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CHAPTER T

THE PROBLEM

L

Introduction

The quantity of literature which has been written recently emphar
sizes the growing aWareneSs of "tegcher militancy," Many writers have
reflécted the vastnésﬁ and scope of this,phenomeﬁon, while others have
chosen a mbre soclological approach and have been congerned with under-
standing'conditions which may perpetuate "teacher militancy." The
term teacher militancy has a broad range of connotations depending upon
tﬁe strengths and purposes of the teachers! @onvictions,-aﬁd,the impli-
catiOAs these convictions have upon the observer -- oommunity,'teaohers,
vadministratora, et cetera. | |

The’impacts‘that teacher militancy has had upon the stétes, cities,
‘and communities can be illustrated by an examination of the results
which were gained b& teachers in the states of Utah, Oklahoma,vand
Flofida and the citles of Detroit and New York. Teacher militancy in
the form of NEA statewide sanctions has'had‘a noticeable effect upon the
decisions and the decision makers at the state capitol as exemplified
by the educators in the state of Utah. The sanctions were lifted after

200 days which witnessed "the election of a governor and members of



the legislature known tq be friendly to the teachers' cause as well as
‘substantial increages in appropriaftion for the sohoolﬁ."l

In 1965,‘Oklahoma2 became the second state to experience statewide
NEA sanctions. Sanctions were not lifted until the legislature had
voted $28.7 millioh in state funds'to upgrade education in several areas
and after a referendum in which the citizens of the state voted two to
dne to take measures that coula provide'as much as $30 million morve in
logal funds,

The results of the sanctions were not as clea? in'Fiqrida as they

3

were in Utah and Oklaghoma. Norton,” a former editor for the Florida
Education Assopiation, belleved educators failed miserably in getting
"~ their story across ta the taxpayers. An editorial in the June issue of

Phi Delta Kappan supported Norton's concern and stated that a basic

lesson should have been learned from "The Florida Story" ~- "he iron
fist‘of teacher pdwer muét be encased in -a vélvet glove,"LP While many
were dubioug about the sﬁccess of the sanction, Sam Lambert, Exeoutive
Séoretary ofvthe NEA , stated'that this was "one of the méﬁt significant

victoyies in. the history of American aducation."’

lJaqk H. Kléinmann, "Professional Sanctions: What, Why, When,
Where, and How," NEA Journal, LVII (1968), p. L43.
Tvid,

3G,ayle Norton, "The Florida Story," Phi Delta Kappén, XLIX (1968),
p. 555, S )

} 4"What Are the Lessons of Florida?" Phi Delta Kappan, XLIX (1968),
pe 325- - |
5

Norton, 1968, p. 555,



An analysis of the recent teacher strikes in New York City and
Detroit emphasized the solidarity and the strengths of the fteacher
unions. Buskin6 reported that teachers in New York City stayed out for
fourteen days and paralyzed the biggest school system in the world, and
that teaghers in Detroit struck for nine days and schools remained com-
pletely closed. He summarized the financial achieVeﬁents of the two
uniong as follows:

In New York, a school, bOard.thatisvfiscally dependent turned
~to the mayor, whe helped negotiate a settlement that unign

leaders called "fantastic." In Detroit, comparable gains

were achieved, with money commitments made by the board that

may force the fiscally independent system into a deficit budget

before the end of the school year.?

Although financial gains accrued by the fteachers in the two cities
WQre significant, many observers believed a more significant gain may
have been made. They believed the autumn of 1967 marked the precise
point in the history of education when the balance of power shifted
away from the gchool board members and the administrators toward the
'teachers-8

As school administrators have appraised the edﬁoational implica-
tions caused by teacher militancy, g wide variation of attitudes and

concerns have been presented as reported in the "Forward" of the

School Administrator and Negotiation:

— p—

6Martin Buskin, "Sﬁrikes: Now That the Big Ones Are Over. , .
What's Left? What's Ahead?' School Management, XI (1967), p. 66.

7Ibid.

8Buskin, 1967, p. 66,



This teacher militancy has produced varied administrative re- .
action =~ dismay, disappolntment, apprehension, and often
antagonism. In some instances, however, the responses has -
been one of acceptance.?
This concern was intensified when the NEA supported the mass resignation
of more than 30,000 teachers in Florida. The AASA showed the unmis-
takable division of interest between teachers and administrators in the
following strongly phrased resolution: The AASA vehemently rejects the
- use of the strike, and strongly urges state legislatures to declare
. : 10 ’ '
strikes illegal. 0
The school principal, who has heen charged with the respensibility
of the ongeing operation of the school, has seen the implications of
increased teacher militancy and teacher power as a major concern for
himself apd his organization. An explanation of the reasons for these
concerns and some possible consequences have heen stated by English;
Principals have been the target of militant teachers and
organized parent groups; they have been treated like ugly
ducklings in board~teacher negotlatlons. Generally, princi
~pals and their professional assgciations have reacted defen~
‘glvely and negatively. Both NASSP and DESP are considering

withdrawa),_ from the NEA over that organization's emerging

Addelston12 contended that each time teaéhers gain more control

9"Forward " The School Administrator and Negotlatlon, A report
prepared by the American ASSOClatlon of School Administrators (Washlng~
ton, D,C,: AASA, 1968), p, 5.

