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CHAPl'ER I 

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 

Introduction 

One of the current approaches to the study of school administra~ 

tion is to base the study on organizational theory. A basic objective 

of organizational theory is to attempt to explain the relationships 

which occur among members of groups of people who participate in the 

activities of an organization. 

To be sure, each organization and each participant within an 

organization is different to varying degrees. Each has goals, both 

stated and not stated. Each is faced with alternative actions. Each 

will act, interact, and react within the mileu of its opportunities and 

limitations. 

This study dealt: with the public high school. The public high 

school can be viewed as a social system which operates within the 

larger social system of the community. It has stated purposes and 

possesses concrete elements which include an administrative hierarchy, 

a professional teaching staff, students, courses of study, facilities, 

and equipment. Somewhat more intangible elements possessed by the high 

school include the relationships between the school and the connnunity, 

between administration and staff, and between staff and students. 

1 



The P:roblem 

As organizational part~cipants engage in daily activity, they 

must operate within the constraints imposed by that organization. The 

participants develop personal orientations to these constraints and to 

the kind of interaction these constraints impose. The problem investi-

gated in this study was whether selected organizational constraints 

were related to selected orientations of participants. More 

particularly, were selectec;l bureaucratic characteristics of the school 

related to selected characteristics of student alienation. 

Definition of Terms 

Bureaucracy: For the purpose of this investigation, this will be 

described by the following characteristics: hierachy of 

authority, rules and regulations, and impe:rsonalization. 

Hierarchy .2£ Authority. The extent to which the locus of decision 

making is prestructured by the organization.1 

Rules .§llE, Regt).lations. The degree to which the behavior of 

organizational members is subject to organizational control 

and the extent to which organizational members mu.st follow 

2 organizationally defined procedures. 

Impersonality. ThEl extent to which both organizational members 

and outsiders are treated without regard to individual 

1Richard Hall, "Some Organizational Considerations in the 
Professional .. Organizatic,mal Relationship!.', AdministratiVEl Science 
Quarterly, Vol. 12, December, 1967, p. 465, · 

2Ibid., p. 465. 



qualities.3 

.Alienation: For the purpose of this investigation, this term will be 

described by the fol;Lowing charaoteristics: powerlessness, 

isolation, and self.estrangement. 

Powerlessness. is "the expectancy or probability held by the 

individual that his own behavior ·cannot determine the 

occurrence of the outcomes or the reinforcements he seeks. 114 

Isolation. is "assigning low reward value to goals or beliefs 

that are typically highly valued in a given soeiety."5 

~,...Estrangement. is "the degree of dependence of the given 

6 behavior upon anticipated future rewards." 

Supplementary~ Te:rrns: 

Academ:l.cally Oriented Course£!. Study. This means that more than 

half of the courses in which the student is enrolled consist 

of courses which have traditionally been considered as 

l, academic". These oourses include the language arts, social 

sciences, mathematics, science, and foreign languages. They 

do not include ~mah cou:rses as music, art, home economics, 

physioal education, indu.stria1·,a,rtts1l>,,'business education 

courses, journalism, speelch, and drama. 

3 

!i2!1-Academical1y Oriented Course of Study. This would be a course 

of study that c;:onsisted of more than half of the ·courses in 

3Ibid., p. 465. 

4Melvin Seeman, "On the Meaning of Alienation", American 
Sociological Review, XXIV, Dec. 1959, p. 784. 

5 Ibid., P• 789. 
6Ibid., p. 790. 



which the student is enrolled, be:i,ng cours$s which have 

traditionally been considered as "non ... aeademic". This would 

mean that more than half of the courses being taken would be 

such courses as music, art, home economics, industrial arts, 

physical education, business education oo~rses, journalism, 

speech, and drama. 

Minor:i,.ty Group. This group is defined as those stu.dents who 

perceive themsE;Jlves as not fitting into the mainstream of 

4 

the school and its a.ctivities. It does not necessarily refer 

to race. 

Non ... Minorit;y:. This gro'llp is defined as those studen.ts who perceive 

their situation in relationship within the school as "fitting 

in" with the majority of the students in that school. 

A$sumptions 

It was l;l.Ssumed that the responses by the teachers to items of the 

School Organizational Inventory were re;presentative of their per­

ceptions of what was actually present in the school. It was further 

assumed that the student responses to items of the Pupil Attitude 

Questionnaire were also representative of their attitudes toward each 

item. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited to the analysis of the relationships of the 

selected bureaucrat:ic characteristics and selected dimensions of student 

alienation. Findings of this study can be generalized only to the 

setting of this investigation. This study was concerned only with the 
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organizational structure o.f the school and student a.ttitudes toward it. 

Size of the school, community environment, home environment, and other 

such variables were not considered. 

Significance of the Study 

According to Weper, bureaucracy is the most efficient form of 

administrative organization. His rationale for this position include 

such things as: experts with much experience are best qualified to 

make technically correct decisions. Another reason given by Weber is 

that disciplined performance governed by abstract rules and coordinated 

by an hierarchy of authority fosters a rationale and consistent pur­

suit of organizations.I objectives. 7 

Some writers have said that the most efficient form of ad:minis-

trative organization may be dysfunctional in some relationships with 

organizational participa.nts. If this is indeed true in the public 

school, then alternative administrative structures might need to be 

developed. For example, if relationships between certain character-

istics of bureaucracy and certain characteristics of student alienation 

do indeed exist, then the school may need to develop alternative 

administrative structures in order to promote student learning. Since 

the primary objective of the school is pupil learning, the organiza-

tional structure should facilitate this end if indeed the stated 

goal of the school is to be reached in the most effective manner. 

?Peter M. Blau and W. Richard Scott, Formal Organizations, 
Chandler Publishing Co., San Francisco, 1962, p. JJ. 



CHAPl'ER II 

REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE, 

RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES 

Introduction 

The literature relative to the concepts used in the study is 

abundant. The first part of this chapter is a review· of those con­

cepts which have meaning to the researoh. The chapter concludes with 

the rationale supporting each hypothesis followed by the statement of 

the hypothesis tested. 

Review· of Selected Literature 

Bureaucracy 

Several organization theorists have developed propositions 

designed to clarify the nature and characteristics of formal organi­

zations. This study will focus on one of these, the classical theory 

of bureaucracy espoused by the eminent German scholar, Max Weber. 

It would be difficult to dispute that Weber's perceptive and 

incisive theoretical analysis of the principles of bureaucracy are a 

significant general statement on formal organizations. His writings 

on the concept of bureaucracy have had a profound influence on subse­

quent thinking and research in the field of formal organizations. 

From Weber's work, five cha~acterist~cs of bureaucracy have been 

6 



iqentified. The characteristics are: 

(1) hierarchy of authority 

(2) rules and regulations 

(J) impersonalization 

(4) career status 

(5) specialization1 

Concerning these characteristics, Blau and Scott write: 

In Weber's view, these organizing principles ma.ximize 
rational decision-making and administrative efficiency. 
Bureaucracy, according to him, is the most efficient 
form of adm:in;istrative organiza.tion, because experts 
with much experience are best qualified to make 
technically correct decisions, and because disciplined 
performance govevned by abstract rules and coordinated 
by the authority hierarchy fosters a rational and 
consistent pursuit of organizational objectives.2 

One kind of authority exercised by persons in the hierarchy has 

been identified as legal authority. In writing about legal authority, 

Weber points out that obedtence is not owed to anyone personally but 

7 

to enacted rules and regulations which specify to whom and to what rule 

people owe obedience) 

Weber further says that in the pure type bureaucracy, the person 

in command is the "superior" within a funotionally defined "c9mpetency" 

or "jur;i.sd,iction'', and his right to govern is legitimated by enactment. 

He suggests that the typical official proceeds without regard to person 

1Peter M. Blau, Bureaucracy in Modern Society, Random House, 
New· York, 1965, pp. 28-31, ~ · · 

2 Peter M. Blau and W. Richard Scott, Formal Organizations, 
Chandler Publishing Company, San Francisco, Calif., 1962, p. 33. 

3Max Weber, "Three Types of Legitimate Rule", Cemplex Organiza­
tions, .Amitai Etzioni, editor, Hall, Rinehart, and Winston, New· York, 
1962, P• 27. 
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(impersonalization), following rational rules with strict formality 

(rules and regulations). Where rules fail, he adheres to "functional" 

oonside:rations of ex:pediency. The author also states that dutiful 

obedience is channeled through a hierarchy of offices (hierarchy of 

authority) which subordinates lower to higher offices.4 

Hierarchy of Authority. One of the organizational characteristics 

of bureaucracy identified by Weber concerns the way in which the 

offices (and officers) are arranged. He says that in a bureaucracy, 

the organization of offices follows the principal of hierarchy: that 

is, each lower office is under the control and supervision of a higher 

one.5 This hierarchy specifies the locus of decision making that has 

been pre-structured by the organization. 6 

Every official in this administrative hierarchy is 
accountable to his superior for his subordinates' 
decision and actions as well as his own. To be 
able to discharge his responsibility for the work 
of his subordinates, he has authority over them, 
which means that he has the right to issue direc­
tives and they have the duty to obey them. This 
authority is strictly circumscribed and confined 
to those directives that are relevant for official 
operations.? 

Supporting Weber's identification of the hierarchical arrangement 

of offices, Thompson has stated that ultimately, someone is designed 

as the "boss". This means that this person has a right to veto or 

affirm the organizationally directed proposl;l.ls of his subordinates, 

4 
Ibid., P• 27. 

5Max: Weber, Essays in Sociology, translated by Gerth and Mills, 
Ox:ford University Press, 1946, p. 196. 

6 Hall, p. 46.5. 
7Blau, p. 29. 



subject to no appeal. The superior's rights include a near-absolute 

power over the organizational ambitions and careers of subordinates.8 

9 

Not only does the superior have the right to tell the subordinate 

what to do, but the superior: has the righ,t·to deferenQe from hi$,, 

subordinate, the right to be treated with extra care and respect.9 

The significance in this lies in the fact that it is one way in that 

the superior has the right to be somewhat insensitive as to subordi-

nates' personal needs. The ranking of roles with regard to the amount 

of deference due them is referred to as th$ "status system". 

The superordinate in the hieraryhy is also assumed to have 

superior technical CQmpetence to all his subordinates. Thompson says: 

It is assumed that the superior, at any point in the 
hierarchy is able to tell his subordinates what to do, 
and to guide them in doing it. That is, it is 
assumed that he is more capable in all of hi~ unit's 
activities than any of his subordinates who perform 
them.10 

Abbott has said that the hierarchical definition of roles has 

been a major deterrent to meaningful innovation in the organization. 

He sees the deterrent to innovation as a major dysfunctional oonse~ 

quence of structuring the schools bureaucratically. He suggest? that 

although roles in general are de.fined in terms o.f both rights and 

obligations, there is a tendency in bureaucracies to emphasize rights 

when referring to superordina.te,,roJ,esuandc:to,iew.ph~~li.t(2),,op1igations : 

8Victor A. Thompson, "Hierarchy, Specialization and Orga:nizational 
Conflict", Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 5, 1961, p. 485. 

9Thompson, p. 486. 

lOVictor A. Thompson, Modern Organizations, Alfred A. ~nopf and 
Company, 1961, P• 75~ 
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when referring to subordinate roles.11 

Although hierarchy has been identified and studied extensively in 

other kinds of organizations, the term is seldom used in the language 

of the educational writings. Yet the practices to which it refe:i;'s a:re 

commonly prevalent. The typical organization chart of a school is 

intended specifically to clarify lines of authority and channels of 

communication. "~ven in the absence of such a chart", writes Abbott, 

"School employees have a clear conception of the nature of the hier-

a:rchy in their school systems". Rigid adherence to hierarchical 

principles has been stressed to the point that failure to adhere to 

recognized lines of authority is viewed, "as the epitome of immoral 

organizational l:;iehavior11
•
12 

Impersonalization. A second characteristic of bureaucracy 

identified by WE;iber concerns the affective basis upon which an organ:i, .. 

zational officer makes decisions. Weber says that in a bureaucracy, 

"the ideal official conducts his office ••• in a spirit of formalistic 

impersonality ••• without hatred or passion, and hence without af'fect:ion 

or enthusiasm11
•
13 

For rational standards to govern operations without 
interference from personal considerations, a 
detached approach must prevail within the organi~ 
zation and especially toward clients. If an 
official develops strong feelings about some 
subordinates or clients, he can hardly help letting 

11Max G. Abbott, "Hierarchical Impediments to Innovation in 
Educational Organizations", Change Perspectives m Educational 
Administration, Auburn Univ., Auburn, Ala., 1965, p. 47. 

