
1 - 8 classrooms 199 [.203.5729 | 28.734
o v -0.54-
9. classrooms and ) ~ ) .
‘over ' 123 201.8618 |. 26.044
"1.- § classrooms 140 ©203,8643 29.572 -
) , ' -0.54

6 classrooms and '
T over - 182

202.1923 | ' 26.245

Level of Significance > .05

» ¥

e o

.:‘1 H !.-—«M =
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’ ﬁﬁﬂfpothesis‘ﬁive . ‘
| Concerning the varigtlé; type.df sgcondary _
edpcatioh, the hypothesis stated thatistudéﬁt-teachqrs who
attended Regional High Schoolﬁdwould be more humanistic
in pup11 control 1deology than those who attended elther
~ Central ngh Schools or All Grade Schools.

Analy51s of_varlante ‘was computed.on the mean
ﬁﬁpil'bontrdl iﬂeblogy score§ relative to type of
secquary tchoollattendedr Whgn'}ear.at‘university“was '
‘controlled for, it yielded an F—ratié of.Z.DZéS with 5_-

_ and 318 degreeé of-freedom which is not éignificaﬁt at
the .05 level of confldence hence, the hypothes1s was

b

hréJected Two t tests were used to dichotomize between

“pupil control 1de010gy score§ of
iy student -teachers who attended Reg10na1 High
- Schools and thoseﬁwho atten@ed_All-Grade ’
Schools.  The result waS~a-t-va1u§ of 0.21_
vwitﬂ 216 degrees of freedOm; which is not
:signifitant at tﬁe .05 level of confldencé,‘
t‘ _ (ii)‘ student-teachers who attended Reglonal High
| Schools and those who attended Central High
Schéolsr This resulted in a‘t-vaIUe of -
» © 2.13 with 181 degrees of freedom, Which is-
| sigﬂificaﬁ} at the .05 level of_confidencé.
It‘should,té noted from a perustl‘o? Table 44 ‘"
.,'thAt,saithough thg:hypothesis was iqjected, the

l_-__-\b . 8
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student-teachers who attended Regional High Schools T;F

the 1owest or most humanlstlc mean score.

Table 45 gives a summary of the mean pupil control
ideology.scores based on the type of secondary school -

~attended as 'shown by the t-tests. :
, )

S

Table 44

A3

Type of Secondary School Attended by Mean
Pupil Control Ideology -Scores
As- Measured by Form A and Form B (Combined)

" ‘Type of Secondary Number of Mean

= School : Cases . Score
All-Grade | 115 200.652
' Central High School . |. . . S
' (Grades 7 - 11) .. 80 208.675
"a"“ Regional High School | _ . ‘
_ (Grades 9 - 11) - 103 . 199.893
Other I 5 2 206.957

I”

-

Mean -Score for/the Sample

o

202.860 -
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Y e © Table- 45 |
- _ A Summary -of the Mean Pupil Control Ideology

Scores for Type of Secondary: School o
Attended as Measured by Form A and Form B (Combxned)

o ’ - % . N B . ’ ‘-,:ﬁ . ' ‘ o " o ) | " ]:33

Type of Number of | Mean . " Standard | t-value
Secondary School Cases Score | Deviation -
- Ail-Grade 3 115 200.6522| 27.136
O ' ' , 0.21
_Reglonal ngh - 2 | ' e
School = . 103 199.8932 25,393

Central High c . . |
School ) 80 208.6750 30.288 :
- ' Z.13
Regional High : )
School ‘ 103 - 199.8932 25393

Hypotheses Six and Seven

For the varlaole, educatlon,prograo-ln whlch
_regietered at Memorial University of‘NewaUndlend, it was
hypothesieed that‘student-teachers in the Primery education
program and in the Elementary educat1on program would be
more. humanlstlc in pupll control 1deology than those

= reglstered in the High School-educetlon program.
Aoos 'Controiiing\for year at university, Qompotetion of -

s

S

analysis.of variance on the mean pupil control ideology
"scores of student-teachers registered in the various

education programs at Memofiel University of Neﬁfoundlend’

“4

ylelded an F- ratlo of 0. 1198 with 4 and 317 degrees of .
freedom This result is not 51gn1f1cant at the .05 level

of confldence, 50 hypotheses 51x and seven were rejected-

T__“,/*
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. Performance of a t-test to,dichotomize between the mean

pup11 control ideology scores of student teachers in the

\

Prlmary educatlon program and those -in the High School

<

educat;on program gave a t-value of -0.60 with 163 degrees

of freedom. When a t-test was performed to dichotomize

' between the mean pupil cohtrol ideology scores of student-.'

.teachers in the Elementary education program and those in
the ngh School educatlon program, it resulted in a’ t-value
'of 0. 07 with 269 degrees of freedom. Neither of these
results is significant at the .05 level of confidence,
so each confirmed the rejectioh of the two hypotheses,
whiah means that no significant'differences were'fdund
‘in the-pupil control ideology of stadent—teachers regis; _
tered'in the Primary, Elementary, and High.Schdol,education
programs. | - c | e K
Although ‘the hypotheSLS was rejected, Table 46
'shows that" the student teachers in the Prlmary education )
program had the 1owest or most humanlstlc mean pupll -
control 1deology score. I'&. |
A comparison of thé mean pupfl control ideology'
scores based on the educét1on program in Wthh the )

-déudent teachers’ were_réglstered at Memorlaf Unlver51ty

of Newfoundland is given in Table 47.
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Table- 46

Memorial University of Newfoundland

by’?g

~as measured ﬂy Fo

an Pupil Control

eology Scores -
rm A" and Form B (comb1ned)

135

E ucation Program in which Reglstered at .

Educatlon Program

Number of

. Mean Score

" Physical® Education |

at M.U.N. -Cases
Primary . ? . 33 xﬁ " 199.818
Elementary ‘ W - 139 203.360
“High School (4 yearp) ' u‘. 71 ‘ - 202.845
- High School (5 years) | 61 _203.426:”
18- - 203.778

Mean Score for the Sample

—

A Comparison of Mean Pupil Control Ideology
Scores for Education Program in which

" Table 47

202.919 '

Registered at Memorial Unlver51ty
of’ Newfoundland

= .as meaogred by Form.A and Form B (combined) - ~.
Education // Number of | Mean Score| 'Standard. t-value
Program Cases Deviation -
Primary + .33 199.8182 26.128 "
! ’ . -0. 0"
High School 132, 203.1136° - 28.691
: 1 .o e o
" Elementary © 139 "203.3597 |~ 28.367"
- ) o s . o w0 2 0.07
High School | =~ 132. .203.1136 28.691. | .

e " Level of -Significance >.05 - -

=
L]



“'Hypoth631s Ei ght ' ‘ _ ) ‘Q\< 8
With regard oo’the'variable;'teaching experience, f
it was hypoth651zed that ‘student- tedchers with no teachiﬁg.

® experience would be more humanietic'ih pupil control
. . o
i

- ideology than those with tbachlng experlence. : - e

! ’In order to control. for” year at unlveJ51ty,

-ana1y515 of varlance ‘was computed on the mean pupll controlf

I3

ydeology scores: of student-teachers w1th_regard to teachlng"
e?ﬁe?ience. It gave an E-ratio of 4.3751 with SIend 318 o f’f
'-degreegkbfszeedom which is significant at the 05 level of

. ,
-confidence.: Use of a t-test to dichotdmize between . the .