' Amerlcan Association of School Administration, Official Report
of AASAW@Onventlon (Washington, D.C.: AASA, 1968), p. 205.

llFenwick English, "The Ailing PrlnClpalShlp," Phi Delta Kappan,
LIV (1968), p. 158.

12Lorraine W, Addelston, "The Principal's Stake in Professiqnal
Negotiations," Natlonal Association of Secondary School Prlnclpals
Bulletin, Number 337 (May 1969), p. 104+




over working conditions in a contract, the principal's authority is
decreased, In an analysis of the teacher strikes in New York and

Detyroit, Buskin15

suypported Addelston's view by stating: "Increasingly,
administrators in both cities will have to ask and consult teachers ~-
or refer to the contract -~ hefore making changes in the operatibn of
the schools."

The preceeding 1s a cursory view of teacher militancy at the
national scene. As teacher militancy has been specifically examined in
Oklahema, it becomes apparent that Oklahoma is not representative of the
nation, Even though the Oklahoms Education Association was one of the
first associations to participate in a statewide NEA sanction, thié
action was supported by the all inclusive OEA.:L'L+ Several other conw-
ditions were also indicative of the relationships teachers had with
’fheir administrétors; boards of education, and legislators. Teacher
pressures have not been significant emough to produce state negotiation
or tenure laws. Only three local associations15 Cnone in the current
sample) have a negotiations agreement with their local school boards.
- The OFA has heen able to function in such a way that the administrators
and administrative departments of the OEA have not been "kicked out"
of the all inclusive organization.

Regardless of whether writers have described the flamboyance of

teacher militancy at the national, state, or local level, or whether

1§Buakin, 1967, p. 66.

l1+.E-}hawn Kalkstein, "Oklahoma's Education War," Look, XXX (1966),
p. 85.
15

"Status'of Written Negatiation Procedures,” Negotiation ReﬁgarCh
DlgeSta I (1967>1 p- B"L}"




they have expressed a greater concern for understanding factors which
may centribute to teacher militancy, the "authority" person who has
been closest and who needé to work most directly with teachers has been
the principal. Therefore, whether the principal suppoerts or discourages
teacher militancy, he needs to understand this important concept and
its implications for his behavior within the organization.

Researcheré within the fields of education and sociology have
examined certain relationéhips within individual sohoél organizationg
which they believe‘may have contributed fo ﬁeacher conflict and thus,
may have allowed militancy to become operative. Corwin,16 for eXample,
-has conducted an extensive three year investigation with the aid of
funds from the Cooperative Research Program.of the Office of Education.
His major éontributians have been the examination of staff conflicts
within the school organization and the development of research seales
thch haye bperationalized the concepts of teacher militancy and
teacher orientations. Through his operational definition, Corwin®™
has provided an opportunity to measure teacher militancy "within an
organization.”

The current study hasteen devised with the hope of gaining new

insights into situations "within the organization” which may help

T

l6Ronald, G. Corwin, The Develgpment of an Instrument for Examjnlng

8taff Conflicts in the Public Schools, Cooperat;ve Resgarch Project
Number 1934 (Department of Sociology, and Anthropology, Ohio State
University, 1963)., Also, Staff Conflicts in Public Schpols, Cooperative
Research Project Number 2637, Department of 5001ology and Anthropology
(Ohio State University, Columbus, 1966),

17Corwin, 1966, pp. 142-143.



explain why teacher militancy exists in different degrees and inten-

sities in what appear to be similar situations.
A Statement of the Problem

The primary purposes of this study have been to develop and test a
theoretical model for predicting teacher militangy in the high school
~and to modify and refine the model in light‘of the research findings.,

During the developmental phase, the most important oonéiderations
have been to examine the existing body of knowledge and to‘identify
thaose characteristiéﬁ within the organization which havé heen the most
salient in predicting teacher militancy.

The primary goal has been to bring together and relate the con-
cepts found in the bodies of theoretical knowledge that have emerged-
from previous research directed toward developing a theoretical base

for examining staff gonflicts in the public _schools,:L8 measuring
19

bureaucracy by the School Organization Inventory, and examining leader//'

behavior through the Leader Behavior Description Questipnnaire.ao

After the theoretical model was constructed, it was tested sta-
tistically to determine its acceptance or rejection..

The hypotheses are presented in Chapter II after the rationale to
support them hag heen adequétely developed.

18Corwin, 1963 and 1966.

19D A. MacKay and Norman Robinson, School Organization Inventgry

(Department of Educational Administration, Unlverslty of Alberta),
Edmonton, 1966),

2OAndrew W. Halpin, Manual for Leader Behavior Descrlptlon
Questionpaire (Ohio State University, Columbus, 1957).