12 Abbott, p. 47. 
1~ax Weber,~ Theory of Social and Economic Organization, 

translated by Henderson and Parsons 1 Oxford University P:ress, 
New· Xork, 1947, p. 3Jl. 



those feelings influence his offici~l decisions. As 
a result~ and often without being aware of it him­
self, he might be particularly lenient in evaluating 
the work of one of his subordinates or might dis­
criminate against some clients and in favor of 
others. The e~clusion of personal considerations 
from official business is a prerequisite for 
impartiality as well as for efficiency. The very 
factors that make a government bureaucrat unpopular 
with his clients, an aloof attitude and a lack of 
genuine concern with their problems, actually 
bene:f,'it these clients. Disinterestedness and lack 
of personal interest go together. The official who 
does not maintain social distance and becomes personally 
interested in the cases of his clients tends to be 
partial in his treatment of them, favoring those he 
likes over others, Impersonal detachment engenders 
equitable treatment of all persons and thus fosters 
democracy in administration.14 

Anderson points out that despite attempts within organizations 

to structure and impersonalize relationships so that individual 

personalities will have little or no effect on the accomplishment of 

organizational goals, "no organization can be completely rational'' •1.5 

He identifies three reasons for this being true. First, he 

suggests that the organization must involve individuals who possess 

diverse experiences, training, and attitudes which they bring to the 

organization and these individuals interact outside of the formally 

11 

assigned roles that they play in the organization. Secondly, Anderson 

suggests that the formal and informal structure of the organization 

are affected by pressure from the environment in which the institution 

exists. Thirdly, Anderson cites the historical perspective with which 

persons both within and without the organization regard the goals of 

14 Blau, p. 30. 

l.5James G. Anderson, "Bureaucratic Rules: Bearers of 
Organizational Authority", Educational Administration Quarterly, 



the organization and the methods used to accomplish these goals will 

have a decided effect upon the organization. 16 

Although impersonality may engender equitable treatment for all, 

12 

it may also engender orientations toward the official and the organiza-

tion which can be dysfunctional for organizational goal attainment. 

In an attempt to minimize personal relations , abstract 
rules for classes are developed. The individual merits 
are ignored and categories are developed into which 
each problem or individual is placed. Also since 
persons outside of the organization represent an 
uncontrol lable element which may prove inimical to 
the organization, rules are designed to represent 
categories so that similar cases may be treated 
alike in a predetermined manner. In this way the 
official can call upon the authority and prestige of 
the organization which reside in the rules to justify 
his actions with respect to clients ••• This in turn 
leads to conflict between the official who views a 
case as fitting particular stereotyped model and the 
client who wants personal consideration of his 
circumstances.17 

The above writer points out that in the school, the tendency to 

adhere to irnpersonalization may develop counter to the philosophy of 

recognizing individual differences . He suggests that stereotyped 

behavior which is not adaptable to individual problems is resorted to 

in grading, parent-teacher conferences, ani working with students .18 

The lack of adaptability of the school to individual differences 

has caused adaptive responses on the part of the students. Carlson has 

identified some of these as "situational retirement" , "rebellious ad-

16Ib.d 1 ., p. 12. 

l?Ib"d 1 . , P• 12. 

18Ibid., P• 22 
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justment", "side-payment adaptation", and "drop-out adaptation11 .19 

Each of these responses are oatl.sed by a perception O!} the part of the 

student that the school is not meeting his individual needs. As 

Carlson says, these adaptations involve some rejection of both the 

20 school and what the school has to offer. Impersonal treatment by the 

organizational representative may foster such a perception. 

Rules~ Regulations. A third organizational characteristic of 

bureaucracy identified by Weber concerns J:.he specificity with which the 

organization controls its participants, Rules and Regulations are 

developed to provide guidelines and procedures that will facilitate 

the operation of the formal organization. Operations are governed, '"l?y 

a consistent system of abstract rules--- (and) consist of the applica­

t:ion of these rules to particular cases",2l 

Blau states: 

This system of standards is designed to assure 
uniformity in the performance of every task, 
regardless of the number of persons engaged in it, 
an~ the coordination of different tasks. Hence 
explicit rules and regulations define the responsi­
bility of each member of the organization and the 
relationships between them. This does not imply 
that bureaucratic duties are necessarily simple and 
routine. It must be remembered that strict adherence 
to general standards in deciding specific cases 
characterizes not only the job of the file clerk but 
also that of the Supreme Court Justice. For the 
former, it may involve merely filing alphabetically; 
for the latter, it involves interpreting the law· of 
the land in order to settle the most complicated 

l9Richa:rd o. Carlson, "Environmental Constraints and Organizat:ional 
Consequences: The Public School and Its Clients", Behavioral Science 
and Educational Administration, edited by Daniel E. Griffiths, Chicago: 
Sixty-third Yearbook of NSSE, 1964, pp. 261-276. 

20Ibid., p, 272, 

21w b 330. e er, p. 



legal issues. Bureaucratic duties range in 
complexity from one of' these extremes to the 
other.22 · 

Ideally, rules and regulations are designed to foster behavior 

which is the most rational toward the attainment of organizational 

14 

goals. However, in some instances, the rules may in fact inhibit goal 

attainment. As Merton observes: 

1. An affective bureaucracy demands ••• strict 
devqtion to regulations. 

2. Such devotion to the rules leads to their 
transformation into absolutes; they are no 
longer perceived as relative to a set of 
purposes. 

3. This interferes with ready adaptation 
under special conditions not clearly 
envisioned by those who draw up the 
general rules. 

4. Thus, the very elements which conduce 
toward efficiency in general produce 
inefficiency in specific instances.23 

That some organizational participants do in fact adhere to the 

rules and regulations despite the conditions is commonly understood~ 

In fact, this recognition is so common that the special name "bureau. .. 

crat" has been attached to persons so identified. Merton sees the 

bureaucrat as possess:i,.ng a strong tendency toward conformance, strictly 

adhering to regulations, being timid, conservative, and technical, and 

with sentiments displaced from goals to means. 24 

The tendency of organizational officials to enforce adherence 

to rules and regulations may also have implications for the orienta-

22 
Blau, PP• 29-JO. 

23Robert Merton, ''Bureaucratic Structure and Personality", Complex 
Organizations, Arnitai Etzioni, editor, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
New· York, 1962, p. 53, 

24Ibid., P• 55. 



tion of the subordinates. As Parsons has observed: 

••• a system of rational-legal authority can only 
operate through imposing and enforcing rules and 
regulations with relative efficiency, seriously 
frustrating limits on many important human interests, 
interests which either operate, independently of 
particular institutions, in any society, or are 
generated by the strains inherent in the 
particular structure itself ••• 25 

15 

Organizational theorists have recognized this and have stated that 

the organization must adapt to be effective. Anderson says that in 

order for an institution to be effective, there must be a balance 

between acquiescence to authority against individual initiative. He 

suggests that strict adherence to organizational rules must be 

tempered with the exercise of discretion by the member of the organi~ 

zation in performing his function. He points out that one of the major 

critical problems of a bureaucracy is to maintain an orientation that 

lies midway between a rigid adherence to formal rules and the unlirn:Lted 

exercise of discretion in order that the organization may retain the 

flexibility necessary to deal with individual problems and to accom­

plish the organizational goals. 26 

Alienation 

Etzioni emphasizes that the involvement of participants in the 

organization is affected by the legitimacy of a directive as well as 

by the degree to which it frustrates the subordinate 0 s need disposi-

tions. He further suggests that alienation will be produced not only 

by the illegitimate exercise of power, but also by power which 

25Ibid., p. 68. 

26 Anderson, p. 13. 
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frustrates the participant's needs, wishes and desires. Commitment, on 

the other hand, will be generated not merely by directives which are 

considered legitimate, but also by those which are in line with 

internalized needs of the participant. 27 

According to Seeman, alienation ;is a concept wM.,ch pervades the 

literature of sociology and holds a prominent place in the work of con-

temporary sociologists. He contends that alienation is a central theme 

in the works of such mE;Jn in sociology as Marx, Weber, and Durkheim. 28 

Dean credits much of the development of the original concept of aliena­

tion to Hegel, Marx, and Weber. 29 

Alienation is considered by a number of theorists to be one of 

the more prominent and crucial conditions in modern society. However, 

despite the importancE;J of thE;J concept, little empirical research has 

been reported. Pearlin suggests that the lack of investigation of 

alienation may be d~e to the difficulty of identifying that from which 

people are alienated.JO 

Nettler said, 19ThE;J idea of 'alienation' has a long history but a 

rE;Jcent vogue and, as with any other concept refurbished for scholarly 

purposes, its adopters are using it vario1,1sly".3l 

27Amitai Etzioni, ! Comparative Anal~sis of Complex Organizations, 
The Free Press, New York, 1961, pp. 15-1 • - · ' 

28Melvin Seeman, 110n the Meaning of Alienation", American 
Sociological Review, XXIV December, 19.59, p. 783. 

29Dwight G. Dean, 11.!Uienation: Its Meaning and Measurement", 
American Sociological Review, XXVI Octobe:i;-, 1961, p. 325. 

30Pearlin, "Alienation from Work: A Study of Nursing Personnel'', 
American Sociological Review, XX.VII June, 1962, p. 325. 

3lGwynn Nettler, "A Meas-ure of Alienation", American Sociological 
Review, XXII December, 1957, p. 670. , 
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Continuing, Nettler points out that Hegel first suggested the term 

alienation in describing the situation in which man becomes detached 

from the world of nature, including his own nature.32 For example, as 

man engaged in increasingly complex cooperative projects, he had 

to work with situations which were unnatural in that they did not 

spring from nature. They were a product of his cooperation. Marx 

identified the separation from "natural" activities in the work environ-

ment and identified the resulting worker's orientation as "alienation" 

brought about by labor speciali~ation. Whereas Marx used alienation 

.in the industrial sphere, Durkheim used the term "alienation'' to des-

cribe the separation of the individual from direction eminating from 

within himself. 33 

The concept of alienation is deeply rooted in sociological 

tradition and it has recently enjoyed extensive popularity in the 

work of contemporary behavioral scientists. Dean credits Seeman with 

bringing order out of chaos with his classification o~ dimensions of 

alienation. 34 

Using the writings of other eminent sociologists, Seeman has 

;identified five d;i.mensions of alienation. The;y are: pawerlessnE:lss, 

meaninglessness, normlessness, isolation, and self-estrangement. His 

purposes in attempting to identi;fy the dimensions of a11,.enation were: 

"to make more organized sense of one of the great traditions in 

32Ibid., P• 670. 

JJibid,, P• 670. 
34 Dean, p. 754. 



sociological thought; and to make the traditional interest in aliena~ 

tion more amenable to sharp empirical statement".35 
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Powerlessness: Powerlessness is defined as, "the expectancy or proba ... 

bility held by the individual that his own behavior cannot determine 

the occurrence of the outcomes, or reinforcements he seeks 11
•
36 

This dimension of alienation originated in the Marxian view· of the 

worker's condition in a capitalist society where he viewed the worker 

as downtrodden, subject to manipulation of the management. Weber 

extended this concept beyond the industrial sphere by associating it 

with all 'bureaucra;~ic organizations where i;.he worker ;is subject to the 

directives of another. Seeman says that powerlessness is perhaps the 

most common understanding of the term "alienation'' in sociological 

literature. 37 

Seeman is explioit to point out that this conception of powerless-

ness is a distinctly social-psychological view. He states that his 

construction of powerlessness clearly qeparts from the Marxian tradi,;.' 

tion by removing the critical polemic element in the idea of aliena-

tion. Ee believes that powerlessness is purely the individual's 

expectancy for some control of events. Powerlefisness thus defined is 

clearly distinguished from an observer judging an individual to be 

powerless from objective interpretations of powerlessness against some 

ethical standard, and the individual's sense of discrepancy between his 

35 Seeman, p. 783. 

36lbid. , p. 784. 

J?Ibid., p. 784. 
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expectations for control and his de~ire for controi.38 However, Seeman 

does limit the application of powerlessness to the depiction of man's 

relation to the social order. He wished to avoid the possibility of 

identifying powerlessness with peJ;'sonal adjustment.39 

Isolation: The isolation dimension of alienation is defined as, 

"assign(ing) low l:'eward valuf:l to goals or beliefs that are typically 

highly valued in a given society11
•
40 peeman points out that this usage 

does not refer to isolation as a lack of "social adjustment" - of 

warmth, security,. or intem;i ty of an individual's social contacts. 