4 ]

s mean pupil control 1deolegy scores of student teachers w1th

® 5

teaching exper:ence and” those with none, gave a t -value of
. | -3.13 with 320 gegfees'of freédom;'which 15.51gn1f;cant at .

- ‘the .05.level of cgpfidence. Nevertheless, Ihe_hypdthesis*‘“*“"
was rejected,. sinces the t-test showed that’ the significance
"/ was in the opposfte direction to that hypothesized. This- {3L

‘o ﬁas conflrmed when the Pearson product moment correlatlon
coefflclent was computed and gave an r of 0. 1875 with 32;

~degrees of freedom and a significance of 001 !Thzs

PR cefte " . a
' change of dlrectlon can be seen when the mean pupll con-

trol ideoldgy scores-are‘perused. y s S

Table 48 glves these medn scores and shows that '-’,f.‘

as teachlng experlence 1ncreased the scores became 1ower

or more humanlstlc. It should also be noted fhat between \
: \

. the mean pupil- control 1deology scores of the non experlenced -{ij :

. 'l, "‘ a .
. . . PN N : o .

B T od
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and- the most eXperionced“studenf-teachérs‘there is a ’ o

difference of almost 18 points.

P Table 48 <
ce Teachlng Experlence by Mean Pupil Control
2 " wn e Ideology.Scores

as measured by Form A and Form B (combined)

-

. Teaching - ’ . Numb;Y of ‘ Meon Scores .
Experiences . &7 . Cases =
Nome '\ . - . o214 . | 206.364

) 1_: 3 years,\ | ', 68 ©199.515
4.; 6 years I N TR . 190.964

:‘7‘Yea;s and' over _ - . 1. I_ lal 188.667:

- . o i € , .

- ' pMedn Store for the Sample = 202.919

¢ . F : . ) s
’ COMPARISON OF EHE RESULTS OF THE THREE
ANALYSES OF THE DATA ’ * .
K; °j Po pTOVlde for suff1c1ent yet sfiecinct examination
“of the hypotheses, they were subjected to three testings

'and the data-analyzgd by using the Pupil Contro; Ideology-

yg” . Indtrument {Form A), the Pupil Coﬁtrol Ideology Instrument
J; ) (Form B), .and the Pup11 Control. Ideology Instrument w1th
s 'Form A and Form B comblned ‘ d. -

' The maJor hypoth351s; Wthh stated that there

would be dlfferences in the attltudes toward pupil’

,control (pup;l control 1deology) of Junlor (first year)
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(éﬁd senior (fourth and/or fifth year) student-teachers ip

‘sthat the attitudes of the }atfef would be more humépis;ic,
was showﬁ to be sfgnificaﬁt at the .Os‘level of confidence

-'by each of the three anaiyées of the data listed in the
-préceding paragraph. - . j _ h e

With regard to the v?riable, age, tbe hypb%hesis
stated that age would make a diffgrence in‘thé pupil
control idéology of student-teachers, and also that the
younger student-teachers would be less ﬁumanistip in - -
pupil control ideology than their older colleagues.

- Each of the three anﬁlysés'shgwed th%t tﬁe hypbtheé?s ﬁag
significant at the .05 level of ;onfidencé in that age
did‘make'é diffetence in the pupil control ideology"of.f
student;féa;hér;. Use of t-tests to dichotomize betwéén
the mean pupil Eontrol'ideology scores of younger ahd
older student teachers also showed that the younger ones

.were not- as humanistic as ;he older.

{ : : .
"It was hypothe$1zedvthat female s;pdent—teachers

would be more humanistic in pupil cbntrol_ideologf than
_ male étudentlteéchgrs. Analyses-bf the data using Form A
of %he Pﬁpil Control Ideology_Instrdhent showed that
thére’was a significant diffefence ‘at the.05 level of
confidence in the pup11 control ideology of male and

female student teachers, in that the females were more

.humanistic. Thus, the hypothe51s was accepted for thlS
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form ‘of tﬁe Pupil Control Ideelogy Iastfument._IWhea Form
B of the ﬁupil Centfol Ideolcéy Inetrument‘ani also Forms
Aland'B'(cemﬁined) were ueed'to‘analyze:che‘data, it
was found that there was no”“significant difference at
the .05 level of confidence between male and female |
student-teachers, aﬁd ’che hypothesis‘was rejectedfor
these forms of the‘instrumenc."
4 Relative.td the variable, .size of'elementary

school attended, it was hypothesized thaf‘student~ceachers:
who came from large elementary schools would be more.
human1st1c in pup11 control ideology than those who -.
came from small elementary schools. Each of the three
analyses showed that the hypothe51s was not 51gn1f1cant
. at the .05 level of confldence, hence it was rejected
as the size of elementary school attended d1d not 51gn1¥
-ficantly affect the pupll control ideology of student- -
teachers. . ‘ . y &N

The hyp,othebsbis that. de;it with type 'of secondary
school attended atated that s;edent—teachers who;attended
Regional HighaScheols would be’more humanietic in pupil
 contr0I ideologf than-thpse who “attended either Central-
ingh'Scﬁools or All-Grade Scghools. .The F-Tafio obtained
frém each of the three analyses of data was .not 51gn1f1cant

-at the 05 level of confldence and the hypothe51s was

rejected. prever, use of t-tests for eachvof the three’

i

t
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analyses showed that stddénﬁ-iqdbhefﬁ who attended
ﬁegional‘High"S;hools wéfe mbre‘humanistic'fh pupil
control ideology thdﬂ those who.attended CentraldHigh

" Schools, and there were significant t-values at the .05 .

| level of'confidence' Although there was no significance .
‘at the..05 level of confldence when t-tests were used to
dlchotomlze between the mean pupll control ideokogy

scores of student teachers: who attended Reglonal ngh |
'Schools and those who attended All- Grade Schools, there..

" was a strong trend in the direction of the- hypothe51s.
There were two hypotheses dealing Jlth educatlon
program in which regisgered ag.Memorial Unifersity’of
"Néwfoundladd; add-the? stated that student-teachers
_ registered in the Primary and Elementar} education p?o—hlﬂ
.grams would bé,more_humaniétic in pupil cont;ol'idgolggy
thﬁn“thdsg régistdredlin‘the High School educatibn program.
The statistical‘;esults obtained from each of the_three '

analyses with regard to fhe mean pupil contrdl ddgblogy .
scofeé.of Studént—teachers regis;eredldn the'various'“

- education programs at Memorial University:of'Neﬁfound;and
_'showedlthat at the .05 level of dohfidence no significént
differénces were found in the pupll control ideology‘ of
student teachers reglstered in the‘ Prlmary, Elementary,

and H1gh School education programs. However, it should'

i be noted that,. for each of theithygq analyses, student-
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teachers registeréd‘in the Primary education'program had‘ b
tﬁe’}owéft or most humanistic mean pupil'coﬁtrol idcolbgy
score. . | ) | |
éoncernlng the varlable, teachlné‘experlence .it‘
was hypothe51zed that student-teachers with no teachlng
experlence would be more humanistic: in pupil control
1de010gy than those w1th teach1ng experlencé. Each of
.the three analyses showed that this hypoth351s was ﬁot

significant at the .05 level Qf,éonfidence, and a study

of the mean pupil control i&eology scoreslfor each

Eal

ana1y51s showed a trend in the opposite direction to that -
hypoth951zed -- as teach1ng experlence 1ncreased, mean