Definition of the Terms

The terms used in this study have been used extensively and ha&e a
variety of meanings; however, within this study each term has a specific
meaning. Chapter III contains a section which explains the development
of the scales or instruments used for each of the major concepts, and
it also gives examples of research questions., For complete information
congerning the instruments, see Appendix A for the instruments and
Appendix B for the scoring procedures.

Teacher Militancy. Teacher militancy has been used in various

ways; consequently, it has‘many definitions. In the introduction the
majer reference to teacher militancy indicéted that teachers have been

‘ Willing to support sanctions21 and strike522 to make their influence
felt in decisions which affected‘themselves and their professibn.’ The
cannotations of teacher militancy varied amOﬁg and within groups of
'aaministrators, bteachers, and the community.

For this investigation, teacher militancy has a limif{ed and spe~
cific operational meaning. $hé term refers to the ideological relation-
ship between the teacher and his principal, According to Corwin,EB
teacher militancy is characterized by the degree to which the teachers
are willing te show '"compliance' or to take the "initiative" in

hypothetical teachep~administrator conflicts.

21Kleinmann, 1968, p. 43.

22Buskin, 1967, p. 66.

“2Corwin, 1966, pp. Lh2-1k3.
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Te@chen Qr;entat;gns. Corw;nd believes the image of the teacher

in America is a curious confusion of tradition and change; and teachevrs,
like many vacational groups in the progess of change, have become crit-
loally selfnconscious of who they are and what is to become of them,
Traditionally the teacher was expected to be a loyal "puhlic servent"
of the local community and to the administrator who controlled his
advancement. Contrast the teacher who has this traditional rele orien-
tation with the remarks which'Braulio Alonso, President of NEA, made to
the NEA Representative Assembly. While speaking about teachers of today,
he stated:

They are ng longer passive, meek, and acquiescent, They will

not penmlt power structures and outside pressures fram deterring

them in their guest to have a voice in determining what hap-

pens to them and to education. Professionalism does not mean

acguiescence! Professlonallsm does not mean acceptance of

the status guo!

Corwin identified these two types as professional orientation and
employee orientation. He stated:

Profeﬁsional orientation is characterized by the teacher who

believes teachers should have decision-making authority and

has an orientation to the profession and his profesgsional

colleagues,

Emplayee orientation is characterized by the teacher who is
loyal to the administration and to the organizat,ion,2

Buregucracy. In this study bureaucracy was used in a restricted
gense and included only four of the six ¢haracteristics which were

rvid,, p. 57,

25Braﬁlio Alonso, !"Commitment to Action," Addresses and Proceedlngs
of NEA Representative Assembly, CVI (1968), p. 11,

Beorwin, 1963, p. 125.
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27

usually assogiated with bureaucracy. MacKay ' used Weber's six char-

acteristics of bureaucracy to develop the Schopl Organization Inventory

which measyred bureaucracy in the public school. In a study in which

he used the gchpo; Opgan@;apiqn Invgnﬁo;y, Kolesarag identified two

different dimensions of bureéucracy -~ the authority and the expertise
dimensions. The charaoterisfics of ﬁpecialization‘and technibalbcomw
petence were classified within the expertise dimension and were not
used in this study (see p. 40 for rationale for not using this dimension).
The authority dimension was used synonymously with bureancragy in this
1%%§ﬁrt and included the féllowiﬁg characterigtics:

. . = i

1. Hierarchical’authority: This dimension measures the extent
to which hierarchical authority and status differentials are
emphasizéd in the school.

2. Rules for teachers, This dimension measures the extent
to which the school has a system of written rules for teachers
de51gned to cover most situations. !

3, Progedural specification. This dimension measures the extent-
to which the school has a well-~defined system of standard pro=.
cedures for the guidance of staff members ;n their c¢lassroom
teaching and other school work.

h, Impersonality, This dimension measures the extent to which
the school emphasized the premise that every person connected
with the school organization (administrators, teachers, pupils
and parents) is to receive exactly the same kind of treatment

and that no personal considerations should have an effect on work-
ing relationships between teachers, admlnlstrators, students, and
parents,2

2“?l."lacKay and Robinson, 1966,

28Henry'Kolesar, "An Empirical Study of Client Alienation in the
Bureaucratic Organization" (unpub. Ph.D. Dissertation, University of
Alberta, Edmonton, 1967), pp. 26-31.

2 Thid,
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Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDG). Individuals

 in Jeadership roles have heen evaluated by various methods. Frequently,
such evaluations have been acgomplished by means of various subjective
rating scales. However, with the development of the LBDQ, the emphasis
was not upon the evaluation of the individual leader but rather upon
the group"s description of the behavior of the leader, The developers
of the LBDQ realized they would be unable to measure éll of the leaderw
ship behaviors of an individual; therefore, they selected two specific
dimensions of leader behavior ~- Consideration and Initiating Structure,
These two dimensions are defined as follqws;

Initiating structure refers to the leader's behavior in delin-
eating the relationship between himself andthe members of his
group, and in endeavoring to establish well-defined patterns
of organigation, channels of communications, and ways of get-

ting the job done.