Rather, it refers to the individual's detachment from popular cultural 

standards. It closely approximates one of the adaptations Merton 

identifies that an individual may make to a situation in whioh goals 

and means are not well coordinated. This adaptation leads men outside 

the environing social structure to seek to bring about a greatly modi .. 

fied social structure. It presupposes alienation from reigning goals 

and standards. 41 

Self-Estrangement: This dimension is defined as the degree of aepend ... 

ence of the given behavior upon anticipated future rewards that lie 

outside the activity itself. It refers to an assessment by the indi­

vidual that his activity is not intrinisically meaningfui. 42 

Seeman gives Fromm and MiJls much credit for the development of 

38Ibid., P• 784. 

39Ibid., P• 785. 
40Ibid., P• 789. 

41Ib.d 
::i. • ' P• 789. 

42Ibid., P• 789. 
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this concept of alienation. Seeman suggests that this form of aliena-

tion is displayed by those who seek reward outside of the activity in 

which they are participating. In this view, what has been called self.,. 

estrangement refers essentially to the inability of the individual to 

find self-rewarding activities that engage him. 43 

Empirical Studies of Organization and .Alienation 

In a study that would closely parallel this investigation, Adams 

determined the extent selected factors of the school's organizational 

structure as perceived by teachers, we:i:ie related to a teacher's sense 

of alienation. In his study, Adams assumed the school to be 

structured more or less bureaucratically, and two specific bureau .. 

cratio characteristics, centralization of authority and rule structure, 

were identified as those likely to have a direct bearing on a teacher's 

sense of alienation from work. 

Data for .Adams' study were collected from 490 teachers in an 

Eastern state. Two subscales from D. A. MacKay's, School Organizational 

Inventory were used to obtain a measure of the organizational structure 

of schools as perceived by teachers. A scale developed by Dwight 

Dean, "Scale For Measuring .Alienation" was reworded to measure the 

teacher's sense of alienation from work and fellow workers. 

The conclusions from the study were that when teachers perceive a 

high degree of centralization of authority and rule structure in the 

school organizatio11 they tend to feel mo:t'e alienated from their work 

and fellow workers. It was further concluded that those who perceive 

43Ibid., p. 790. 



21 

less formal structure in terms of centralization of authority and 

specification of rules are less alienated from work and fellow workers. 

Adams felt that the evidence provided by his study leads support 

to the contention that a teacher's sense of involvement and power to 

affect conditions over his work are directly related to his perception 

of the organi~ational structure of the schooi.44 

In an attempt to test hypotheses which predicted the degree of 

alienation of students in different types of bureaucratic high schools, 

Kolese.r administered the School Organizational Inventor;y to more than 

four hundred teachers in twenty Alberta high schools. Based on the 

teacher responses to items in the Inventor;y, Kolesar identified four 

types of bureaucratic schools. The four types identified were mono-

cratic, punishment-centered, collegial or representative, and mock. 

As a part of the study, Kolesar developed the Pupil Attitude 

Questionnaire. This is a scale designed to measure the degree of 

student alienation. This instr'Ument provides scores on five dimen-

sions of alienation; powerlessness, norrnlessness, meaninglessness, 

self-estrang(;)ment, and isolation as well as a total score for aliena-

tion. This instrument was administered to more than seventeen 

hundred students in twelve of the original sample of twenty high 

scpools. 

It was found that schools differ significantly in type of 

bureaucratic structure. Five schools which were identified as repre-

senting pure types were also found. A consistency in significant 

44charles F. Adams, "The Relationship of Teacher Alienation to 
the Organizational Structures of Schools", (unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation), State Univ~rsity of New· York, 1968. 
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differenoes in the degree of student alienation on the powerlessness 

dimension and on total scores of student alienation were reported. 

Kolesar found that student powerlessness and total alienation 

scores were significantly higher in punishment centered schools. He 

found the same to be true in schools in which the authority dimension 

of bureaucracy was emphas:;ized as opposed to schools in which it was 

de-emphasized. 

The researcher suggests that two definitional problems exist in 

the five dimensional measure of alienation. The author suggested that 

both powerlessness and meaninglessness involve predictions of behav-

ioral outcomes and this might cause inconsistencies in other research 

even though it did not produce problems in his research. He also 

pointed out that there is a close relationship of isolation and norm-

lessness, and rejection of school norms would likely result in school 

rule breaking. He suggested that further examination of this relation­

ship by future researchers might prove helpful. 45 

Baird,46 in his study of student alienation, tested hypotheses 

related to a planned school desegregation environment. The population 

for his study was comprised of students attending four seco~dary 

schools in a large southwestern city. 

'l'he alienation levd of the subject1:1 was measured by the Pupil 

Attitude Questionnaire developed by Kolesar. This instrument provided 

45Henry Kolesar, "An Empirical Stu.dy of Client Alienation in the 
Bureaucratic Organization", unpublished dissertation, University of 
Alberta, 1967. (Ph.D.) 

46John L. Baird, "An E:x;ploration of Alienation of Secondary School 
Stu.dents Participating in Planned Desegregation", unpublished 
dissertation, Oklahoma State University, 19~9. (Ph.D.) 
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for the measurement of five dimensions of alienation which included 

powerlessness, meaninglessness, normlessness, self ... estrangement, and 

isolation. The summation of these scores provided a composite 

alienation score. 

The methodology called for the Kolesar instrument to be admin-

istered to randomly selected samples of students in four project schools 

in a sociotemporal context which was dynamic. Some of the variables 

considered were sex, grade level, tl;'ansfe:r or non-transfer status, core 

or peripheral residence, and core or peripheral school. 

Baird reported that students attending core schools had alienation 

levels which were significantly higher than students who attended 

peripheral schools both before and after desegregation. He fo~nd that 

core residemce transfel;' students did not have different alienation 

scores than peripheral residence transfer students and that core 

residence transfer students did not have alienation scores high or 

different from peripheral residence transfer students. 

Baird also reported that junior high school students were found to 

have significantly higher levels of alienation in the dimensions of 

normlessness and isolation after desegregation. He found adequate 

evidence to support one hypothesis which predicted that male students 

would have alienation scores higher than female students.47 

Rationale and Hypotheses 

When an individual joins an organization, he submits h~mself to 

cor1trols by that organization. One way this control is exercised is in 

47Ibid. 



the organizational hierarchy of authority. The concept of hierarchy 

of authority means that the formal organization has prestructured and 

clearly defined the locus of decision points. 48 The decisions made 

then flow from the decision point to the subordinate, prescribing his 

behavior. 

Barnard's theory of organization is essentially a theory of 

24 

cooperation. He indicates that three criteria must be met in order for 

a cooperative system to exist. The criteria are: purpose, willingness 

t d . t· 49 o serve, an cormnunica ion. The individual's willingness to serve 

is perhaps the most indispensible element of the criteria established 

by Barnard, for if an individual ts not willing to serve or indeed does 

not serve, the organization will be hard pressed to accomplish its 

50 purpose. An individual's willingness to serve brings with it a 

degree of self-abnegation, the depersonalization of personal action. 

Willingness to contribute to an organization has a wide range of varia ... 

tion in its intensity among individuals. Willingness to serve is a 

subjective evaluation of a consideration of efforts (burdens) an 

individual contributes to an organization and the benefits he receives 

from the organization. An imbalance of the benefits-burdens ratio may 

occur when the individual is not a part of the decision-making 

process.51 

As the organizational hierarchy controls the behavior of the 

48 Hall, p. 465. 

4
9Chester I. Barnard, The Function of~ Executive, Harvard 

Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1938, p. 82. 

50Ibid., p. 82. 

51Ibid., PP• 84-86. 
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individual, hE;l develops certain feelings or orientations to the organi-

zation. Marx and Hegel recognized t~e orientation of the worker to i;.he 

organization when they described the worker as being separated from 

effective control of his destiny. They suggested that the worker was 

alienated to the extent that the prerogative and means of decis;ion were 

e~propriated by the hierarchy.52 

Marx and Hegel placed emphasis on the wage worker being separated 

from the means of production and thus he felt alienated from the 

organization. Weber extended this notion beyond the industrial sphere 

by describing the sense of powerlessness that individuals felt in the 

organization. He suggested that the mode:rm solcti.er was separated from 

the means of violence; the scientist from the means of inquiry; and 

the civil servant from the means of administration.53 

In more recent writing, Clark suggests that powerlessness is a 

measure between the power man believes he has and what he believes he 

should have. He states, "It is necessary for ma.n to consider himself 

deserving of a role in the social situation before he can experience 

feelings of alien<11tion within it11 
• .54 

The sense of powerlessness was one of the characterist:Lcs of the 

broader concept of alienat:Lon defined by Seeman. He defined pow·erless-

ness as, "the expectancy or probability held by the individual that his 

own behavior cannot determine the occurrence of outcomes, or reinforce-

52 Dean, p. 754. 

53 Seeman, p. 783. 

54John P. Clark, "Measuring .Alienation Within a Social System", 
.American Sociological Review, XXIV, Dec., 1959~ p. 754. 
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ments he seeks 11
•
55 To the extent that the o:rganizational hierarchy 

makes decisions controlling the behavior of the participant, he may be 

expected to feel "powerless"! To test this state:r;aent in the public 

schools, the following hypothesis was fo;i:,mulated. 

E.l. Students in schools classified as relatively 

high in hierarchy of authority will feel 

significantly :r;aore powerless than students 

in schools classified as relatively low· in 

hierarchy of authority. 

It has been posited that the rational decision-making process 

determines the rules and regulations which are designed to control the 

behavior of organizational members. Rules and regulations specify the 

desired behaviors of organizational members and specify the extent to 

which the members must follow organizationally defined procedures. 

ln the classroom that which is to be lea:rned and the means by 

which the learning is to be accomplished are institutional "givens". 

Course content and teaching methodology are stipulated in advance by 

authorities who are external to the aott1.al group that is to do the 

learning. In many school situations, there will be an explicit or 

implicit "curriculum of instruction" wh;i.ch will specify desired out-

comes and kinds of procedures to which teachers and pup:Hs are expected 

to adhere • .56 

When decisions are made in a formal organizational setting, there 

are two things to be considered, these are the end to be accomplished 

55seeman, p. 783 • 

.56Jacob W. Getzels ~nd Herbert A. Thelen, "The Classroom Groups 
as a Unique Social System", 
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and the means to be used. The acts of formal organizations are those 

of persons dominated by organizational rather than personal ends. The 

decision is the deliberate adoption of means to ends which is the 

essence of formal organizations. The determination of organizational 

purposes or objectives and the more general decisions involved in the 

process are distributed through the hierarchy in the formal organiza­

tion and are not concentrated to individuals ex9ept to a minor degree.57 

Closely related to the concept of rules and regulations being 

rationally determined by those exte:rnal to the cl~ssroom situation is 

Riesman's discussion of other ... d;i.rection which falls within the self-. ' . ~ . 

estrangement meaning of alienat~on. He alludes to the loss of intrin-
\ 

sic meaning of alienation when he speaks of what is at stake when the 

child learns, "that nothing in his character, no possessipn he owns, 

no inheritance of name or talent, no work he has done, is valued for 

itself, but only for its effect on others.,. 1158 

Seeman defines the self-estrangement dimension. of alienation as 

the degree of dependence of a given behavior upon anticipated future 

rewards which lie outside the activity itselt. 59 He suggests that it 

is difficult to specify what the alienation is from. The av.thor points 

out that, "to be self-alienated means to be something less than one 

might ideally be if the circumstances in society were otherwisei ••• to 

be given to appearances, conformist11
•
60 The worker who works merely 

57 Barnard, pp. 185-187, 

58 Seeman, p. 790. 

59Toid., p. 790 

60To'd 790 J.. • ' p. ~ 
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for his salary, the wife who cooks simply to get it over with, the 

other directed type who acts only for its effect on others .... -all of 

these are instances of self-estrangement. 

As the constraints of the formal organization increase on an 

individual student, the opportunities for self-estrangement may be 

increased. To test this statement in public schools, the following 

hypothesis was fo~m;tlated. 

H.2. Students in schools classified as relatively 

high in rules and regulations will feel 

significantly more self-estranged than 

students in schools classified a.s relatively 

low· in rules and regulations. 

The dimension of impersonalization of bureaucracy as conceived by 

Weber deals with the universalistic relationship. The exclusion of 

personal consideration is a prerequisite for impartiality as well as 

for organizational rationality. The impersonal treatment of affairs 

which are at times of great personal significance to the individual 

gives rise to the charges of "arrogance", "hautiness", and "not really 

caring about the individual" being made against o:i:-ganizational repre-

61 
sentatives. 

Getzels utilizes the terms universalism and pa.rticula:rism to 

describe dimensions of interpersona.l relationships. An interpersonal 

relationship is said to be universalistic when the nature of the inter~ 

action between the participants :i,n the relationship is determined by 

the offices or positions they occupy within a given institution. 