3

- pupil contrpl 1deology scores became lower or more
1 ‘ i ; ’ '

humanistic. : _
Becguse'the various testing;.of‘the major N
" “hypothesis (hypothesis one) showed that there were
dlfferences in the attltudes toward pupll control (pup11
control 1deology) of junior’ (flrst year) and senior
.(fourth and/or flfth year) student- teachers in that
 the attltudes qf the latter were more humanistic, 1t
was assumed-that the-vafiabié, yeér at university, might
have 1nfluenced the results of the other hypotheses.
To make sure that this d1d not happen, analy51s of E
variance was performed~f0; all‘the-hypotheses in turn,
while céﬁtrolling for'ygaé atfuniversity;’@his wé; done

ﬁ'—‘-\\:
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in each of:the‘three analfses of data.
| To ettempt to determine the“efféctivenessfof:‘
Form A of .the Pup11 Control Ideology Ins¢{rument as'’
compared w1th Form B of that 1nstrument w1th regard fo
measurlng pup11 control ideology," the total scores of
Form A were correlated with those of Form B. The resulf_
was a correlation coeff1c1eht of 0. 69 with 320 degrees
of freedom and a 51gn1f1cance of .001, which showed
that Form A of the 1nstrument compared favourably with
Form B. as a measure, of pupll control ideology.

Table 49 gives the results'of the above correiatioq,‘

_.as also the results of further correlations. that ‘'were done.

..Table 49

" Correlations Between the Forms of the
Pupil.Control Ideclogy Instrument

Variable | ‘pegrees of Correlation. | Probability.
“Pair | . : " Freedom Coefficient

r
4

Total A with

. 320 . 0.69 .001
‘Total B ¥ g .
, :
. Total A with . | - SR R :
' 320 0./82.. ©.001
- . Total' A and B . s o . s
‘(combiped) 3 : .
Total B with - L 5 - p
' 320 . . .7 0.98 .001

Total A and B . )
(combined) e

.39

oo
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- seen that these scores were well below the éverage mean

) . 143
ANALYSIS OF THE ITEMS OF THE PUPIL
~ CONTROL IDEOLOGY INSTRUMENT
-On each of the Forms 6f'the Pupil Control Ideo-

logy Instrument used in the analyses of data——Form A, Form '

B, Porms A and B (comblned)—~the items were ranked by

1.
, average scorp and thosé items receiving the lowest (most

<humanistic) and highest (more custodiéliétic) average -

scores were con51dered For. Form A the items receiving -

the 1owest average scores were Numbers 3 7, and 16.

4 > .
Number 3: "Directing sarcastic remarks toward a defiant

pupil is a good disciplinary technique." . !
g P .

Number 7: "Pupils should not‘be_permitted to contradict
: . the statements of a teacher in class.'" - -

Number 16: "A few pupils are just hoodlums and should be
.treated accordingly." - . . g

Concerning the marking of the items, -they were .

arranged on a custodialistic--humanistic continuum, and

the points assigned were 5, 4, B, 2, 1. Thﬁs, the higher

the score, the more rigid or custodialistic the individual-

. was deemed to be. -, = O ' : .

* The éverage‘s&qres for Numbers 3, 7, and 16 were’

1.49, 1.84, and.1.89 rQSpectively,_while the average mean

" . score for all student-teachers-was 2.54. ‘Thus, it can be

score.

The 1tems recelvlng the hlghest average scores

were Numbers 18 8, and.14.
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- o ; - _ : ‘
Number 18: 'A pupil who desStroys school property or
- rmaterial should be severely punished."

Number 8: "It is ]ustlflable to have puplls learn many

facts about a subject even if they have no
immediate application." y ¥

Number 14: NIf a ‘pupil uses obscene or profane language
' in school, it must be considertd a moral
offence." .
The average scores for Numbers 18, 8, and 14 were
,3.16,‘3.16, and el respectlvely "When these are

considered in light of the'average mean score (2.54), it

tan be -seen that. student teachers seemed to have a rather- c

strlct or custodlallstlc v1ewp01nt ‘with regard to the -

B,

learning of unrelated or unnecessary facts, use of

ridy

profane or obscene language, and severe punishment forf
: , - . i &Y

&

'_destfpctiﬁn of schbol material or property. ' o

Whén the items of-%orm B of the Pupil Control -
Ideology‘Insfrument were ranked; the items recqiﬁing the
lowest average. scores were Numbers 1, 29, and 59,

Numbe r 1:'1 '""Minor disciplinary situations should never
. “be turned into jokes."

Number 29: "It is not advisable to allow children much
' reedom in- the executlon of learnlng
act1v1t1es i

Number 59: "A pupil does not have the rlght to disagree
. .openly with his teachers."

"The average score for Numbers 1, 29; and - 59 ‘were
'0.39, 1,43, and 1.53 respectively. "The average mean
sqbpe for all student-teachers was 2.52, which showed

that for fhese'three items, especially fO{ Number 1,
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'the student-teachers strongiy disagreed with the
statements. | |
The items rece1v1ng tﬂg—h?.'ghest average scores
were Numbers 2 10, and 3.
Number 2: . "If the teacher laughs w1th the pupils in

amusing classroom situations, the class
tends to get out of control."

' Lo . Number 107 "A pupil should be requlred to stand when
’ o . ' reciting." , \

 Number 3: "It sometimes does. a child good to be* .
' criticized in the presence: of other puplls "

The average scores for these items were 3.84,
K 3. 90, 4.48 respeceively,- and when the ~average mean score
7(2.52) 1is cons:.dered thése items rank hlghly on the
) « custodlallstlc énd of the contlnuum. _
: Ran’klng the 1tems for Forms A -and B (comblned), ,
‘gave the lowest average scores to Numbers 21, 49, .and 3.
It sh"ould' ee‘ noted that Number 21 is Number 1 of Form B .
., and it Teceived the §ame 'av‘erag_e score of 0.39; also,
. Number 3 is 'the san'.ie as Number 3 of Fora A and has-

recenred the same_ average score.

_Number 49‘ "Children that cannot meet the school
standards should be dropped o

This item received an average score of. 1. 43
which is. cons:!.derably lower. than the average mean score
of 2.54. | * N

- The 1tems recenflng thef hlghest average scores

were Numbers 22 30, and 23, which average sf:ores were

9 84 3.90, and 4,48 respectlvely.

S
o
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Number 22: WAggre551ve chlldren are the greatest problems."

Number 30: "Pupils must learn to respect teachers if for
" no other reason than that they are teachers."

Number 23: - "At times, it is necessary tha't the whole claSSj

suffér when the teacher is unable to identify
the culprlt" - -

Con51dering the meaa average score of student-
| _teachers for-all i:tems on Form A and Form B combined
(2.54), tHe average scores on these items, especially on
Number 23, were quite high or very cuatddialietic. ‘It is
interesting; if not amazing,’to note that studeﬂt—teachers'

still see the teacher as the "authorlty figure" to whom

one has to render an - account of his actions. .