Consideration refers to behaviop indicative of»friendship,:

mutugl trust, respect, and warmth in relationship between the

leaden and members of the group.0

Teachers. Teachers were defined as those whq taught one or more
claéses per day. In tésting the hypotheses, teachers were fupther
defined to bé»those who ranked at the seventy-fifth percentile and
above on teacher militancy for their respective schools.

Sghqols, The sqhools included in this study»were high schools
which educated students in grades nine or ten through twelve. The
definition of teachers also restricts the definition of the schaool.
When the term s¢hool is used, it represents only those teachers who
scored at or above the seventy-fifth percentile on teacher militancy
in their school,

o T ——,

PHalpin, 1957, p. 1.
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 Significance of the Study

The vastness and the scope of teacher militancy clearly indicates
that, school administrators need to gain insights intobcondition$ within
the organization which may contribute to the intensity of teacher
militanqy. Schoal administrators may find this study significant in
providing a greater understanding of the relationships betWeen tegcher
militancy}and each of the following: teacher orientation, bureaucracy,
and leader Behavior. Insighté gained from these relationships may
provide implications fo? the development of strategies to modify the.
orientation of the teachers and the administrators, to élter'the struc-
ture of the organization, and tp modify the administrator'S»behavior

toward the teachers.
Limitations of the Btudy

'lThis'study was concerngd with predicting the relative,rahking of
schools on teacher militancy. Although teacher militanoy was treated
as an independent variable, a cause-effect relationship cahnpt be |
»impliad.

Thié study was limited to the mare militant teachers within gach
school, As stated in the definition of terms and several times within
this report, the tegchers who scored on or above the seventy-fifth
percentile on tea¢her.militanoy for their schoal became the data base
for testing the hypotheses.

The study was limited to the high schools which were members of
the Oklahoma Public School Research Council. Therefore, generalizations
drawn from this investigation should be applied cautiousgly to sghéols

other than those included in this study.
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Plan of the Report

Chapter T has provided the general backgfound of the study; a
statément of the problem to be studied, definition of terms,vsignifi¢anqe
of the study, and limitationsg of the study..

Ghapter IT will contain a review of the literature, development of
the rationale for the hypothes¢s, statemeht of fhe hypotheses, and the
presentation qf the model. The selection of the gample, the procedures
for ecollecting and treétipg the data, and an explanation of the research
‘instruments will be'presehted:iq Chapter iII;' Chapter IV will Qoniain
the report of the research findings and Chapter V will'contain a sum-

mary of thefindings, implications and suggestions for future'research.



CHAPTER IT
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Introduction

Many’researCh studieé, books, aﬁd articleé héve been written conm
qerning'tQpics associated with mili@anby; orientations;.bureauqracyd
and leader behavior; however, only those which have been considered
most signifiqant_énd pertinent to this study will be included in‘the'
first garﬁ of this chapter. The concepts of employee and professibnal
Qrientatibns and militancy within an orgainization have been traced
_frém their early use to the development of the fwo researgh instruments
oy Gorwiﬁ,l Bureauoraoy has been examined f‘romw,e'ber's2 "ideal type"
tQ current stgdies which have examined”bufeauéracy in the public schools -

through the use of thg SQhOOl Organlzatlon Inventory.;5 Another. major

dimengion under cons;deration consisted of the leadership styles of the

administrators and was built upon the knowledge gained from the studies

lRonald G. Corwmn, The Development of an Instrument for Examining
Staff Conflicts in the Public Schools, Cooperative Researon Broject Num-
her 1934 (Department of Soclology and Anthropology, The Qhio State Unj-
vensity, 1963), pp. 172-260.

H, K, Gerth and C, Wright Mills (Translators and editors), From
Max Weber: Essays in Soc;ology, New York Oxford University Press, 1946
p. 196. o

3D. A, MaxKay and Norman Robinson, School Organlzatxon Inventory
(Unlvers1ty of Alberta, Bdmonton, 1966).
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assoclated with the Leadgr Behav1or Desor;ptlon Que;;.t1(:'rmau,re.L'L

After the revelw of the lmterature sectlon, the last pqrtlon of
this Chapter will be devoted to the development of a rationale for each
of the bypotheses,and ultimately the development, of a theoretical model

for predicting teacher militancy.,
Militancy and Orientation

| Most of the researcthonqerning the collecﬁive action of teachers
- has "employed the historiographic‘and/of case study method;and dealt,
with some particular aspéCt, narrew in scope, Of.teacher'uniqns."5 |
The first attempt to‘study teachers' role QTiéntation'énd militancy~v
with a more abstract sociological approach had its beginningvin 1963
when‘Corwin6 conduétad_a three year investigation which wa#-qunsored
by the Cooperative Research Program of the Office of EducationQ, Corwin
undertook a major review of the literature cohéérningfproﬁesaipnaliZaﬁl
tion as a general process andvthé explOfatiQn of the r0le!9f'the profes-
sionals within a bureaucracy, especially_the OOﬁsequenge'of increased
conflict’within the organiZatioﬁ. He developed, and eStablishéd |
reliability and.Vé;idity for.several instruments in ordey tolempiri~
~cally test his hypotheses} |
Corwin7 saw the drive‘for professionalization as a neoessaﬁily

#Andrew W, Halpin, Manual for Leader Behavlor Descr;ptlon Questlon»
naire (Ohjo State University, 1957).