61 
Merton, P• 53. 
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Emotional considerations are secondary to functional considerations. 

The rights and obligations are determined on the basis of impersonal 

rather than personal, affective fc;1ctors. A p9-rticularistic inter-

personal relationship occurs when the nature of interaction between the 

participants in the relationship is determined by what the individuals 

mean to each other personally rather than by the off:ices or positions 

they occupy in an organization. The particularistic relationship is 

concerned more with the who; whereas the universalistic relationship 

is concerned rp.ore with the what. 62 

The isolation dimension of alienation is most common in descrip-

tions of the intellectual role. It refers to the detachment of the 

intellectual from popular cultural standards, This dimension does 

not refer to a lack of socia;I. adjustment on the part of the individual. 

It does not l;'efer to a lack of "tl!·armth, security, or intensity of an 

individual's social contacts. This dimension of alienation attempts 

to focus on the individual's expectations or values, indeed, it may 

be usefully considered in terms of reward yalu,es. Seeman de:f,'ines this 

dimension as follows: "assign(ing) low reward value to goals or 

beliefs that are typica.lly highly valued. iq the given society11
•
63 

Seeman says that his definition of isolation approximates the 

adjustment pattern identified by Merton which individuals make to a 

situation in which goals and means are not well coordinated. Merton 

state.s: 

62J. W. Getzels, "Psycho ... Sociological Framework for the Study of 
Educational Administration", Harvard Educational Review, XXII, 19.52, 
PP• 236-239. 

63 Seeman, p. 789. 



This adaptation (rebellion) leads men outside the 
E1nvironing social stru.ctu.:re to envi$age and seek 
to bring into being a new, that is to say, a 
grec;1.tly modified, social 9tructure. It pre­
supposes a!ienation from reignfung goals and 
standards •. 4 
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If an individual perceives that the goals and means of an organi-

zation are entwined in a spirit of formalistic impersonality; where 

the official relationship of the organization is governed largely by 

universalistic rather than particularistic considerations, he is 

likely to feel an increase of isolation to which Seeman referred. To 

the extent that the organizational ::j.mpersonality causes an individual 

to operate outside of the existing social structure in an attempt to 

bring about a greatly modified social structure, he may be expected 

to feel a sense ,of isolation, To test this statement in the public 

schools, the fallowing hypothesis was formulated. 

H.J. Students j;n schools olassi:f'ied as rel;atively 

high in impersonalization will feel 

significantly more isola.tion than students 

in schools olass;ified as relatively low 

in impe:rsonalization. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Introduction 

This chapter will describe the research design. Specifically, the 

sampling techniques, the instrumentation, and the method of administer­

ihg the instruments are described in this chapter. The chapter 

concludes with a description of the statistical procedures used to 

analyze the data. 

Sampling 

In order to test the hypotheses, teachers and students in twenty 

public high schools in the state of Kansas were asked to respond to the 

appropriate instruments. The public high schools were selected by a 

stratified-random process. The School Organizational Inventory was 

used to identify the schools in the top and bottom quarters. Student 

responses to the Pupil Attitude Questionnaire were then used to test 

each hypothesis. 

All public high schools in the state of Kansas were stratified 

into classifications based upon the number of secondary teachers in 

the school. Schools with thirty or more teachers were-· classified as 

large, and schools with twenty-nine or fewer teachers were classified 

as small. Sixty-six schools were classified as large and four hundred 

ninety-five were classified as small. Ten schools were then randomly 

31 
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selected :t'rom each elassification. 

Stu,c;lent responses were obtained py randomly selecting twenty 

memoers of the sophomore class and twenty members 9f the senior ·class. 

W):iere the membership of the respective classes did not t<;>tal twenty, 

all members of that particular class responded. 

Every teacher in each of the high schools participated in the 

study except those teachers who wE:ire absent from the building at the 

time of the admin;i.s1;,ration of the instrument. 

Four hundred eighty ... seven teachers responded to items of the 

1 School ,Organtzational Inventor;y. Seven hundred eighty ... seven student,s 

responded to items of the PuEil Attitude Questionnaire. 2 

lnstrUP1entation 

The instrument used to measure the level of bureaucratization in 

each of the high schools was the School Organizational Inventory. 'l'his 

instru.:ment was develpped b;v Hall,3 ad,~ptedfor use in the schools by 

MacKay, and modified by Robinson. 4 

1D. A. M?,cKay, "An Empirical Study of Bureaucratic Pimensions 
and Their Relations to the Characteristj,cs of School Organization", 
(unpublisheq. Ph.D. disi;;evtation) The University of Albe~ta, 
Edmonton, 1964. 

2Henry Kolesar, "An Empirical Study of Client Alienation in the 
Bureaucratic O;i:-ganization", (unpuqlished c;l,issertation) The University 
of Alberta, Edmonton, 1967. (Ph.D.) 

3Richa;i:-d H. Hall, "Interorganizati6ni:il Structu.ral Variation: 
Application o;f the Burea:ucratic Model'', Administrative Scien9e 
Quarterly, VII, 1962 .. 63, pp. 295,..308. ·.. ·. 

4Norman Robinson, "A Stud.y of the Professional Role Orieptations 
of Teachers and Prinoipe.ls and ',['heir :Relationship to Bure~ucratie 
Characteristics of School Orgirnizations", (unpu.blished Ph.D. 
dissertation). 
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The instJ;'ument developed by Hall was designed to measure bure~;u,c., 

racy in .commercial and governmental organizations. Six subscales were 

developed to measure the dirnensio~s of bureaµcracy. The scores on the 

six subscales w·ere tq.en su.mrned to provide a total bureaucratization 

score for a partd..cuJ.ar organization. The six subscdes were: 

(1) Hierarchy of Autho:t1ity, (2) Specialization, (3) Rules for Members, 

( 4) Procedural Specifications, ( 5) lrnpersonali ty, ( 6) Technical 

Comp6tenoe,. 

!fall's pilot instrument consisted o.f 146 i terns. In its final 

form, the L;i.kert-type .scale consisted of sixty .. two short descriptive 

statements. Spearman-Brown split-half reliability coefficient for 

scales ranged between .80 and .90. Hall validated the instrument by 

selecting organ;izations w~ich were Judged to be either high or low in 

one or rno:r-e o;f the six dimensions by inciependent observers. Ee found 

a significant relationship between the bure~:ucratization scores and 

the judgments of the observers. 

By adapting terminology to the educational setting, MacKay modi. 

fied the Hall ;instrument for 1,1se in schoo:;I.s. He d;ld not, however, make 

any major changes in concepts which had been developed. As MacKay 

refined. the instrument, he found that the dimensic;ms of Specialization 

and rechnical Competence correlated negatively with the other four 

dimensions, He concluded that the dimensions of Specialization and 

Technical Competence w·ere measuring something different in bureaucracy 

tha.n were the other four dimensions. 

L<;iter, Robinson rewrote some .of the ;i terns in an e;ff ort to achieve 

greater ·clar:i.ty. At that time, the original sixty.two iterns we:re 

reduced to forty-eight. The scales were tested fo:r internal consist;.; 
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ency u~ing correlat:i,,onal methods and the i terns w·ere tested for dis ... 

crim:i;n;ating power. Robinson conclu,ded that his ref;i.nements added to the 

dis(lrinp,nating power of the items and increased, the oorrelational value 

between each subsoale :;item and total subscale scores. 

Robinson confirmed and re;fined MacKay's conclusion when he found 

that Spee;i.alization and Technical Competence were·significantly and 

positively :related. He also fo'\lnd that Hierarchy of A1.lthority, R1,1les 

tively and signi:ficari.tly related, 'l'here was a signi.f:iqant and negative 

correlation between th$ first two and the last fou,rdimensions. 

In a study conducted later, Punch.5 confirmed Robinson's findings. 

Punch conoluc;led that Specialization and Technical Competence were a 

rough measure of professionalization and that the o"tiher four dimensions 

measured bureaucratization. Punch stated that professionaliziation and. 

bureaucratization a:re two distinct and separate.elements of organiza-

tional life. He stateq. that only the four subscales of Hierarchy of 

Authority, :Procedura;l ,$pecificat:i.ons, R'liles for Members, and Im.person ... 

a.lj,.ty weve measures of bureaucratization. For this reason, only the 

thirty-three items mqking u;p these four-dimensions, the "authority 

dimens;i.pn of bureaucracy" as Kole~ar ·referred to it, were used in this 

For the puvpose of this research, the rules and regulations and 

procedural specification subsca.les o:f the School Organizational 

Inventory were combined to form the rule~ and regulations dimension 

5Keith Francis Punch, "Bureaucratic Structure in Schools and. 
Its Relationship to Leader Beh~vior: An Empirical Study", (unpublished 
P4.D. d;i,ssertation) University of Toronto, Toronto, 1967, pp. 192 ... 197. 
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measured in each of the schools in the sample of this study. 

To each of the thirty-three statements, five response categories 

are provided, The responses given by each teacher indicate his degree 

of agreement or disagreement with the statement. The instrument is 

incluqed in Appendix A. 

The instrument used to measure the level of student alienation 

in each of the high schools was the Pupil Attitt.ide Questionnaire. 

This instrument was developed by Kolesar specifically for the measure­

ment of alienation among se.condary school students, 

The instrument consists of si:lcty statements. To each statement, 

five response categories are provided. The response given by the 

stud1;:mt indicated the degree of agreement or disagreement with each 

statement. The sixty items provide a basis of measurement for five 

dimensions of alienation. ';I'hese dimensions are: powerlessness, 

meaninglessness, normlessness, isolation, and self-estrangement. These 

are the dimensions developed by Seeman and used PY Kolesar in the 

examination of alienation among secondary school students. 

Kolesar constructed and refined the Pupil Attitude Questionnaire. 

There were 167 items in the o;riginal bank o:f questions. A panel of 

judges evaluated the items. A pilot instrument of 164 ;items was 

developed thro"Q.gh rew·ording, deletion of, and addition to the original 

items. Th;is pilot instrument was then administered to a sample of 163 

students in a large "Q.rban high school. The numl;>er of items was reduced 

to 145 thro'Q.gh analysis of the items for their discriminative ability. 

Pearson r correlations calculated for each item with each other item 

and with the sul:;>scale total. The correlation coefficients with a .01 

level of reliability excluded an additional twe1;1ty i"l:iems from the 
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instrument. Of the remaining 125 itemp, nin~ty ... eight were isolated by 

factor analysis and were oategorizf/d into the five dimens;ions of alitma-

tion, ,A combination of sixty items were randomly selected from this 

ninety ... eight factor matrix. Kole;sar reported coefficients of stability 

for the dim~nsions of powerlessness, :;;elf-estrangement, normlessness, 

meaningle,ssness~ and isolation of O. 73, 0. 74, 0. 71, 0.63, and 0.66 

respectively, and 0.79 for the combined scores. The instrument is 

:included in Appendix E. 

Administration of the Instruments 

The ch;ief school administrator and buildin.g principal of each of 

the sele~ted schools were telephon.ed by the researcher and the proposed 

project was explained. When the school officials granted permisision 

to the researcher to u.se the teachers and pupils, appointments were 

scheduled so that the instr~ents cou.ld be administered to the faqulty 

and students of th1;3 schools. A follow ... up letter ,~ras then sent to each 

of the schools to confirm the appointment, 

The researcher visited ea.ch school personally. A faculty meeting 

was held either before the school day began or at the end of the school 

day. It was at these llleetings that the teachers respon<;led to the 

' School Organizational Inventory. This techniqu.e of data Gollection 

proved to be vecy desirable in that it enabled the research(:lr to meet 

with, e:x:plain, and answer questions that the faculty had. While still 

in the school, the res~archer used a student roll to wh~ch identifi-

cation numbers war~ a13signed to each studemt. Using a table of random 

numbers, the students we!!e seleqted who then responded to the Pupil 

Attitude Questionnaire. School officials were helpf1,1l in that ·a room 
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was generally c1.ss;igned where the students could work. The researcher 

was available tio ariswer questiqns and colleqt the completed instruments 

as the students finished. 

Scoring and Processing of Data 

Responses to the thirt~~three statements of the School Organiza­

tiona1 Inventory wer~ punched into data ca.rds and scoring was done by 

~omputer. The score for each d:µn.enston of bureaucracy was determined 

by su.mnu.ng the scores of the statements on each dimension. Scoring 

followed the specifications of MacKay and Robinson. Inform,ation from 

the personal information section of the response sheet was coded and 

also punched on the cards. 