——aty

SUMMARY

~ Using the Pup1l Control Ideology Instrument with
-Ferm A and Form ‘B (comblned), thls chapter analyzed the -
variables which the hypotheseslof the study 1nve5t1gated.
- The results of the afatistical analysis of the -
data relevant to eacﬁ of these hypotheses were summarized
in-the second section of this chaprer, which sectien“
_ dealt with -comparisong;of the results bo_f tT‘le three
.analyses of the data. _" ’
" ';' " . These comparisoas summed up the major findingé,
e',l w1th regard to the hypotheses and showed that the flndlngs
were ba51ca11y the same for each ‘of the three ferms ef

- the Pupil Control Ideology Instrument-—Form A, Form B,
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Form A and Form B (comblned)

In the third sect1on of this chapter, the 'items

of.fhe three forms of the Pupil Control Ideology Ins;rument

mentioned above were ranked according to average.score.

From tise rankings it should be noted that while student—

teachers seemed to be QUite humanistic in pupil control

._1deology w1th regard to the rlghts of the pup11 ds an

individual, they seemed to be very custodlallstlc in pupil
control 1deology when the authorltz or the status of the
teacher was,threateneda

Chapter VIT presents a summary of the study and

'the major flndlngs, 1mp11cat10ns with regard to thesa

< 2 .

f1nd1ngs, and some suggestions for further research

LI |

A
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_+° . _ CHAPTER VII -‘/
' , o B \‘ . . " /}r
s o ! N, ¢ . - . i
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND. SUGGESTIONS
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH |

INTRODUCTION .

This final chapter is deVoted to a summary of the
. study and a reportlnglof the major findings drawn from ‘
the col;‘ectee data and their an.alyses, a disc’ﬁesi‘on of “the
imﬁ-licati_ons of these fin'difngs., and some suggeetiohs for

further research. : : K - | .

-

SUMMARY -

_"Statement of the Problem and Purposes
ﬁ the Study '

whether there were dlfferences between the attitudes
‘toward pupil’ control of Junmr (first year) and senior-
‘(fourth and/or flfth year) students in teacher trammg,
..‘_and to show- the relatlonshlps between such dlfferences of
W attltudes -and certaln 51t<1at10na1 factors 0¥ varlables

Spec1f,1ca11y, the purposes of the study were:

(l’) to 1nvest1gate the dlfferences btheen the"

pupil control ideology of junior 'student-

teachers and that of senior student-teachers;

CLRT ) _'tpi'meesulje the attitudes "tleward pupil control "
D

R A V- TP

 The . central problem of this study was to determlne o



by students at the béginning.oﬁ their

= g

teacher‘training at Memorial University of ..

Newfoundland and to analyze these attitudes
S in relation'to such background factors as%’

. %y “(a) age and sex of students;
(b) size dnd type, of ‘school weré*students :

receivéd their elementary and secondary

educat10n°

() “kind® of educatlon rogran Whlch students

have entered;
:(d) amount of teaching experience students

;o j" ‘havg'had;

-

“are related to tﬁe.puﬁil control, ideology of '

.

~ senior student-teachers.

-Procedurés ' oo _ . '

By means of randdm. sampllng from lists prov1ded

: by Memor1a1 Un1ver51ty of Newfoundland and St . Bride's

'College, 172 FlI‘St :Y'ear and 150 Fourth or Fifth Year

education students or a-total of 322 stﬁdents‘ﬁere g

L0

- selected from a pOpulatlon of 1081 student- teachers

: ¢

reglstered at the above named institutions. Two questi

1onnaires deallng w1th certaln aspects of pup11 control,

Fl

9

-

L o (3) .to show what student background factors

II‘-—-QI I‘ -

e G
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'soecifically those that-dealt with attitudes“toware the : ;

- * instruction. and gu1dance of puplls at 5chool school

d15c1p11ﬂe, and general v1ews on ch11d psychology, wen;
administered by faculty members after a short brleflng
-session. No tlme limit was set but faculty members found g ¢

.that it took an average of forty- mlnutes to complete the

questlonna1res.°qRespohdents used a_ separate answer. sheet

‘to make the compllatlon of scores easier. : ' \ .

- » .

The questionnalres formed the. basic parts of the . '

‘,Puoil'Controi*Ideoiogy'Instromentsused to measure the '
.. . ' ’ “ ’ o % i ’ . 1 i . N “I\\; :
oupil control idedlogy of educational personnel'on a \ °y

contlnuum ranglng from ektreme;custod1a11sm to extreme. byl

’ : 5 .

3

;humanlsm.' Form A con51sted oT 20 items. and the response_t

. éategories were scored 5 /q, 2, and 1, for ”strongly Q .
.agree " ”agree " "unde01ded ' ”dlsagree " "strongly,
dlsagree," re5pect1vely S o’rlng was reversed for 1tems ' -

*

u

- the extreme custod1a1 contlnuum could theoretlcally score,

N o

;1 5 and 1.'5 Wthh are - p051t1v to the /pmanlstlx: v1eWp01nt .

’ I ' [N

The theoretlca‘1 range of the scores varled from 20 to 5 W
100 The higher the sco e, the more custodlai the N ‘_
ot

-1nd1v1dua1 was Judged to|be. Form B. contalned 60 1tems'

and was used to measure chtaln other asPects of pup11 '_lf

i

control 1deology not measured by Form A. Respondents on

-

300, whlle persons extremely humanlstrc could receive a .

m1n1mum score of 60 theoretlcally

-

The Informatlon Sheet used wlth the Pup11 Control o =
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. Ideodogy Instruments was designed to glve the basic

; 1nformat10n on the background and’ sltuatlonal variables

»

':whlch were analyzed in relatlon to the dependent variable--

8

pupil control 1deology. S,

- “

The data were flrst analyzed to determlne which of

',the 51tuat10na1 variahles or background factors were added

to the hypoth851s of this study. The next step was to'
relate the- variablés in the background data to the pupll
control 1deology scores forn Form A and Form B of the
1nstrument.' The total pupil control 1deolog cores

for all members of the sample -and the _mean scores for all"

members of the~samp1e‘were obtained. -Each variable was

then related'to the pupil control ideology scores using

ahaiysis of variance; F-ratio or:t-test for significant -
drfferenge between certain gronps or means; the'Sche%fé .
nultiple comparison of means test to 1ocatelwhere the
jdifterenceslay; 2ero order'product—momeﬁthcorrelation to ..
find;thelcorrelation.betneen any one of the vaﬂ}gbles énd *

pupil control ideology.scores. ‘The items in Form A

",
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" ‘and then for Form A and ‘Form B (comblned)

152

Three forms of‘the'Pupil Control Ideclogy

Instrument--Form A, Form. B, and Form K‘ananorm‘B

(comblned) tvere used to analyze the variables of this

'research.

The emplrlcal f1nd1ngs on the hypotheséé as

measured by these three forms.of the instrument are

presented in]thishéectigﬁ of the chapter.

-&.I

‘Theré were significant diffefences in the

-li. |

attitudes toward pupil control (pupil control
, & o [ a

-'idéoldgy] of junior (first year) and senior.

(fourth and/or fifth year) student-teachers,

in that the attitudes of the latter were more

humanistis}//fﬁas was shown toe be so.by each

—

‘of the three analyses of data referred to at
the beginning Qf‘this-sectionlof'the chapter.

‘Agé made a significant difference in the

pupil controél ided&ogy of student-teachers,

Al

~as it was found that ‘older student-teaclers

were more humanistic than®their younger .

colleagﬁeé.‘ Iﬁdeed,'éach-of the three’

ahalyses of data showed that hs age sincreased,

‘ ) —; " . . . ’ " ) 3 - e .
) : 5 - F .
. ) C . 4 3z .