5Seymour Evang, "Toward a Theory of Teacher GCeollective Organiza-.
tional Behavier™ (unpub, Ed.D. dl$$ertat10n New York University, 1966),
p. 16.

6Corw1n, 1963, pp. 172~260.
r73?1@:41.
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militant process within education because teachers must wrest control
of thejr work from the traditional superiors (the community) and from
the public's modern-day counterparts (the administrators),
In his more recent report, Corwin found that there was!
a linear rélationship‘between-professional orientation and
varioys measures of organizational tension and conflict; that
extremely 'professional faculties have higher rates of conflict
than the less professional extreme; and that faculties which
combine a high professional orientation with a low employee

orientation have more conflict (in most respectsg than fac-
ulties which organize their roles in other ways.

Bureaucragy, Militancy, and Orjentations

 Weber avoided the issue of conflict within an organizat;qn through |
the development of an "ideal type" of bureauofécy. According to Weber,
thé following distingtive gharacteristics of such an."idéal“?bureauc—
racy served to méximize rational decisionwmakipg and to promote admin-
igtrative efficienéy, |

1. Organization tasks are di:stributed among ﬁhe Vafious positions

as official duties. Implied is a clear-cut divieion of labor

among positions which makes. possible a high degree of speclalization.

2, The positions or offices are organized into a hierarchjcal
authority structure.

3. A formally established system of rules and regulat;ons governs
official decisions and actions.

k. Officials are expected to assume an impersonal orientation in
thelir contacts with clients and with other officials.

5.  Employment’ by the organization constitutes a career for

officials.

e |
Corwin, 1966, p. 281.
9

Gerth and Mlllss P;p- 196“20}'"-
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Bureaucracy was seén by Weberlo as the most efficient form of
~administrative érganization,bbecauSe experts with‘much experience were
best qualified to make technically correct decisions, and beoause disci-
plined performance governed by abstract rules and coordinaﬁed by the
authoyity hierarchy fostered a rational and consistent éurSuit of
organizational objectives.

A

Merton™™ was c¢ritical of Weber's "ideal type" of bureaucracy
‘because he felt a similar systematic attemp# should have been made to
isolate the dysfunctions of various bureaﬁqratic elements aﬁd to exam-
ine the conflicts that arlse between the elements comprls;ng ‘the system,
| Recent studies by Hall, Roblnson, and Kolesar have suggested Spev
cific dysfunctions of»bureaucratmc characteristics within a schopl set~
ting, Hal1'? found a negative relationship (significant ab the .01
level) between professional autonomy and hierarchy of authority, pro-
cedural specifications, and impersonality. The rules for members
dimension was'also hegﬁtivaly related, but not at a Statistiqally
signifioant level, o
A recent study by Rob:l,n.son‘13 focused on the impact of prefessional
membérs on the bUreaucratic:structure of school, arganizations and the
adéptationa these organizations make for the members. His théory that

lQIbid.

Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (24 ed.,
Glencoe, l96o)u PP 50"'54

lzR;ehard H., Hall, "ProfeSﬁionalization angd Bureaucratization,”
American Sogiological Review, XXXL (1967), pp. 102-103.

13Nopman Robinson, "Teacher Proféssionalism and Bureaucracy in
School, Qrganizationg,” Canadlan Educatlon and Research Digest, March,
1967, p, 4k,
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staff professionalism was an importanﬁ determinant of the hureaucratio
structure of sghools was supported only in ﬁart. However, his conclur
slons were consistent with the findings of Hall. Robingon fouﬁd that
,sghoqls-with high staff professional scores place a dewgmphasis on hiepr-
archy of authority, rules for teachers, procedurai specifications and
impersonality. o -

' Henry Kolesar examined the relationships between student aliena-
tion and bureaueracy apd made a significant contribution to the School

‘Qrganizational tnventory, Through the process of examining ;nter—

correlatiaons between sub-scales of bureaucracy, Kole.'s;,a:r':l'L+ found that
specialization and teqhniealchmpetence were‘cqrrelated significantly
and positively with each other. Similarly, he found ihat the sub-scales
of hierarchical authority, rules for incumbents, procedural specificam
tions, and impersonality werﬁvcorrelated Significantlyvand pqﬁitively
Wiﬁh gach other hut significantly and negatively with speciélization
and technical comp@tenée, Kolesar identifiedlthe twg sub-seales as tha
raﬁional (specialization and'teChnical competence) and bupreaucratic
dimensions (hierarqhi¢alvauthority, rules for‘incumbents, procedural
specifications and impersonality),

12

Parsons and Gouldner16 criticized Webep's "ideal bureaueracy"

bacause of the lmpllClt coritradiction between administration based on

quenry Kolesar, "An Empirical Study of Client Alienation in the
Bureaucratic Organization” (unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, Unlverslty of
Alberta, Edmonton, 1967), pp. 26-31..