Mean scoves were computed for each of the subscales and a total 

bureaucracy spore was computed for each of the schools. A division 

of the mean scores wali.l made at the median. FQ:r each dimension of 

bureaucracy, the schools with a mean score above the median were 

classifi(;)d M relattvely h:igh on that dimension. Those schools with 

a mean score below· the median on each of the d:i,mensions of bureaucracy 

were clas{:lifi~d. as relatively low 7-n that dimension. ',!'he rank orde;r, 

list:i,ng of the top and bottc:nn quartiles based on the mean score:s of 

the School Organizational Jnvento:cy on each of the dimensions of . ' . 
hierc1,rchy of authority, rules and regul<;ttions, <;tnQ. impersona.lization 

are shown in Tables I through III. 



TABLE I 

RANK ORDER LISTING OF TOP AND BOTTOM QUARTILE 
BASED ON MEAN SCORE OF HIERARCHY OF 

AUTHORITY DIMENSION OF THE 
SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY 

( Top Quarter) 

School 

7 

16 

17 

8 

5 

Median Score of Sample 

(Bottom Quarter) 

19 

11 

2 

3 

12 

Mean .Score , 
Hierarchy of.A11thorlty 

33.800 

33.375 

32.182 

31.679 

29.195 

27.438 

25.636 

25.300 

24.760 

23.174 

23.083 
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TABLE II 

RANK ORDER LISTING OF TOP AND BOTTOM QUARTILE 
BASED ON MEAN SCORE OF RULES AND 

REGULATIONS DIMENSlON OF THE 
SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY 

(Top (Quarter) 

School 

7 

8 

16 

5 

20 

Median Score of Sample 

( Bottom Quarter) 
I 

4 

9 

3 

12 

11 

Mean Score 
Rules and Regulations 

53.050 

51.143 

46.125 

45.976 

45.429 

44.098 

39.931 

39.219 

38.609 

37.750 

35.300 
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TABLE III 

RANK ORDER LISTING- OF TOP AND BOTTOM QUARTILE 
BASED ON MEAN SCORE OF IMPERSONALIZATION 

DIMENSION OF THE SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL 
INVENTORY 

( Top Q'1a.rter), ? 

School 

7 

i6 

19 

8 

13 

Median Score of Sample 

(Bottom Quarter) 

3 

9 

17 

15 

4 

Mean Score 
Impersonalization 

25.850 

24.841 

24.636 

23.929 

23.824 

22.667 

21.565 

21.561 

21.500 

21.483 

21.438 

Responses to the sixty statements of tqe Pupil Attitude 

Questionnaire were punched into data cards and were scored by the 

computer. .The score for each dimension of alienation was arrived at 
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by taking the summation of scores of the statements on each dimension. 

Scoring followed the specifications established by Kolesar. A detailed 

description can be found for the scoring of this instrument in 

Appendix Hof this report. 



Sta.tistioal T:rea,tment of Data 

Each of the hypQtheses under investigation were tested 1,1sing thtl 

pa:r-ametric l te~~. The ! te,13t~ were calcu.late<;i using the pr·9gr~mn1ed 

!:, test .from the Ok:lahoma State Univ~rsity computer center. 
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CHAPTER J;V 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSlS 

OF THE DATA 

ln this ehapt,er the presentation and analysis of the datc;1. will 

be reported as they relate to each. of the hypotheses ~xanrl.ned. Ad;.. 

hering to common practice, the wr;i.ter accepted hypotheses which were 

supported at the .0.5 level of significance. 

Hypothesif:i One 

'g.l. St-udents :l,n schools c;l.aesified as relatively high in 
hierarchy of ~uthor;ity w;ill feel signific:;antly more powerless 
than student,~ in schools cJ,.assified ~s relat:ively low in 
hier~rchy of authority. 

The cdculated ! valµe for the analysi,s was 1.522. W:i.th 398 

deg1c'e~s of freed9m, a,! val1,1e 9f 1.64,5 was needed for significance at 

the 0.0,5 l~vel, Thereto:re, the hypothesis was not supported. Data 

relevant to thi~ hypothesis are summarized in Table IV. 

4Z 



43 

TABLE IV 

POWERLESSNESS DIMENSION OF STUDENT ALIENATION 

Standard Mean Power-
t Group Number Deviation lessness Score 

Top Quarter 200 8.9373 34.45 
1.522 

Bottom Quarter 200 9.5367 35.86 

P ;>',.05 · 
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Supplementary Data 

Sex: A! test was used to determine if there was a significant 

difference at the 0.05 level between male students on the powerlessness 

dimension of alienation in schools that were classified as high and 

low· in hierarchy of authority. The value of the calculated! was 

0.570 with 176 degrees of freedom. There ~as n0 significant 

difference. The data related to this test are summarized in Table V, 

Group 

Top Qua.rt8r 

Bottom Quarter 

TABLE V 

POWERLESSNESS DIMENSION OF .ALIENATION 
MALE STUDENTS 

Standard Mean Power-
Number Deviation lessness Score 

88 9.1544 36.38 

90 8.4934 37.13 

p >.05 

t 

0.570 



A.!: test was used to determine if there was a significant 

difference between female students on the powerlessness dimension of 

alienation in schools that were classified, as high and low in 

hierarchy of authority. The value of the calculate(!! for ·females was 

1.490 with 220 degreel? of freedom. There was no significant 

difference. The data related to this test are summ~rized in Table VI. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

Bottom Quarter 

TABLE VI 

POWERLESSNESS DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
FEMALE STUDENTS 

Standard Mean Power-
Number Deviation lessness Score 

112 8.4613 32.94 

110 10.1946 34.82 

p p- .05 

t 

1.490 
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Grade Level i!!, School: A! test was used to ascertain if there 

was a significant difference between sophomore students on the power-

lessness dimension of alienation in schools that were classified as 

high and low in hierarchy of authority. The value of the calculated! 

was 0.418 with 206 degrees of freedom,\th~f~:,,Jr@s no significant 

difference. The data related to this test are summarized in Table VII. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

Bottom Quarter 

TABLE VII 

POWERLESSNESS DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
SOPHOMORES 

Standard Mean Power-
Number Deviation lessness Score 

r, 

103 9.503.5 35/33 

10.5 9.3431 34.78 

p )-05 

I 

t 

0.418 
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A! test was used to determine if there was a significant 

difference at the 0.05 level between senior students on the powerless-

ness dimension of alienation in schools that were classified as high 

and low· in hierarchy of authority. The value of the calculated::_ for 

seniors was 2. 733 with 190 degr·ees of freedom. There was a 

significant difference. The data related to this test are summarized 

in Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

POWERLESSNESS DIMENSION OF STUDENT ALIENATION 
SENIORS 

Standard Mean Power 
Group Number Deviation lessness Score 

Top 'Quarter 97 8.1911 33.52 

t 

2.733 
Bottom Quarter 95 9.6063 37.05 

p <(_ .005 * 

* Even though the statistic calculation indicated a significant 
difference between the means, the difference was in the opposite 
direction from that predicted. 
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Minority Group: A.!:. test was used to determine if ,there was a 

significant difference between those who considered the~pelves to be in 
' ,_ ~ 

the minority of that particular school on the powerlessness dimension 

of alienation in schools that were classified as high and low in 

hierarchy of authority. The.!:. value for students who considered them­

selves as being in a minority group was 0.965. With 77 degre~s 

of freedom, the means were not significantly different. Data germane 

to this test are presented in Table IX. 

TABLE IX 

POWERLESSNESS DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
MINORITY GROUP 

Standard Mean Power-
Group Number Deviation lessness Score 

Top Quarter 42 9.5400 35.81 

Bottom Quarter 37 8.7769 33.78 

p ) .05 

t 

0.965 
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Toidetermine if significance existed between students who did not 

consider themselves as being in a minority group of a particular school 

on the powerlessness dimension of alienation, in schools that were 

classified as high and low· in hierarchy of authority~ the t value for 

students who did not consider themselves as being in a minority group 

was 2.263. With 318 degrees of freedom, the means were sig-

nificantly different. Data related to this test are presented in 

Table X. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

Bottom Quarter 

TABLE X 

POWERLESSNESS DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
NON-MINORITY 

Standard Mean Power.,. 
Number Deviation lessness Score 

158 8.7347 34.09 

162 9.6024 36.42 

p <._ .025 * 

t 

2.263 

* Even though the statistic calculation indicated a significant 
difference between the means, the difference was iri the opposite 
direction from that predicted. 
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Academic Consideration: To determine if there was a significant 

difference on the powerlessness dimension of alienation between those 

students who were enrolled in an academically oriented course of study 

in schools classified as high and low in hierarchy of authority, a,: 

test was calculated. The value of the calculated! for students 

enrolled in an academically oriented course of study was 2.153 with 

268 degrees of freedom. There was a.significant difference. 

The data related to this test are summarized in Table XI •.. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XI 

POWERLESSNESS DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
ACADEMICALLY ORIENTED COURSE OF STUDY 

Standarp. Mean Power-
Number Deviation lessness Score 

139 8.8807 33.48 

t 

2.153 
Bottom Quarter 131 9.5656 35.91 

p ,<:_.025 * 

* Even though the statistic calculation indicated a significant 
difference between the means, the difference was in the opposite 
direction from that predicted. 
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A! test was calculated to determine if there was a significant 

difference between those students who were enrolled in a non-academi-

cally oriented course of study on the powerlessness dimension of 

alienation in schools classified as high and low· in hierarchy of 

authority. The value of the calculated,! for those students enrolled 

in a non-academically oriented course of study was 0.550 with 128 

degrees of freedom, there ~was no significant difference. Data 

related to this test are summarized in Table XII. 

TABLE XII 

POWERLESSNESS DIMENSION OF ALIENATION NON-ACADEMICALLY 
ORIENTED COURSE OF STUDY 

Standard Mean Power-
Group . : ' Number Deviation lessness Score 

Top Quarter 61 8.6704 36.66 

Bottom · Quarter 69 9.4809 35.77 

p >_.05 

t 

0.550 



Hypothesis Two 

H.2. Students in schools classified as relatively 
high in rules and regulations will feel significantly 
more self-estr~nged than students in schools classified 
as relatively low· in rules and regulations. 

The calculated! value for the analysis was 1.110. With 393 

degrees of freedom, a,!: value of 1.645 was needed for significance at 

the 0.05 level. Therefore, the hypothesis was not supported. Data 

used in testing this hypothesis are SUIIJIIUi.rized in Table XIII. 

TABLE XIII 

SELF-ESTRANGEMENT DIMENSION OF STUDENT ALIENATION 

Mean Self-
Standard estrangement 

Group Number Deviation Score 

Top Quarter 19.5 6.4040 3.5.9.5 

t 

1.110 
Bottom Quarter 200 7.3684 35.17 

p > ,0.5 

52 
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Supplementary Data 

Sex: To ascertain if there was a significant difference between 

male students on the self-estrangement dimension of alienation in 

schools classified as high and low· in rules and regulations, a! test 

was calculated. The value of the calculated! for males was 0.137 with 

183 degrees of freedom,_ct?~re was no significant difference. 

Data related to this test are summarized in Table XIV. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XIV 

SELF-EsrRANGEMENT DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
MALE STUDENTS 

Mean Self-
Standard estrangement 

Number Deviation Score 

89 6.3687 36.44 

Bottom Quarter 96 7.3068 36.76 

p >-05 

t 

0.137 



A.!, test was calculated to determine if there was a significant 

difference between female students on the self .. estran'gement dimension 

of alienation in schools classified as high and low· in rules and 

regulations. The calculated! value for females was 1.826 with 

207 degrees-of f:reedoni. ·.There was a significant difference. Data 

relevant to this test are summarized in Table XV. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XV 

SELF-ESTRANGEMENT DIMENSION OF .ALIENATION 
FEMALE STUDENTS 

Mean Self-
Standard estrangement 

Number Deviation Score 

105 6.3182 35.42 

t 

1.826 
Bottom Quarter 104 7.1180 33.71 

p<.;.05* 

* The statistic calculation indicated a significant difference 
between the means in the direction of prediction. 
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Grade Level in School: A,! test was calculated to determine if 

there was a significant difference between sophomore students on the 

self-estrangement dimension of alienation in schools that were classi-

fied as high and low on the rules and :regulations dimension of 

bureaucracy. The value of the calculated,! for sophomores was 

0.748 with 184 degrees of freedom, there was no significant difference. 

Data germane to this test are summarized in Table XVI. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XVI 

SELF-ESTRANGEMENT DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
SOPHOMORES 

Mean Self-
Standard estrangement 

Number Deviation Score 

92 6.8110 36.37 

Bottom Quarter 94 7.5491 35.62 

p >·05 

t 

0.748 



56 

The same procedure was repeated to determine if a significant 

difference could be found between senior students on the self-

estrangement dimension of alienation in schools that were classified 

as high and low· on the rules and regulations dimension of bureaucracy. 