.-
i

- ey
P

-
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the'mean pupil control ideo}bgyiscores gecamd‘
lower or more humanistic." N
Withbregard:to tae sex of.etudent-teaehers,

no significant differences wete found in the

pupil control ideology of males and females

. when Form B of the Pupil Control Ideolegy

o

- Instrument was used;, nor .when Form A and Form = 4

“

B. (combined) was used. However, there was a
significant difference when Form A was used, in

that the fémales were more humanistic.

Size of elementary school ‘attended did fot

make'anyadifference in the pupil.control ideology
of student—teachers."Each of the thrée analyses

of data showed that student- teachers who. attended

‘small elementary schools were as human15t1c 1n'
" amn pupll control 1deology-as those who attended

_large elementary schools. : " %

=

No significant differences were found relative -

to -the variable, type of secendary'échool

attended ’ However- t- tests showed that student-

‘teachers. who attended Reglonal High Schools were

-,moreahumanlstlc in pupl? control ideology than

those who. attended Central ngh Schools. With

- regard to student—teachers who attended Regiohal“

High Schools and those who attended‘ﬂll;ﬁrade

U:
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Sohoolé, the former tended aﬁ have a, 1ower or -
mone human1st1c mean pupll control ideology score.

.Educatlon program in which they were.reglstered

L}

_at Memorial University of Newfoundland did not

o

make any significant difference in the pupil
control 1deology of student teachers. The

stat15t1ca1 results obtalned from each of the

. three analyses with rcgard to the mean pupil’

1

’

control ideology scores of student-teachers

"

yregistered in the Primary, Elementary, and High e
S . / "

School education programs at Memorial University

. of Newfoundland, showed that no significant

differences were found. NevertHleless, it should

" be noted that for . each of the three analyses %f

data, studént- teachers reglstered in..the Prlmary

educatlon program had ‘the lowest or most human- .
'J -

istic mean pupll control: 1deology score.

For- the var1ab1e, teachlng exper1ence, ‘there was ' °
g =

- no 51gn1f1cant dlfference between student-

-

teachers w1th teachlng experlence andothose .

,w1th none. A perusal ‘of the mean pupil control

ideology scores for each of the three enélyses,

however, showed that as teaching experience

increased, mean-pup1l_control 1deology scores
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bécamelldﬁér‘or mdfé.ﬁﬁmanistic:'
B II‘\fIPLICATION_S.OF THE RESEARCH o \
' As‘afreview of the liféfaturé,relating to teaching
behaviours indi&ates,’teabhers' attit@deS'fdward children .
and their fole as a teacher i; oﬁg of the most Eritical
components of tﬁg épmpetent teacher. All facets of teacher-
traiﬁing programs fhen{,should be researcﬁed in ferms of
their efféct on the aftitudes of the participants. ~The
childfen in our schools and their parents have the right to
expect that ever?ntéaﬁherhtraiﬁédbin'ﬁewfoundlahd has been .
trainé&"tﬁfough a program which attempts to maximizé'ali.-
hls/her possible competencies and his/her human qualltles.

3

This research- tends to show that undergraduate

T
~

tralnlng has an impace ggon the soc1allzat10n of student-‘

teachers w1th respect tq’pupll control 1dcology, for the

‘mean pupl% control 1deology.5cores of senlor (fourth and/ -

or fifqhayearj'studenp-teachers were lower or more human-

istic than those of i%nior (first year) studénté;eé;hers. .
{lso, when ﬁsingfthg;variable, aée;:and ééntroliimg'for thgl
gariéb%e, yeér at?universit&, the.reseérch‘showed that_oldé;
student-teachers had'lowér mean pupil control idéology
scores or wefe‘more hqmanisfic in ﬁupii';antrol idéofpgy

.

- than younger-studeﬁt-teachefs.‘ So much so, that,the1oldest:

[ . ”
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s;udent—teéchees (those aged 31 years aﬁd oﬁerj Hed‘the
-1owest'ﬁean score. Again, when ‘using the varlable, teachlng
,experlence, and controlllng for the varlable, year at
_university, this research showed that as teachlng egperience
'increaéed, mean'mupif’control ideology eebres deereaeed,of ‘.
::became more humanlstlc '_ . SR -,. -
_Thus, the ev1dence gathered in the preeent study
lendelltself eo a direct indication of the impact which
.. university training, age, and teaching‘expefience have upon
. the attitudes of student-teachers toward pupil control,
in that these variables tend tc humanize the pupil control
ideology of both male and female student-teachefsr
Training pregraﬁs for primary and/or.elementary'
student-teachers are usuall} considered. to be more "puﬁiilu

, N , :
centered" th@;ﬂ%hose for secondary .student-teachers.- The

-expected effect. of this dlfference is that prlmary and/or.
.'elementary student te;chers would have a more humanlstlc ‘
pupil’ control 1deology than would secondary student-”
teachers, However, the data of“the present study showed
no significant dlfference in' the pupll_control,ldeology
ef student'xeachers_fééﬁéteted in the Priméry, Elementafy,
o £ . and High School (Secondary) edutationfprogfamﬂ at Memoriai

guﬁniﬁersity of Newfoundland.



.: ) - I , ‘ ) ‘ 'I ‘ ,II ‘S?

-

Pupil control, since it has long been considered

‘central’ to the teaching art, '®“may be deemed as essential

issue in the preparation and traihing_of prospective I
teachers. It would appear certain that’ educat10na1 |
objectlves methodology, and ph1losophy .are affECted by
the teacher s attltudes toward pupll control.

+

It 15 very necessary .for the teacher-traininé "
institution to ensure that its verbal humanism is translate}\
" L=

into praetical application. It must also be realized that

" the very real limitations'on humanism posed bﬁ the‘compub—ji
Isory educatlonal structure. may have ‘adverse effects on the
teachgr-tralnlng programs. ThlS implies .that whlle the -
fegéher-training institution 15‘try1ng to modify the behaviour
of ifs students with regard to pupil eontrol,.it must also
accouht for the influence" of thefteaching-eu1ture,‘which may

be and very probably is less humanistic. - . : .

' SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH . °
One of the values ‘of theoretical research is its
ablllty to raise more questlons than it answers and to
generate researchable problems for further study. vThea

*results of the present research would appear to 1nd1cate

, '\‘3“Don L. Emblen, "For a Disciplinarian's Manual
-~ Phi Delta Kappan, Vol. L (February, 1969), pp 339-340.
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~ some profitable avenues of exploration.
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_thét differeﬂces in-pupil control .were not random for the

-population under study -but seemed to follow certain ° ‘

predictable patteins. While the hypothéses were not all

.confirmed;-ghe theory employed proved to be reasonably

-

Ipowerful. Its use providea an operational perspective

and allowed hypotheses to be geﬁerated that could be

. empirically tested. Pursuing the results of the present

study, the following questions could pqssiﬁly lead to

o
-

u -

T

1. What is the relatlonshlp between the expresséd

attitudes toward pup11 control of- student- -

- teachers and teachers and their actual C 7,3

performance in the classroom? The possibleg/;}x

’ " gap .betweeh téacher self-perception and

»

o

overt behaviour is in need of close observatlon.
It is equally p0551b1e that some 1nd1v1duals-
‘overstate; as many may understate, the degree
of pupll dontrol they actually demand of stu~
dents.
2 Thls study has shown that the pupil control
1deology of undergraduate educatlon students

modified 51gn1f1cant1y (bec%pe more human-

-_H,__-is%ic)'during their profeséional training.