15Talgott Parsons, "Introduction to Max Weber," The Theor of
Soclal and qunom;c Organlzatlons (Glencoe, 1947), pp, 58

16Alvm V. unldner, Patterns of Industrlal Bureaucracy (Glencoe,
1954>5 P 22!,
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expertise and administration based on diseipline, Blau and Scott dis-
cussed these same ccncepts as buregucratic dise¢ipline and professional
‘expertness -- an organizational dilemma. They have stateds
Professional expertness and bureaucratic discipline may he
viewed as alternative methods of coping with areas of uncer-
tainty, Discipline does sa by reducing the scope of uncer-
tainty; expertness, by providing the knowledge and social sups v .
port that enable individuals to cope with uncertainty and thus
to agsume more responsibility. The dilemma, however, remains
and indeed, affects wider and wider circles as the number of
people subaect to both these conflicting control mechanismg’
grows, since the work of profe551onals is increasingly carrled

;out in bureaucratic organizations, and since operations in 17"'

bureaucracies seem to become increasingly professionalized,

‘ Research investigations have documented this conflict betWeen the
prganization and the professionals within that organization, GroSsl
reported. on the diffioulties that superintendents faced in making per-
~sonnel decisions when they must mediate the confliet between what they
felt were the correct professional criteria to be applied to personnel”
decisions as opposed to what their employing boards felt were the cor-
rect criteria.

*? exemined a similar conflict as it related o the problems

Trask
that principals have in reconciling the demands of superintendents for -
more prihoipal supervisioﬁ of teachers while the prinbipéls felt a neegd
to protect the teaghers' feelings of éutonomy in the qlaséropm,

Caplow and McGee,, in their study of the process of recruitment in

l71»’631:er M. Blau and W, Richard Scott, Formal Organnzatlons (8an
Franciseo, 1962), pp. 2h-2h7,

18Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and A. W. McEachern, Exploratlons in
Role Analysis (New York, 1958), p. 258

19Anne E, Trask, "Prlnc;pals, Teachers, and Supervision: Dilemmas
and Solutions," Administrator's Notebook, XIIT, Number 4 (December, 1964).
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a sample of universities, provided specifie examples of the loyalty
struggle between the professiongl and the organization: |
Today, a scholar's orientation to his institution isvapt to
disorient him to his discipline and to affect his prof3531onal
prestige unfavorably. Conversely, an orientation to his dig-
cipline will disorient him to his institution, which he wiil
. regard as a temporary shelter where he can pursue hig career
- as a member of the d1501pllne-20
1 ' . '
Gouldnerz' conducted g systematic study of the confliet of profesn
sors‘with their organizgtional commitments in a small private liberalw
arts college. He found high commitment to professional skills and an
orientation to outside’reference’groups associated with low loyalty to
the college. From this study Gouldner questioned Weber's idea that the
more expert an organization's personnel, the more efficient and stable
the organization, His findings suggested that "there seems to be some
tenglaon betwéen an organization's bureaucratic needs for expertige and
its social-system's needs for ;Loyalty."22
Blau analyzed the relationship between orientation andthe organizar
~ tion for social workers in a oity agency and concluded:
Apparently, an orientation tb the profession as a reference
group mekes a worker somewhat independent of organizational
pressuyres and thus more ineclined to deviate from administra-
tive procedures in theg interest of professlonal service to

cllents

Before the literature involving leader behavior is reviewed, the

2OTheodore Caplow and Reece J, McGee, The Academlc Marketplace
(New York, 1958), p. 85.

21Alvln W. Gouldner, "Cogmopolitians and Looals," Adminiﬁtratlve
Sclence Quarterly, IT (1957-1958), pp. 294-296.

Ibidg

2% |
eter M. Blan, "Patterns of Deviation in WOrk Groups," Soclometrx
XXIIT (1960), pp- 254n256
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concepts of teacher qriehtations, bureaucracy, and militancy will be
summarized.

The "ideal’ﬁypeﬁ of bureaucracy as proposed by Wéber was examined
as guggested by Merton with the focus concentrathed on the dysfunctions
of hureaugracy. Hall, Robinson, and Kolesar foﬁnd that hierarchy of
authority, prqcedufal'specifications,‘ruleé for teachers and impeﬁsonw
vality were negaiivéiy related to specialization ahd technical competence.
Theyvfurther suggested that these four characterpistics 6f bureaucracy>
were dyﬁfuhdtional fér the aspects of the organization which they
Sﬁudied.. |