The calculated! value for seniors was 0.708. With 206 

degrees of freedom, there was no significant difference. Data 

relative to this test are summarized in Table XVII. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XVII 

SELF-ESTRANGEMENT DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
SENIORS 

Mean Self-
Standard estrangement 

Number Deviation Score 

102 5.7756 35.35 

Bottom Quarter 106 7.1256 34.67 

p >·05 

t 

0.708 
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Minority Groups: A! test was calculated to determine if there 

was a significant differep.ce between minority group members on the 

self-estrangement dimension of alienation in schools classified as 

high and low in the rules and regulations dimension of bureaucracy. 

The value for the calculated! for minority group members was i.310. 

With 84 degrees of. freedom, there.was no significant difference; 

The data relevant to this test are summarized in Table XVIII. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XVIII 

SELF-ESTRANGEMENT DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
MINORITY GROUP 

Mean Self-
Standard estrangement 

Number Deviation Score 

37 6.0767 36.78 

Bottom Quarter 49 6.3807 34.98 

p >-05 

t ...,. 

1.310 



The procedure was repeated to determine if there was a signifi-

cant difference between non-minority group members on the self-

estrangement dimension of alienation and the rules and regulations 

dimension of bureaucracy. The value of the calculated! for non-

minority group members was 0.,542. With J06 degrees of freedom,· 

there was no significant difference. Data relative to this test are 

summarized in Table XIX. 

T.ABLE XIX 

SELF-ESTRANGEMENT DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
NON-MINORITY GROUP 

Mean Self-
Standard estrangement 

Group Number Deviation Score 

Top Quarter 1.57 6.4087 3.5.68 

Bottom Quarter 1.51 7.660.5 3.5.24 

p > .0.5 

t 

0 • .542 
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Academic Consider;ation: To determine if there was a significant 

difference on the self-estrangement dimension of alienation between 

those students who were enrolled in an academically oriented course 

of study in schools classified as high and low· in rules and regula­

tions, a.!, test was calculated~ The calculated! value for students 

enrolled in an academically oriented course of study was 1.549 with 

233 degrees of freedom. There was no significant difference. 

The data related to this test are SUITJillarized in Table XX. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XX 

SELF-ESTRANGEMENT DIMEN$ION OF .ALIENATION 
ACADEMIC.ALLY ORIENTED COURSE OF STUDY 

Mean Self-
Standard estrangement 

Number Deviation Score 

130 6.5049 35.18 

Bottom Quarter 105 7.8102 33.72 

p >.05 

t 

1.549 



The· -~ fest procedure was repeated to determine if there was a 

significant difference between students who were enrolled in a non-

academically oriented course of study pn the .self-estrangement 

dimension of alienation in schools cla~sified as high and low in the 

rules and regulations dimension of bur~aucracy. The value of the 

calculated ! for students enrolled in a no_n-academically oriented 

cou;r-se of study was 0.543. With 157 degrees of freedom, there 

was no significant difference. Data relevant to this test are 

summarized in Table XXI. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XXI 

SELF-ESTRANGEMENT DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
NON-ACADEMICALLY ORIENTED COURSE OF STUDY 

Mean Self-
Standard estrangement 

Number Deviation Score 

64 5.7989 37.33 

t 

60 

0.543 
Bottom Quarter 95 6.4794 36.78 

p >·05 



Hypothesis Three 

H.J. Students in schools classified as relatively 
high in impersonalization will feel significantly more 
isolation than students in schools .classified as relatively 
low· in impersonalization. · 

'rhe calculated : value for the analysis was 1. 753. With 390 

degrees of freedom, a!:, value .of 1.645 was needed for significance at 

the 0.05 level. The hypothe'sis could not be supported, however, 

because the difference in the means was iri the.opposite 4irection 

from that predicted. Data germane to the stated results are 

summarized in Table XXII. 

TABLE XXII 

ISOLATION DIMENSION OF STUDENT ALIENATION 

Standard Mean Isolation 
Group Number Deviation Score t 

Top Quarter 192 3.5895 24.03 

61 

1.753 
Bottom Quarter 200 3.4949 24.66 

p <._.05 * 
' . 

* Even though tqe statistic calculation indicated a signt!icant 
difference between the means, the difference was in the opposite 
direction from that predicted. 



Supplementary~ 

~: When at test was used to ascertain if there was a signifi­

cant difference between male students on the isolation dimension of 

alienation in schools classified as high and low in the impersonaliza­

tion dimension of bureaucracy, the calculated! value for males was 

2.476 with 187 degrees of freedom. There was:.a.signif'iclnt. 

difference. Data germane to this test are summarized in Table XXIII. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

Bottom Quarter 

TABLE XXIII 

ISOLATION DIMENSION OF .ALIENATION 
MALE STUDENTS 

Standard Mean Isolation 
Number Deviation Score 

101 3.7001 . 23.95 

88 3.6430 25.28 

p "'-.-05 * 

t 

* Even though the statistic calculation indicated a significant 
difference between the means, the difference w·as in_ the opposite 
direction from that predicted. · 
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A!:, test wa~ used to determine if there was a significant differ-

ence between female students on the isolation. dimension of alienation 

in schools classified as high and low in impersonalization. The value 

of the calculated!:, for females was 0.102. With 201 degrees of 

freedom, there was no significant difference. The data related to 

this test are summarized in Table XXIV. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

Bottom Quarter 

TABLE XXIV 

ISOLATION DIMENSION OF .ALIENATION 
FEMALE STUDENTS 

Standard Mean Isolation 
Number Deviation Score 

91 3.4604 24.12 

112 3.2920 24.17 

p >-05 

t 

0.102 
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Grade Leyel in School: A.!:, test was used tc;> determine if there 

was a significant difference between sophomore students on the isola-

tion dimension of alienation in f?Chools classified as high and low on 

the impersonalization dimension of bureaucracy. The value for the 

calcu.lated ! for sophomores was 0.225. With 189 degrees of 

freedom, there was no significant difference. The data related to 

this test are summarized in Table XXV. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XXV 

ISOLATION DIMENSION OF .ALIENATION 
SOPHOMORES 

Standard Mean Isolation 
Number Deviation. Score 

100 3.5682 24.74 

t 

0.225 
Bottom Quarter 90 3.6665 24.86 

p > .05 



When a! test was used to ascertain if there was a significant 

difference between senior students on the isolation dimension of 
. j 
alienation in schools classified as high and low in impersonalization, 

the calculated.!:. value was 2.667 with210 degrees of freedom. 

There was a significant difference.. The data relevant to this test 

are summarized in Table XXVI. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XXVI 

ISOLATION DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
SENIORS 

Standard Mean Isolation 
Number Deviation Score 

92 3.4511 23.26 

t 

2.667 
Bottom Quarter 120 3.3689 24.52 

p <'.'._.05 * 

* Even though the statistic calculation indicated a significant 
difference between the means, the difference was in the opposite 
direction from that predicted. 
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Minority Groups: A! test was computed to determine if there was 

a significant difference between minority ~roup members on the isola-

tion dimension of alienation in schools classified as high and low on 

the impersonalization dimension of bureaucracy., The value for the 

calculated !:. for minority group members was 0.970. With 85 

degrees of freedom, there was no significant difference. The data 

related to this test are .summarized in Table XXVII. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XXVII 

ISOLATION DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
MINORITY GROUP 

Standard Mean Isolation 
Number Deviation Score 

33 3.5070 23.39 

t 

0.970 
Bottom Quarter 54 3.0323 24.09 

p >·05 



The same procedure was used to determine if there was a signifi­

cant difference between non-minority grqup members on the isolation 

dimension of alienation in schools classified as high and low· in 

impersonalization. The value of,the calculated,: for non-minority 

group members was 1.694 with 302 degrees of freedom. There 

was a significant difference. The data relevant to this test are 

summarized in Table XXVIII. 

Group 

Top Quarter 

TABLE XXVIII 

ISOLATION DIMENSION OF ALIENATION 
NON~:MINORITY GROUP 

Standard Mean Isolation 
Number Deviation Score 

158 3.6035 24.16 

t 

1.694 
Bottom Quarter 146 3.6288 24.87 

p <( .05 * 

* Even though the statistic calculation indicated a significant 
difference between the means, the difference was in the opposite 
direction from that predicted. 
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Academic Consideration: A! test was used to determine if tp.ere 

was a significant difference between students who were enrolled in an 

academically oriented course of study on the isolation dimension of 

alienation in schools classified as hi~h and low on the illipersonaliza­

tion dimension of bureaucracy. The value for the calculated.!:, for 

students enrolled in an academically oriented course of study was 

1. 875 with ?J5 degre~s of, fr.eedom. ·· There. w:a_s -a. significa:nj> :, _, 

difference. The data related to this test are summarized in 

Table XXIX. 

TABLE XXIX 

ISOLATION DIMENSION OF ALIENATION ACADEMICALLY 
ORIENTED COURSE OF STUDY 

Standard Mean Isolation 
Group Number Deviation Score 

Top Quarter 118 3.4280 23.83 

Bottom Quarter 119 3.7199 24.71 

p <(_.05 * 

t 

1.875 

* Even though the statistic calculation indicated a significant 
difference between the means, the difference was in the opposite 
direction from that predicted. 



A 1 test was used to determine if there was a significant 

difference between students who were enrolled in a non-academically 

oriented course of study on the isolation dimension of alienation in 

schools classified as high and low on the irnpersonalization dimension 

of bureaucracy. The value of the calculated.:!:, for students enrolled 

in a non-academically oriented course of study was 0.429. With 

153 degrees of freedom, there was no significant difference, Data 

related to this test are summarized in Table XXX. 

Group 

TABLE XXX 

ISOLATION DIMENSION OF ALIENATION NON-ACADEMICALLY 
ORIENTED COURSE OF STUDY 

Standard Mean Isolation 
Number Deviation Score 

Top Quarter 74 3.8112 24.35 

t 

0.429 
Bottom Quarter 81 3.1339 24.59 

p ,>.05 



CHAP'J;'ER V 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of this st'\ldy was to examine seJ,eoted structural 

characteristics of the high school as an organization, and the student 

attitudes toward the sohool. The structural characteristics which this 

::;tudy examined were based on the conceptualization of bureaucracy. 

The stuq.ent attitudes examined were based on the concept of alienation. 

T4e basic question that was considered was as follows: Are selected 

bureaucratic characteristics of the school related to selected 

characteristics of !,>tudent alienation? 

In addition to testing hypotheses related to the basic question 

of this rese,;l.rch, student attitudes were considered in terms of sex, 

grade level, whether the student was a member of a minority group, 

and whether the st'Q.dent was pursuing an aoademica.lly oriE1nted course 

of study. 

Findings 

Hypothesis ~ 

1. Hypothesis one stated that students in schools class:ified ;;is 

relatively high in hierlil,rchy of authority would feel sign:LficantJ,.y more 

powerless than students in schools classified as relatively low in 

hierarchy o:.f authority. The hypothesis W,;l.S not supported. 
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2. ~either males nor females in schools classified as relatively 

high in hierarchy of authority felt significantly more powerl13s1;, than 

those ;in l:iGhools classified as relatively low in hierarchy of 

authority. 

3. While there was no significant difference between the sense 

o;f powerlessness felt by sophomores in schools classified as relatively 

high and relatively low in hierarchy of authority, seniors in the 

schools classified as relat~vely low· in hierarchy of authority felt 

significantly more powerless than those in schools classified as 

relatively high in hierarchy of autho11ity. 

4. While there was -qo significant difference between the sense 

of powerlessness felt by minority group members in soh9ols classified 

as relatively high and relatively low in hierarchy of authority, non~ 

minority group members in schools classified as relatively low in 

hierarchy of authority felt significantly more powerless than non­

minority group members in schools classified ~s relatively high in 

hierarchy of authority. 

5. Students enrolled in an academically oriented course of study 

in schools classified as relatively low in hierarchy of authority were 

signifipantly higher in the f;lense of powerlessness than students en­

rolled in an acaclernically oriented course of study in schools classi ... 

fied as relatively high in hierarchy of auth9rity. There was no 

significant differenc;e in the sense of powerlessness felt by students 

enrolled in a non-academic course of study between the schools 

classified as 11elatively high and relatively low. 



Hypothesia ~ 

1. Hypothesis two stated that students in schools classified as 

relatively high in rules and regulations would feel significantly more 

self ... est,ranged than students in schools classified as relatively low 

in rules and regulations. This hyp<;>thesis was not supported. 

2. While there was no significant difference between th19 sense 

of self-estrangement felt by male students in schools classified as 

relatively high and relatively low in rules and regulations, female 

students in schools classified as M.,gh on the rules and :regulations 

dimension of bureaucracy were significantly higher on the l:lelf­

estrangement dimension of alienation than females in schools classi­

fied as low on the rules and regulations dimension of bureaucracy. 