*

-

What factors caused this modification?

] T
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" education students undergo significant ‘change.

e
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" Does the pupil tontrol‘ideology of gradhate

during or after any ‘portion of their graduate
training program? o

s

Is there a relationship between’ a. more
humanistic pupil contrql ;deologyﬂon the, part
of teécherS‘aﬁd studenf achievement? The
contreversy over the type and degree_of'
d15c1p11ne requlred by teachers to educate

students is in need of further exploratlon.

In particular it would be. important to

: dEtermlne to what degree pup11 control serves

- the status malntenance needs of teachers as’

/
¥

' opposed to the academlc needs of pup1ls.

Do teachers of chlldren from lowef socio-

'econom1c backgrounds express a more custodlal
,pUpll control 1deology than those teachers who

'1nstruct puplls from hlgher socio- eeonomld

levels?,?lt is p0551ble that‘teachers OfnSOﬂ‘

ealled-disédventaged'cﬁildfen view their role

differentIy. Such teachefslﬁay'hold not only

. a differént view of the'disEipﬁiaffy néeds of .

their classroom, 'but of the academic needs of.

their pupils as well.’ Iﬁhthis same vein, %

. . ) L
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comparison of the_ﬁypii control iﬁeoloﬁy of

teachers in inner city as opposed to suburban

schools might also prove productive.-

| Does eliminafing or mbdifying'cbﬁpulsory school

" attendance make a diffefence‘in'the pupil contyol

ideology of teachers? It may be that teachers

in Sumherhiil type schools, or schooie that

- allow students to exert a greater degree of

ch01ce over their part1c1pat}0n will be more

. humanlstlc in their approach. Conversely, is

" it possible to "humanize" the behaviour of -

teachers whose clients are forced to accept’

. 9 . .
. the service? g b £ .

,;Early in this thesis, it was noted”that the

edncept of pupil control could be dealt with
oin tefﬁs of either jdeology or behaviouf,end 7

that th1s study focused on 1de0103y It thus -

=

4 “seems proper to ask: Does humanlsm in pup11

.Hence,,the;followlng quest;on:n

control ideology parallel humanlsm in behav1our?‘ 

y o

-Recent 1nn0vat10ns in educatlon, such as non-

graded classrooms, team teachlng, and ”schools
without walls " may well serve’ to affect the -

variables of teacher attltudes and pupil control.

* 5 . = ’ . . o

I y {_
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e rWiil the-fdeolégy of teachers toward pupil
centrol become more or less humanlstle as
the quantity and quality of teacher- pup11

_1nteract10ns change? '

9. Investlgatlons into the effectlveness -of

. various field and/or student teachlng .

experiences .remain practically unlimited.,

The question arises: Would future study of

such field and/or Studen;-feaching experiences

" he/she begins.téachihg in the pupil school?
Such longitudinal studiés may also serve to

1 »
distinguish those experiences most valuable

+ " to tehchérsIin,dffferentﬂgrade levels, subject

6/9&ar§as, geograpﬁic region or school sysfem..
1 Doesﬁthé'measuring:of éttitgdes.require a more
" Iseﬂsitive instrumént% Futurefrésearch_of 'E'
).stgdent—teaché;s_and éducéfion_programs as
related to chaﬁges in.attitudes.should perhapé
‘jempioy a more extensiVé battery of instrﬁmen%é
"'to approxlmate the’ status of att1tudes and

subsequent changes. The Minnesota Teacher

Attltudc Inventory, upon whlch the Pupil

Control Ided!ogy Instrument is based althougu

S -

serve to be more valuable to the teacher once .
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widely. used for'meﬁsuremehtS-similar to those
. el . I
’ ) A ) L - T R
"in this study, is not particularly sensitive

. to small changes.in attitude.
In conclus1on, 1nvestlgat10ns concerned with pup11

control are fraught W1th semantic confu51on. Oné-ls'

Salmost forced'“bhemployztermlnoT_gy whlch may have heavy

" cultural and psychologlcal overtones. "It is d1ff1cu1t

to conduct a d15p3551onate inquiry 1nto custodlallsm and

_humanlsn w1th0ut 1deal1zlng the latter through contrast

‘with the former."135 There would appear to be a ba51c

presumptien in the direction of freedom as an absolute';

_goqﬁ This is polltlcal preﬁerence that corresponds to -

..-—-'

notlons of democracyﬁ but it is also a current 5001a1

Value that may be ‘a functlon of our fear of an 1mpend1ng

-

o

136 It is a Feay Bk appeared to greatly

:-1nf1uence the wrltlng of the 1950'5 and the 11fe styles
of the 60's. ”Irrespectlve'ofathe origins or‘the-lmpact

.ef such attitﬁdes, fhey must be .undetrstood.to bé a set of

beliefs and not a bodyﬂof facts. Tt is simply not clear

what makes for the best means qf educating children;E:No

-

laﬁGilbert and Levineon op.. c1t., p« 23,y

r #3p
v

‘3‘Alv1n Toffler, Future Shock (New York

‘Random House, 1970), pp. 25~26 ] _ g L ow

Ry



~ freedom for students.

-

' v

-

. ' . : b, M
_ one has satlsfactorlly answered the phllosophlcal question,

]

"what knowledge is of most worth?" This 1nab111ty to

'agree on the ends of educat1on holds up progress on

developlng approprlate means. Thus, there is a need to

.expeylment on both sides of the questlon of prbv1d1ng ' .

Bin

= 14

It is clear that. there 'is-a need for edycators to

' ! e 0 f
fcvaluate 'a variety of teaching styles and organizational.

structures with a view to developing’programs that are

approp?iate fof different types of students aﬁdasubject

] = o -

areas., Such 1nvest1gat10ns must not assume the present
& :

s%ructure is wlthoutrwonth In the same Veln, the °.

demands of thegcurrent organlzatlon must not be unknow1ng1y

allowed to place limitations upon the direction of" future

) research, « = o T - . o : “q~ b kﬂ;.
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- ‘Directions:. Fill in ‘or check the appropriate blank. The

1. .Ydur'Name
rz, Date of Birth
3. sex 1 (1) Male -

I 4

*~. PUPTL CONTROL' IDEOLOGY QUESTIONNATRE -’
e L f UUSEGTION A e o
. PERSONAL AND’'PROFESSIONAL DATA' -

- information herein given will be .-treated, along -

“-+with information .from other questionnaires; as
grouped data, and will not directly reflect the
individual position-of the reSpondent

.I::1 (2) Female

4, Mar1tal Status 1 (1) Slngle

‘ e e [ { 2y Marrled o
S '  n [::] (3) Other , =

5. -Size of school where you rece1ved your elementary
-education.

(1y 1-2 classrooms

(2) 3-5 classrooms
'(3) -G-B‘ClaSSrooms' - | - :}g : oy
(4) 9-12 classrooms |
(5) 13-18 classrooms '

-(6]'over 18 classrooms

DGDGDB

6. Type of school where yau recelved your elementary

education.
[::] (1) All grade | _
C1.(2) Elementary, Grades .1- 6 ."J
¢ :

S o175 . .



Tl
i educatlon

'El,-)_ |
(2)

Nq, .

.