' Parsons, Gouldner, and Blau and Scott posed the questionroﬁ thé
¢ont£adiétion of administratiqn basged oﬁvexpertise and_adminis@ration
‘based on disciplihe;”‘Studies by Gross, Trask, Caplow and McGee,
Gouldner and Blau supportéd the proposition that gonflict does‘éxist

between the profﬁ$$ionals and the bureaucratic organization.
Leader Behavior, Bureéucracy, Militancy, and Orientations

In a recent study by Norman Robinson entitled "Teacher Profession-
alism and Buregucracy in Scheol Organizations," the need for examining
leader behavior was pointed out:

, . further research is needed to identify the factors con-
tributing to the differences in schopls' professionalism and
bureaucratization. Attention should be focused bYoth on extra-
arganizationgl (e.g. district polieies, community character-

istics) and intra-organizational factors (e,g. leader behavior,
type of study clientele, informal groups).? : o

The significance of the interaction between teachers and principals

24Robinson, 1967, p. L4k,
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.2 . .
wag documented when Corwin ° found that eonflict deglined with an in-
crease in frequency of interactions with the principal.

The study of administrative leadership -~ how the teachers viewed

their principals as behaving on the Leader Behavior Description Ques-

tionnaire (LBDQ) -~ had particular importance for this study. The
ILBDQ wgs devgloped by the staff of the Personnel Research Board of the
Qhio State University as one project of the Ohio State Leadgrship

26

Studies, directed by Carroll L, Shartle. The LBDQ waﬁvdevélﬁped by

Hemphill and qunsa7

and cohsistéd of ten hypothesized dimensipns of
leader behavior{ Through the uéevof factor analysis of the intercor~
réiations among the ten hypothesized dimensions of leader behavior,
Halpin and'Winer28 identified the two fundamental, diménéions éf Initi7>
ating Structure and Cpnsideration._

. The LBDQ has been used for research purposes in industrial, miliav
tary and edueafional settings,v Halpin29 has reporfqd_the relationship
between the ajrcraft commander's behéviOr on these dimensions and eval-

unations of his performance made by his superiors and his crew members;

#2Corwin, 1966, p. 4S1.
halpin, 1957, p. 1.

2{7Joh,n K. Hemphill and Alvin K. Coons, Leader Behav;or Descrlptlon
(Ohio State University, Columbus, 1950),

SRalph M. Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons (editors), Leader Behaviorz
Its Desor;ptlon and Measurement (Ohio State University, Columbus,
19577 ‘

‘9Andrew W, Halpin, “The Leadership Behavior and Combat Perform-
ance of Airplane Commanders,! Journal of Abnormal and 5001al Psychology,
1954, pp. 19 ~22.
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and presented‘evidenceﬁo

which indicated that the most "effective' com-
manders wére those who scored high on EQEE dimensiéns of leader behan
'ior, Similarly, HemphillEliin a study §f twenty-two departments in a
. liberal arts college, found that the departments with the best campus
"reputation" for being well administered-wefe those whose leaders w&%e
described as above the average on ESEE dimensions of leader behavior.
Halpin conducted a sﬁudy which involved fifty Ohio school superin-
tendents and sought to determine the relationships between the superin~
ftendent's own perceptign of how he behaves}on'Initiating Structure and
Consideration diménﬁions, as contrasted with the hoard aﬁd staflf percepr
~ tion; and:furthermore,vto discover the corresponding relationshjpibee
tween the superintendent's, the board's, and the staff's beljefs conn
cerning how he "should" behave as a leader. Haipin32~found the leader-
ship ideologies forathe sﬁperintendent, beoard, and staffvmembers»as
being essentially thé same. Effeetive or désirable leadership behavior
was ¢haracterizéd by high soorés on both Initiating Strueture apnd Con~
ﬁideration.b Conversely,vineffective oY undegirablé'leadarship behavior
was marked by low sc¢ores on both dimensions. Even thaugh all three
groups were in basic agreement that an effective superintendent should

ke high in Imitiating Structure, Halpin pointed to the potential econ-

flict over the degree of "highness™:

~ Panarew W. Halpin, Theory and Research in Administration (New
York, 1966), pp. 92-93. o S ‘ T

3;LJolm K. Hemphill, "Patterns of Leadership Behavior Asso¢iated>
with Adminlstrative Reputation of the Department of a College,"
Journal .of Bducational Psychology, XLVI (195%), pp. 399-L00.

%2

Halpin, p, 118.
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The boards bhelieve that a superintendent should be very strong

in Initiating Structure. The superintendents themselves and

the staffs both believe that the superintendents should initin

ate far less structure than the hoards expect, The staffs,

in turn, prefer less structure than the syperintendents he-.

lieve they should initiate.33

In summary, this section presented the relationships for the con-
cepts of leader behavior, orientations, bureaucracy and militancy,
Three studies by Halpln and one by Hemphlll were cited whlch focused an
the leadershlp styles of the superordinate. Each of these 1nvest1gatlons
suggested thab relatlvely hlgh scores on hoth Initiating Structure and
Congideration were desirable leadershlp traits; however, one study
raiged 8 question concerning the disparity between tlhie teacheps' and

the superintendents' opinions of how much structure a superintendent

"should" initiate.‘
Rationale for the Hypotheses

The need for autonomy has long been considered an important and

" N ’ - Bk : C
necegsary characteristic for professuﬂon'als.5 In discussing its imporw

tance Scott defined autonomy as:

+ o « the feeling that the practitioner ought tqo be able to
make his owh decisions without external pressures from clients,
those who are not members of his profession, or from his em-
ploying organization.,33

The American Association of School Administrators was aware of

this source of gonflict and listed "discontent with traditional methods

| 33Ibid,, p. 117,
BMMyron Lieberman, Education as a Profe551on (Englewood CllffS,
1956), p. 87.