3. Sophomores in schools classified as high in rules and 

:1:1egulations were higher on the self-estrangement dimension of aliena­

tion than sophomores in schools classified as low on the rules and 

regulations dimension of bureaucracy. There was no significant 

diffe.rence in the sense of self,..estrangement f.'el t by seniors in schools 

classif.'ied. as relatively high and relatively low in rules and 

regulations. 

4. The no.narity group students in schools classified as high in 

rules and :regulations were higher on the self-estrangement c!.imension 

of alienation than the minority group students in schools classified 

as low on the rules and regulations dimension of bureaucracy. There 

was no significant diffe:t'enoe in the sense of self-estrangement felt 

by th(;;) non-minority gr<;>Up in sch<;><;>ls classified as relatively high 

and relatively low in rules and regulations. 
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5. Students enrolled in an aqademically oriented course of study 

in schools o],assif;i..ed as high in rule13 and vegulations wel;'e higher on 

the self .. estrangement dimension of alienation than students enrolled in 

an academically oriented course of study in schools olassified as low 

on the rules .and regulations dimens:ion of authority. There was no 

significant difference in the sense of self-estrangement felt by 

students enrolled in a non-academic course of stuq.y between schools 

classified as :i;,elatively high and relatj;vely low in rules and 

regulations. 

Hypothesis Three 

1. Hypothesis three stated, that students in schools classi:f.';ied as 

relat:;i.vely h;igµ in impersonalization would feel significa1;1tly more 

isolated than students in 13chools classified as relatively low· in 

impersonalization. Even though the statistic calculation indicated 

a significant diff~rence between the :(!leans, the hypothesis was re­

jectecl because the difference was in the opposite direction :from that 

predicted. 

2. Male students in schools classified as low on the impers1,mali­

zati<;>n dimE;ms;ion of bureaucracy were sig1;1ificantly higher on the 

isolation dimE;msion of altenation than seniors in schools classified 

as M,gh on the ;i.mpersonalization dimension of bureaucracy. There was 

no significant differe:nce in the sense of isolation felt by female 

students in sohools classified as relatively high and relatively low· 

in impersonal:i,zation. 

3. Seniors in schools classified as low on the :;impersonaliz,ation 

dimension of bureaucracy were significantly higher on the isolation 



dimEmsion of a:Lienation than senio;ris in schools classifiep. as high on 

the impersondization dimensior of bureaucracy. The:re was no signifi ... 

cap.t d:i.fferenoe in the sense of ;isolation felt by sopho:p1.ores in sQhools 

classified as relatively high and relatively low in impersonalization. 

4. Nonl"'mino:rity g:i:'0\1,p membe:rs in schools classified as low on 

the impersonalization dimensipn of bureaucracy were significantly 

higher on the isolation dimension of al~enation than non-minority 

group members :in schools classified a.s high on the impersonaliz,g.t:i,on 

dimension of 't:,u;reaucraoy. There was no significant difference in the 

sense of ;isolation felt by minority group membel:'s in schools classified 

as relatively high and relatively low· in impersonalization, 

5. S1;,udemts enrolled il'l ari a.ci;3.demic;;i.l1y oriented coul;'se of 

study in schools classified as low on the impersonalizat::i..on dimens:i,on 

of bureaueracy were significantly highE)r on the isolatiop dimension 

of alienation than stud,ents enrolled in an acadf:lm;ically oriented 

course of stµdy in schools classi,f'ied as high on the impersona;Lization 

dimeris:i.on of bure,g.uoraqy. There was no significant difference in the 

sens€l o;f isolation f~l t by st1,1c;lents enrolled in a non .. 1'3.cade:mic cour-se 

of st1;1,q.y in school13 classified as relatively high ,;1.nd relatively low 

in imperso~alization. 

Implications 

1. Several, writers have stressed the dysfv.nctional character­

istics of bureaucracy. Indeed the ra.tionale which led to the 

devel9pment of the hypptheses tested in this st~dy indicated that 

selected burea.v.c:ratic char/3.Cteristics might be expected to alienate 

students in the pv.plic schools. Based upon the analysis of the data 



p;resented, the ra,tionale and hypqtheses must be rejected. In :fact, 

the q,,ata leads to the opposite qonclusion. Apparently the selected 

bureauc;::r,atic chara9teristics do not :res'Ult in 1=1tudent alienation as 

measu:red herein; in fa.qt, they may reduce it. An e;x:amination of the 

means reported in the EiUpplementacy analysis tests will show that the 

means which were significantly different were a,11 in the opposite 

direcrt;,ian from tha~ which ~ght bE;i expected, except for one. The 

c;lifference betweel;'). the means for the data for Hypothesis Three was 

also significant, but ;in the appo1=1ite direot;ion from that predicted. 
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The 1arge:r question must then be raised, "Is bureaucracy 

dysf'µnctiona;I. in. that it resui ts in al:ienation of orga:nizational 

partioi~ants7" Data from this study would indicate it is not. 'L'wo 

pointl:l may explain thE?se results. First, an increase in the bureau ... 

cratic c;iha:racterist:i,es measured in this study may result in a greater 

clarification of the locus of decision points, a clar;ification of 

behaviors e~pected of o;r;oganizational par'l;icipants, and a pElrception 

that the organizationaJ.. representatives treat all participants eq,uaJJ.y 

fair~ lf the partieipants know what is expected of ttJ.em, they may 

think they a,:re better able to comply with organizational expectation. 

If th~ pa.rtic:i,pap.ts do not a.g:ree with the expectation, they mi:!,y know 

which decision ;points to approcl-ch i,n order to secure a change. Second, 

burE;ia.ucra.cy mGLy not result ;ln a.lienatiori. if the part;lc;lpa.nts as.!. 

group iegitimate the structure, expectations, or behavior of the 

organi~a.tion and its representatives. Perhaps alienation will occur 

qnly wheri. the group perceives the structure, expectations, or the 

behavior of the orga.niz~tional representatives as non-legitimate. 
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2. A seGorid implication from thEl study is that the methodological 

approach to data collection may need to be modified. It may be that 

teachers and stu~ents do not perceive the organizational structure of 

the schoo]. in the same way. For. e:icample, the ht~l;'eaucratic charaoter ... 

istics may be perceived as quite h:i.gh by one level in the hierarchy, 

and quJte low by another. Etzioni, indicates that the lower parti,ci-

pant in an 01;1ganization is less "in the know" concerning organ;izational 

aGt:ivities l?ecause from his position, only segments of the organ;i.zation 

and its activities are visible.1 If this is true, i;.hen a study of 

bureaucr,atig characteristics and alienation 9.f organizational 

participants may require measur\:l:rneni;. of both from the same persons. 

3. A third implication f1;10:m the st,v.dy deals with the leve::J,. of 

The presence of ;i,m.personality in formal organizi;l,-. . 

t:i.ons, especially toward clients, has been identified as being 

-q.epessary if rational s'l;,and.G1:rds are to govern the operations of the 

qrgan;i.zation, 2 rt wou,ld appear that the ;i.mpersonali,zation character­

istic of bureaucraqy was the least active in the schools that 

participated in this investigation. 'l'he range of :mean 1;1oorel;l qn the 

impersona;l.ization dimens:ion of the School Organizational InventoFy was 
. ' . , . ' ' I 

only sl;ightly more than four points. (Table III). It seems that the 

cla,ss;t;'QQm teacher 9r tihe o:r;-ganiza,t:i,onal. ::representative wj,.th whom \he 

student comes in contact most often may not present the fovmal;istic 

imperso?+alit;Y impression to th€! studeint that some writers maintain 

1.Amitai Etzion:i,, f:. Compara.tiye Analysis ,g! C~mplex Organizations, 
The Free Press, New York, 1961, p. 16. 

2 Peter M. Bla,q., Bureaucracy i:ll Modern Society, Random Hou,se, 
New York, 196:5, ~· JO. ' · · 
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is present in the efficient opera~ion of a formal organization. 

4, A fouvth implication from this E!tudy is that only tne schools 

classified as relatively high in rules and regulations had mean scores 

that were consistently in the d:i.:1;1ection of the prediction. This may 

mean that an o;r:-ganization, in its attempt to olarify the behaviors 

e~pected of its participants, may not be using all source~ available 

to it before decisions conc~rning the participants are made. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

This study ma;y contr;i.bute to theory :i,.n the area of organizations. 

It maybe of value to personnel who have tb,e responsibility for s9hoo1 

organization, curriculU+n, and activity decisions. Most of all, 

however, this study will have va,lue if it stimulates further research 

in the area of school organization patterns and aGcompa:i;i.ying student 

attitudes, Some ia.reas thia.t may be qonsidered :l,nclude th.e followin~: 

1. Is· there a d.if;ference :i.n the perceived lev~ls of l;m,reau.cracy 

and alienation of individuals who ocqupy different levels of the 

hierarehy7 

2. Is the affective consid1;3ration displayE;ld 1:;:,y ind;i.viduia.ls who 

occupy dec:i,s;j,on points in the hiera:rehy a factor in the way lower 

participants view the organization? 

J. Is the length of tenure on the part of a studi,mt a f a.cto;r in 

his ~evel ot alienation? 

4. The n~er of rules and :reg~la.tic;ms in an organization may 

be of little cp'l:lsequenoe~ 'l'he important ;factor mSrY be the way the 

o:rgan:i,zation ~evelops the expectations of the stud1;:mt or the reason 

the rules a.nd regulations were developed. 
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APPENDIX A 

SCHOOL 'ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY i.·, · 

INSTRUCTJ;ONS: In this series of statements, ypu are asked to ind:Lcate 
how well each one describes the organizc;3.tional chaJ;'aoterisi;,ics of your 
sqhool. For each stateIT1ent, o:ircle the answE,?r on the answer sheet 
which you feel comes closest to describing yo~r own school organizat;ion. 
'I'he five possible 9hoice::i are: Always True, Often True, Occas::iionr 
ally True, Seldom True 1 and Never True .• 

1. A perspn who wants to make his own decisions would quickly become 
discouraged in this school. 

~. Rules stating when tea.ohe:rs ar;rivE! c;3.nd depal;'t from the building 
are strictly enforced. 

3. The use of a wide variety of teaching methods and materials is 
encpu;rc;3.ged in this school. 

4, We are expected to be courteous, but J;'eserved, at all times in our 
dealings with parents. 

5. Staff,' members of this school always get their orders from higher 
up, 

6. The time for informal staff get-togethers during the school day is 
striqtly regulated by the admini~tration. 

7. In dealing with student discipline problems teachers are en­
couraged to consider the individual offender, not the offense, in 
deciding on a suitable punishment. 

8. Staff members are allowed to do almost as they please in their 
classroom work. 

9. The teacher is expected to abide by the spirit of the rules of 
the school rc;3.ther than stiok to the letter of the rules. 

10. We are t9 follow· strict operating procedures at all times. 

11, The administration sponsors staff get-togethers. 

12~ Nothing is said if you get to school just oefore roll call or 
leave right after d.:i,smissSrl oooasionally. 
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13. Going through proper channels is constantly stressed. 

14. Teachers are enco-q.raged to become ;friendly with group~ and indi .. 
viduals out~d,de the school. 

15. There can be little action until an administrator approveis a 
decision. 

16. The teachers a.re constantly being checked for rule violations. 
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17. Teachers who have oontact with parents and other qitiz;ens are 
instructed in proper procedures for greeting and talking with them. 

18. The SQhool has a manual of rules and regulations for teachers to 
follow. 

19. Eaph staff member is responsible to an administrator to whom the 
member regu,larly reports'. 

20. A person can make his own decisions without checking with anyone 
else, 

21. There is onJ.,y one way to do the j9b ..... the P:rincipal's way. 

22, In qealing with student behavior problems the school has standard 
punishments for standard offenses regardless of the individual 
involved. 

23. I have to ask the principal before I do almost everything. 

24. No one can get necessary supplies without permission from the 
principal or vice-pr::i.,noipa;l:. 

25. Written orders from higher up are followed unquestioningly. 

26. The same procedu:r;,es are to be followed in most situations. 

27. Students are treated within the rules of the school, no matter 
how· serious a problem they have. 

28. Even small matters have to be referred t9 someone higher up for a 
final answer. 

29. Teachers are e~pected not to leave their classroom without 
permission. 

JO. Whenever we have a proplem? we ,!\.re supposed to go to the same 
person for an answer. 

31, No m.!l.tter how special a pupil's or parent's problem appears to be, 
a pe:i;ison is treated the same way as anyone else. 