Y6l

T @)

Elemehtery,“Gradeevl-B

-Other . (specxfy)

Saze of school where you recelved your Secondary

(3)

(5)

'El oooo D"-

educatlon.,

1w
1 @)

1 &

I @

(4

-{61,

Type of school where you rgcelved your secondary

\,c-(—\ ) N o

l~2velassrooms‘ S

5:5 e1assf00ms_¥‘ _ Q‘
-6~8 classroo;ls ’ ‘ | / "’

9 12 cLassrooms e ® . ”.-_'1 [,_

13-18 .classrooms

f
[

over 18 ckassrooms

e ’ s
PR (o

Allagr?de T

/

_Central ‘High School (Grades 7-11) -
.Regiohél High' School (Grddes 9;11}¢'

Other (Spec1ny

Populétlun of the town where you reCelved your
elementary education. -

Ealed
@
1 ®
—
1 )
"6
. .',r::’ |

‘ B W
‘Less than 200 L ;-:),“,
200 - 499 e

500 - 999"

1000 - 1999

2000 - 4999

5000 and over ‘ -
- ‘ Y

176,




10,

. Ay v

1T,

12,

(1 Pr1mary=
:(2)! Elementary

L]

v :

L e

S 7
Population: of the town dhere you rece;ved your
secondary educatlon 3 ¢
T ) Less. than 200
—_ @ 200 - 499 )
[T (3) s00.- 999 S e _
"1 ). 1000 - 1999 -
I (5) 2000 = 4999 |
'ﬁ'[::r (EJ: SQUOIan&'over;'e
jb'which’year 6f unlversit? are you now enrolled? .
. [] (1) First '
[ @ sécond N S
] (3) ‘Third N ' "
[~ (4) Fourth
"B (s) Fifen - ] , -
.Ih which programme are you presently enrolled?

. “Your major field outside Edutatlon (e s Engllsh.

(3) High School . (4 years) _:_Ef .." A
(4) High School (5 years) L e

D‘.D-'D'-‘BD

(5) Phy51ca1 Educatlon

e .

-_Mathematlcs, Hlstory) L i M

Your- minor f1e1d out51de Educatlon (e g Engllsh
Mathematlcs, Hlstory)

How many years of teachlng experience do you have?

(1) as.a teacher of primary grades .
(klndergarten, 1 2, 3) .




“w '

g

16.

" “

.~ 18,

- (2). 11 rooms and over

'(2)' as a teacher of elementary grades ‘

(4 5,6, 7,.8)

(3) as ‘a teacher of secondary grades

(9, 10, 11) _ .

teacher

- (4) ypour total nhumber of years. of experlence as a

L]

"~ How many years of experience do you have'as prinCipa¥
" oft-"* . s - ’ . S & ' .

1) 2 ;°5'room school

”(2) 6 - lO:room EChooi - A,

(3) - 11 Fooms or more

"How - many years ok experlence do you have as V1ce-' Y

prlnclpal of . .

o

(1) 6 - 10 room school

-

Your'relrglon _
) Remeanqtholie;
'(2] Anglican| s,
(3) United:Church
RON éaivatien ﬁrﬁ}“_,"-_;';;;

1(5)_ Pentecostal : q.i=f'.“'

{tﬁ) Other“f-‘i: e N

K =
» N ‘ R P o
. . o ze
"t " L.t " .
8 AL 3 - > .
.: ": i g -3 »
a . - - - . -
. et i . L ae
» g 5 3
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e o " .
~ -‘.I< ./ L
: Y . P -
[ : . %
o L . .
a ¥ o
. . -
L v 4 A
. L e
y % . u
- L3 .
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. = e
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.‘Inst¥uépions: ,F0110w1ng are twenty. statements about schools

. __SECTION'v_B e % LT e
I 9 ’ e P ’ ) -" g . '
Pupll Control Ideology Form A o '

teachers, and pupils. Reach each statement =~
carefully. Plehse indicate your personal - '
opinion about each statement by drawing a
circle atound one of the five letters on

. - the Response SReet corresponding to’each
7 - .7 statement to show the answer/you have’ .
selected ; ! .
. A v :‘
- A'= Strongly Agree
. . L .. , 7
"B = Agree . . cet T T
X i G ='Undeeided"_ E )
-H‘ - s E "D = Disagree- i
DR . .S E =‘Strongly°Disagree SR .

" Mark yoﬁr answers on- the Re5ponse Sheet as’
shown in the example below. - ‘ :
Uslng the strap on’ dlsobedlent children
teachethhem to respect authorlty '
1. A, (B), D, E.

"It is d051rab1e to requ1re puplls to sat in a551gned

seats during assemblles.

'Puplls are usually not capable of solv1ng thelr problems‘

through logical reasonlng

-\'

‘ D1rect1ng sarcagtic remarks toward a deflant pupll is “a

good d15c1p11nary techn1que. R
Beginning teachers -are not 11kely to maintain strict _
enough control over their pupils. : %

Teachers should consider revision of their” teaching -
methods if these are criticised by their.pupils. Lo

r

The best-pr1n51pals give unquestlonlng support to

teachers 1n d15c1p11n1ng pupils. ) IV

Puplls shouwld not be permltted to contradlct the

' statements of a teacher in class.



10.

"11‘.,

12.

"appllcatlon.

. -
. e ,-

It is Justlflable "to have puplls 1earn mafy facts -
about a subject even if they. have. no 1mmedlate " %

\ I

“Too much. pup11 time is spent on- guldance and act1V1t1es
.and too little on’ academlc preparation.’ '

Belng -friendly with puplls often leads them Yto become
too. familiar. " . ’

It is more important for pupils to learn ‘to obey rules
than that, they make thelr own decisions. :

~

Student governments ‘are a good "safety valve" but
should not have much influence on school pollcy

Puplls ¢an be trusted to work toge\hervw1ihout
supervision. >

If a pupil uses obscene or profane 1anguage in school

" it must be considered a moral offénce.

If puﬁiié are allowed to use the .lavatory without.
getting permission this pr1v1lege will be abused

A few puplls are just hoodlums ‘and should be treated
accordlngLy s 5

It is often necessa;y to remind pupils that their’

- status in school differs from that of teachers.

A pupll who destroys. school material or property
should be severely punlshed.1

Puplls cannot percelve the difference between deu%cracy
~and anarchy in the;classroom. '

Pupils often mlsbéhave in' order to make the teacher .

~"look bad. = .



© e % SECTION C: - - o

& .", f,‘,
- .

Pupil Control Ideology Form B

e

IﬂStructiohs: Follow1ng are sixty. statements about

“teacher-pupil relatlonshlps‘ ‘Please

. indicate your personal opinion about each
.statement by drawing a circle around one
of the five letters on the Response Sheet
corresponding to each statement to show the-

. answer you have selected,

A = Strongly Agfce” T oy
. J B =. Agree o i .‘ . & , 4,
2 i - ¥ C = UndeCidec‘l )
B D é Disagree
- | .
.E = Strongly Disagree

Mark your answers on the ReSponse Sheet as
shown in the example below- ,

a2

‘ Silence inithe classroom is a sigﬁ'of
effective teaching. 1. .A, B, (C), Dy E,

*

Minor' dlsc1p11nary s1tuat10ns should never be turned
into Jokes.- w ' - f N,

, If the teacher laughs thh the pupils in amusing’
‘classroom 51tuat10na, the class. tends to get out of

control )

It sgmetlmes does a- chlld good to be- cr1t1c1zed 1n the|'

" . presence of other pupils.’

Unquestqonlng obedlence in a child is: &e51rab1e 1n,the
classroom, C . : ;
3 ’ \

~ The first lesson a’ child needs to learn is’ to obey the
'teacher without h351tat10n.

» i W
L

"Keeplng order" in the- classroom must be emphas1zed

‘ Too many chlldren nowadayg are allowed to have thelr

own way. ‘ S o e

A child should’ be taught to obey an adult w1thout
questlon. ; -



,.11.

13.
14.
" 15,

16",
17,

18..
19,

23,

24,

25,
26.

28.

,Some children ask too many questlons. '. - s

12.

27,

u.:t

. A pup11 should be' requlred to stand when rec1t1ng

A ‘teacher $houLd never acknowledge his 1gnorance of a
topic in the f{mesence of his pup115 ' -

DlsC1p11ne 1m.‘i: e modern school is'not as strlct as
it should: be .

To maintain good disccipline in the classroom a teacher

needs ta, 4)9 "*hard boiled."

Imagmatf\}e tales demand the:same pun:L%hment as lying.

A good motivating deV1ce %S the critical comparlson of
"+« pupil's work with that of other pupils.

L

Course -grades should some times be' lowered as Jpunishment.

" More "“old ‘fashioned Whippir-lgs'“, are jleeded today.

The child must learn that the "teacher Knows best."

'Increased freedoni in, the' classroem creates e’enfusion.

A teacher should ndt be expected to be sympathetlc

- toward truants

Teachers. should exerc'lse fhere au‘thonty over thelr
pupils than they do.

. "Aggressive chlldren are the greatest problems

At times it is necessary that ‘the whole class suffer
"when the. teacher is unable to identify the c:ulprlt

/ .
Many teachers are not severe enough in thelr deallngs ‘
with pupils, i, ®

Children "should be seen and not 'ﬁear&.”

L -

Children are usually too sociable in the classroom.

Pupils who fail to prepare their lessons da11y shoﬁld
be kept after -school to make this preparatlon..

-
"

Assigning additional school work is often an effectlve

] means of punishment.

RPN ¥ e

i
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29, "It is not advisable to allow children- mu::h freedom in o
. the executlon of learnlng act1v1t1es _ .
.- 30, -Puplls must learn to respect teachers if for no.other
reason than that they are teachers. -
- 31. Chlldren need not always understand the reasons for

- social conduct ; _ » ’ -

a

32. Puplls usually are not qua,‘llfled to select. thelr owh
topics for themes and reports. :

33.° There is too much lenlency today in the handllng of -
chlldren : ) . a

34. ‘.Chlldren nowadays are allowed too much freedom 1n ¢
school : A

"~ 355 The, child who mlsbehaves should be made to feel gu.'th.y
-~ and ashamed of himself. :

36, If a child wants to speak or to leave his seat during
3 the class period, he should always get. permission. from
= " the’ teacher
. Throw:mg of chalk and erasers should always demand

: severe punishment.

38. There should be "hard and fast" rules for pup11
s behaviour: in the classroom ,

39, Children should not expect talking pr1v11eges when
atlults w1sh to speak. . i

.40, "Chlldren must be told ‘exactlywhat* to do and how to
E do it. :
N

41. Whlsperllig shbuld not be tolerated.

‘ 42 Shy “pupils eSpec:Lally should be requ1red to stand .
-when reciting. i *

+ 43. Teachers should consider probilems of conduct more
b seriously than they do. g
i / .-" ’ .
44, A teacher “should never leave the class to 1ts own
' management., . . '
b

- 45,7 As a rule teachers are too- lenient mth thelr puplls.,

46. Classroom rules and regulatlons must be eon51dered
’ :1nv1olab1e : B T

v

-‘ - . N .
-a : 7 L i 1{ ' -®



. 53..

.54,

"S5,

56

S?I -

58.

59,7

- 60.

2 !

A pUpll found wrltlng obscene notes

punished. .

be dropped.

“. N . Z * ‘- . .:‘j‘ 'I. " - - . -‘ '
Children are usually too‘1nqu151t1ve.'

Ch1ldren just cannot be trusted

4

v r

]

.

" There. is usually one best way to do
Iall pupils should foliow..

-

LI

”
-

should

be severely

« 1 "

.l

‘school.work which

'Child;en today.are given pgb'mueh freedom.

o

=

i~

eAggressive children require the most atteﬂ%ion

.

‘Childrén are not. mature enough to make thelr own
: dec151ons. . -

.A chlld who bltes hlS nalls needs to he shamed._

A

].

@

= Chlldren that cannot meet the school’ standards should

a

-

Children’ cannot be expecteﬁ to thlnk for themselveS'
‘even. if permltted ‘

" It.is unnecessary to glve children reasons for the,
restrlctlons placed upon them..

A pup11 does. not have . the rlght to dlsagree openly

with his teachers

<

A

,It is sometimes a waste of fime to make a pupil fully
aware of what is expected of him. >

Most pupil. misbehaviour is‘dene to annoy the teacher.

PR
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Name’ . -

i IR

T

el

12, A
13, A

"1, A-B C'D

:Z/Q,A'BTC'DJ

S ) a,l‘ ‘ N <
s ' 1185
.‘. L (
s . ® f.‘ L ] '
‘PUPIL CONTROL ‘IDEOLOGY : . b= T
" . RESPONSESHEET . B '
FormllA nr = S
E G.HL BCDE 11..-ABCDE 16. A BCD
E 7. 'ABCDE 12. ABCDE 17. ABEDE |

"3, ABCD

4, A BX D
5, ABCD

)

BCD

=

-

BCD.

v

CD
¢ D
CD
cp
cD

cp

~3

Lo

* & o =
D_o
R R e N =

‘v W W oW W W oW W oW.w W

CD

-

C.D

=

CD
chb
14y A B C D,
15. A B.C D

CDE

E' "8.
E 9.
E

-

16. A
17. A

19.% A
20. A
21, A

E
E
E
E
E
-
E 22. A
B 55, A
E
E 6.

9

A
28, A

L4

E 27,
E
E 29..
E .

0.
{ . .

‘B-C
B C

B- C

-
DE

-D ‘Eyl ' a2

D E

- -]

Foim B

B C
B C

D E

D' E

16, ABC ﬁ-g,'

5T

B'C
B C
B'E
B C

24. <A B.C
25% A B C
“ABC’

B-C

B C

ABC
AB C

Soom

'I'ﬁc .

D E

DE

D E
DE,
DE
DE -
D E.
DE'
DE
DE

DE -

13,
14,
¢ i,

s ¢

BB B Be» BB R o> B> o> > > >
W W W W W L

.

== o = w W == B =~} == v =

=

18,
19,
20,

‘CDE . 46.

.C BE 47.

4

49,

cbE"” 8.
C:D E

CD 50.

‘C DE. 51.
CD
€D

.C D

53,

jw] s ] m tm.

55,

L

«C ' DE

C.‘D“.E R e
'C DE_ 57,
cbE s8.
5.

.G D E
' 60

‘CDE

- B2,
54.

56..

s

=

BB

> > B > o» o» o> > > >,
W W oW w m W oW W W oW oW oW

W

Q O 0 o 0o o o o o o.o
'tj.

o o o o Y

CDE ",
CDE
CD E
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