32. Any decision J make has to have my superior's approval. 

33. Red tape is often a problem in getting a job done in thts school. 
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Sohool Organizational Inventory Answer Sheet 

AT ... Al ways True OFT - Often True OCT - Ocasionally True 
ST - Seldom True NT - Never True. Please circle the appropriate 
response on the ba~is of the key provided. 

1. AT OFT OQT S'r NT 18. AT OFT OCT S'J;' NT 

2. AT OFT OCT ST N'.I' 19. .A.T OFT OCT ST NT 

3. AT OFT OCT ST NT 20. AT OFT OCT ST N'.r 

4. AT OFT OCT ST NT 21. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

5. AT OFT OCT ST NT 22. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

6. AT OFT OCT ST NT 23. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

7. AT OFT OCT ST NT 24. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

8. AT OFT OCT ST NT 25. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

9. AT OFT OCT ST NT 26. A'r OFT OCT ST NT 

10. AT OFT OCT ST NT 27. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

11. AT OFT OCT ST NT 28. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

12. AT OFT OCT ST NT 29. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

13. AT OFT OCT ST NT 30. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

14. AT OFT OCT ST NT 31. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

15. AT OF;[' OCT ST NT 32. AT OFT OCT ST NT 

16. AT OFT OCT ST NT 33. AT OFT OCT ST N'l' 

l 7. /1.T OFT OCT ST NT 
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A.PPENDIX )3 

~CHOOL ORGA.NIZATIONAL INVENTORX RESPONSE SHEET 

Biographical Data 

Sex (1 = male, 2 = femal~) 

Age (to nearest year) 

Formal Preparation Completed 
(1 = Bachelor's Degree, 

2 =Bachelor's+ J.6, 
3 = }1aster•s, 
4 = }1aster's + 16, 
.5 = Ed.S, 
6 =,Ed.D. or Ph.D.) 

Teaching experience in years 
(include this year) , 
a. Total teaching 

(1 = 1-5, 
z = 6 .. io, 
3 = 11-15, 
4 = 16-20, 
.5 = over 20) 

b. In present position 
(1 = 1, 
2 = 2-3, 
3 = 4-6, 
4 = 7-10, 
5 = over 10) 

Do you teach in an "acaderniq" 
discipline? 

(l = yes~ 
2 = no) 
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2. 
---------------------

4a. ________ .....,.,..,...,........, __ _ 

5. --~ ........ __ .,......,. ______ __ 



A)?PENPIX C 

CATEGORICAL BREAKDOWN OF SCHOOL 

ORGAN~ZATIONAL INVEN!ORY 

Key To The Categorical ~reakdown of 

Th~ School Organizational Inventory 

Hi,erarch;y of Authority is mea.surE:)d by the items in the q1,1estionnaire 
which corresponp. to the f9llowing numbe:r:o: 

1, .5, 8, 15, 19, 20, 23, 24, 28, and 32 

Rules for Members is rneasu1;ed by the items in the q1:1.estionnaire which 
corresp9nd to the following numbers: 

2, 6, 9, 12, 16, 18, 25, and 2, 

Professional S;eecifioations is measured by the items in the question­
naire which co;rl;'espond to the followip~ numbers: 

3, 10, lJ, 21; 26, 30, and 33 

Impersonalization is meai;iured by the iterns in the questionnaire 
~hich 09r:responcl to the following numbers: 

4, 7, 11, 14, 17, 22, 27, and 31 



APPENDIX D 

KEY TO SCOR!WG SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY 

Items 3, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14 and 20 ar~ sco~ed: 

AT= 1, OFT= 2, OCT= 3, ST= 4, and NT= 5. 

Items 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 10 1 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 
21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 
an~ 33 are scored: 

AT = 5, OFT ;,,: 4, OCT = 3, ST = 2, And NT = 1. 
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APPENDIX E 

PUPIL ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Wl?,:i,te lil?s are justified when they help to avoid pup.::i,.shment. 

2. It is a good policy. to tell teachers <;>nly what 'l:ihey want to hear~ 

J. In this school succe.ss is to be ai,med for by any means that pupils 
can dev1.se. 

4. Xt is rnost important that right always be achieved even if it 
requires tremenqous effort. 

5. Schools are run 'by others and there i1> little that pupils can do 
al;:iout it. 

6. I think that I can now predict what I can achieve in an 
occupation after graduation. 

7. The school e:icperiemces of pupils a;re controlled by plans .devised 
by others. 

8, There really isn't muqh use complaining to the teachers about the 
school because it is :impossible to influence them anywfJ.y. 

9. The reason I endure some.unpleas~nt things now· is because I feel 
that it will benefit me later on. 

10. Pupils sh9uld have most of their time free from study. 

11. Sometimes it is necessary to make promises to school autho:d,ties 
which yo'll don't intend to keep. 

12. In order to get ahead in this school pupils are almost forced to 
dq some things which are not right. 

13, P'llpils Qften are given the opportunity to express their ideas 
about how· the school ought to be run. 

14. It is poss:i,.ble on the basis of the level of my present school 
achievement~ to predict with a high degree of accuracy, the level 
o:f achievement I can expect in adulthood. 

15. +tis very desirable that pupils learn to be good citi~e~s. 
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16. 

17. 

18, 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24, 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 
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I think my teachers would have given me the same marks on the last 
report card no matter how well ;r really had done. 

My school (;)Xperiences will help m(;) to beoome a good citizen. 

It doesn't matter too much if what I ,;3.m doing is right or wrong 
as long as it.wo:i:-ks. 

At school we learn habits and attitudes which will guide us in the 
achievement of a good li!e. 

I know· that I will complete my high school education. 

These days a pupil doesn't really know· who he can count on. 

I often worcy about what my teachers think of me. 

Pupils must try to develop an interest in thei:r achool s'l,l.'bjEJcts 
even when the content is dull. 

It is more important to achieve enjoyment and personal satisfaction 
than to sacrifice yourself for others. 

I study hard at school mainly because I wa.nt to get good grades. 

I often read and study in my courses beyond what is required by 
rrry teach,ers. 

Really, a pupil has done wrong only if he gets caught. 

The school principal is really interested in all pupils in this 
school. 

In discipline cases the pupil's explanation of the circumstances 
is carefully weighed by the school authorities before punishment 
is decided, upon. 

The teachers will not listen to pupil complaints about unfa.ir 
school rules. 

Ui:;ually I would rather play hook;ey thian come to school. 

l would rather go to work now tha11 go to school, but more 
education now· will help me get a better job later, 

What I am doing at school will assist me to d,o what I want to c;lo 
when I graduate. 

Pu.pils have adequate opportunities to protect themselves when 
their interests conflict with the interests of those who run the 
school. 

Copying parts of essays from books is justified tf this results 
in good mar~s on the essays. 



36. I get more satisfaction from doing an assignment well than fro:rn 
the marks which I receive on the assignment. 
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37. What we do at school will help u.s to affect the world in which we 
live, 

38. Participation in student council activities will help me in 
anything I try to do in the future. 

39. As a result of my school experiences I know what I wj,.11 do when 
l graduate. 

40, No matter how I try I don't seem to u~derstand the content of my 
courses very well. 

41, ln this school the teachers are the rulers and the pupils are the 
slaves. 

42. ~ti~ unlikely that in this school the pupils will achieve the 
goals in which they believe. 

4;3. If homework assignments we:r>e not required; I would seldom do 
homework. 

44. I like to do extra problems in mathematics for fun. 

45. I 1.1.nderstand how decisions are made regarding what we are to study 
in "tihis school. 

46. My school studies will help me to make predictions about the kind 
of world in which I will live in the future. 

47. My present school studies will help me to understand others. 

48. Pupils must be very careful to make the best possible impression 
with their teachers. 

49. If I had my way, I'd close all schools. 

50. Having lots of friends is :more important than is getting ahead 
at school, 

51. In this school pupils can complain to the principal and be given 
a fair hearing. 

52. Copying another pupil's homework is justified if he agrees to 
let you do it. 

53. Pupils' ideas about how the school should be run are often 
adopted in this school. 

54. I find it easy to phiase my teachers. 

55. I want to finish high school. 



56. It is necessary to misbehave at school if you're going to have 
any fun. 

:57. Giving an answer to someone else during an e;x:amination ;i.s not 
really qheating. 

58. Pupils must take advantage of every opportunity, fair or unfair, 
because good opportunities occur very infrequently at this 
school. 

59. Pupils in this school are given considerable freedom in planning 
the:ir own programs to meet their future needs. 

60. Partic;i.pation in student council activities will assist one to 
become a good citi~en. 
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APPENDIX F 

PUPIL ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE SHEET 

Biographical Data 

1. S~x (male= 1, female= 2) l, 

2. Classification in school 
(senior= 1, sophomo;r,ei = 2) 2. 

J. Age,(to nearest year) J. 

4. Are you a memQer of a group that 
some would call "minority"? 

(yes= 1, no~ 2) 4. 

5. Are you enroll~d in a course of 
study .where more than half of 
your courses are "ac,13.demic"? 

(yes= 1, no= 2) 5. 
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P\lpil Attitude Q~estionnaire Answe:i;- Sheet 

SA= Strongll Agree; A= Agree; U = Undecided; D = Disagree 
SD = Str·ongly Disagree 

l. SA A u D SD 21. SA A u D SD 41. SA A u D SD 

2. SA A u D SD 22. SA A u D SD 42. SA A u D SD 

3. SA A u D SD 23. SA A u D SD 43. SA A u D SD 

4. SA A u D SD 24. SA A u D SD 44. SA A u D SD 

.5. SA A u D SD 25. SA A u D SD 45. SA A u D SD 

6. SA A u D SD 26. SA A u D SD 46. SA A u D SD 

7. SA A u·D SD 27. SA A u D SD 47, SA A u D SD 

8. SA A u :0 SD 28. SA A u D SD 48. SA A u D SD 

9. SA A u D SD 29. SA A u D SD 49. SA A u D SD 

10. SA A u D SD 39. SA A lJ D SD _50. SA A u D SD 

11. SA A u D SD :n. SA A u D SD 51. SA A u D SD 

12. SA A u D SD 32. SA A u D SD 52. SA A u D SD 

13. SA A u D SD 33. SA A u D SD 53. SA A u D SD 

14. SA A u D SD 34. SA A u D SD 54. SA A u D SD 

1.5. SA A u :0 SD 3.5, SA A u D SD 55. SA A u D SD 

16~ SA A u D SD 36. SA A u D SD 56. SA A u p SD 

17. SA A u D SD 37. SA A u D SD 57. SA A u D SD 
I 

18. SA A u D SD 38. SA A u D SD 58. SA A u D SD 

19. SA A u D SD 39. SA A u D SD ?9• SA A u D SD 

20. SA A u D SD 40. SA A u D SD 60. SA A u D SD 



APPENDlX G 

CATEGORICAL BREAKDOWN OF PUPIL 

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Key to th~ Categorical Breakdown of the 

:Pupil Attitude Questionnaire 

Powerles~mess is :measured by the items in the questionnaire which 
correspond to the following numbers: 

5, ?, 8, 13, 28, 29, 30, 34, 41, 51, 53, and 59 

Seif,.Estrangement is measured by the items in the questionnaire which 
correspond to the following numbers; 

10, 12, 16, 21, 26, 31, 32, 36, 40, 43, 44, and 54 

Norrnlessness is meas~red by the items in the questionnaire which 
· ~orrespond to the following nl,'l!llbers: 

1, 2, 3, 11, 15, 18, 24, 27, 35, 42, 52, 56, 57, and 58 

Meaninglessness is measured l;)y the items in the questionnaire which 
·correspond to the following numqers: 

6, 14, 17, 19, 33, 37, 38, 39, 45, 46, 47, an~ 60 

Isolation is measured by the items in the questionnaire which 
correspond to the following numbers: 

4, 9, 20, 22, 23, 29, 48, 49, 50, 55 
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APPENPI:X H 

KEY TO SCORING PUPIL ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

The Pupil Attitud~ Questionnaire :is divided into three groups. 
Group I includes items: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 16, 18, 
21, 22, 24, 25, 27, 30, 31, 32, 35, 4Q, 41, 42, 43, 48, 49, 50, 52, 
56, 57, and 58. The sc9rding for this group is: SA= 5, A= 4, 
U = 3, D = 2, and SP= 1. 

Group II includes items: 4, 6, 13, 15, 20, 23, 26, 28, 29, 
34, 36, 44, 45, 46, 51, 53, 54, 55, and 59. The scoring for this 
group is: SA= 1, A= 2, U = 3, P = 4, and SD= 5. 

Group III includes items: 14, l7, 19, 33, 37, 38, 39, 47, 
and 60. The scoring for this group is: SA= 1,· A= 3, U :;;·5, 
D = 3, and SD= 1. 
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