_ 35Rlchard Scott, "ProfeSSIOnallzatlon and Bureaucratization,"
_ Amerlcan Sociplogical Review, XXXITI (1968), p. 93,
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of teacher invglvemeht in educational decisionw-malging”36 as one of the‘
prime reasons for-teacher dissatisfactioh and for their ingreased mili-
tancy. In an articie entitled "Why Teachers Are Militant," Elizabeth
Koontz, past}president of the NEA, suggested that it was "simply the
resultant determinationvof teachers to shére in fhefdétermination‘of
policy. . -,""5? |

’Corwinfs38 studies have documented the pQSitive‘reiationShip be;
tween professional orientation and various measures of ngahizatibﬁal
tension and oonflict; Therefore, it ‘was hypothesized that:

H-1 Sohoéls which are high on préfessional'orientation will

be more militant than those which are low on profeﬁslonal
orlentatlon.

~.The rationale for. a second:hypothesis wés based on tha thedry that
bureaucratio'diacipline and pIOfes$i¢nal expertness have breatgd a
dilemmalfor membeps within the formal orgaﬁization-zg ’Thisldilemma
centers apduﬁd the conflict between the ideological concepts Qf prbfes+
sionalism énd bureaucrac$ as théy relate‘to the expectations of'the pro-
fessionals (ﬁeacher$) and the bureaucrats (administratdrs) within the
organigation. Conflict between these idedlogies waS‘bredicted-on the
baSis that the professional had his own selfméonéept which may conflict

with the role he was obligated to play as a member of the organization,

56The School Admlnlstrator and Negotlatlon (Washlngton, 1968)
P. P2+

37E11zabeth D, Koontsz, "Why Teachers Are Mllitant," Educatlon
Digest, January, 1968, p. 12.

58Corwi.n, 1966, p..

PB1au and Séott, 1962, pp. 2lh-247,
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The number and severity of these incompatabilities was eXpected to vary
depending upen the degrees of_strengths‘of the respective ideologies.
| Mope specifically, this dilemma or conflict within the public
school erganization was expected to he more pronounged and conflict or
militancy was expected to be generated or intensified when the‘bureau—
crat (administratdr), with his formal, disciplined authority, issued a
request, or Qrder which was in viclation of the professionais'vcancept of
professional autonemy. Therefore, it was hypothesized that:
H-2 Schools which are high on professional ofientation'and
bureaucracy will be more militant than those Wthh are
low on bhoth scales.
The rationale for a third hypothesis was based on the rationale
for the two previous hypotheses and introduces the canceﬁt of leader
behavior, If conflict and militancy exigted when professionally
orienﬁed ﬁeachérs were members of a highly bureaudratiG school system,
then 1t seemed probable that certain types of interaqtions between
teachers and administrators would tend to generate mére qonfiiqt or mil-
itanéy, As the‘téaghing profession has enlarged its scope of involvé~
ment in decision-making, it has expected and required the prinoipél
to fulfill a much different role (see p. 5).”0 In states where the
teaching profession has achieved the'objective of negotiation laws,
teacher tenure regulations, grievance prcedures, et cetera, the rale
and sfyle'of the principal Will likely change. A new role for the prin-
cipal has not bgen clearly defiﬁed hut such artiéle$ as "The Principal

Must be Replaced" have strongly suggested thét the person in the

ko o . ' '
Martin Buskin, "Strikes: Now That the Big Ones Are Over. . .
What's Left? What's Ahead?" School Mapagement, XI (1967), p. 67,
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leadership role shoyld function as a coerdinator and facilitator rathep
than as an authority‘f;gure,ql |

If the principal conﬁinuestQ fulfill his traditional réle; teachers
may believe that he is initiating structure inlareas which are clearly
within théir neyly defined areas of jurisdiction, For example, con-
flict WiL;‘likely increase if teachers view their adminis#raiors as
raﬁiné an "2lways" on the féllowing sample guestions pertaining to the
Initiatiné’Structure dimension of the LBDQ:

7 He,fules,with an iron hand.
9. He eriticizes poor work.

14, He asgigng group-mgmbers to partioular tasks. L2

17. He maintains definite standards of performancg, et cetera.

The concept_of'the administrator ruling with an iron hand would be
a revélting ﬁhcught for a professional teacher whp belié&es he should
be a vita1 part.Qf the decision~-making process. Also, if a prdfes+
sionally oriented teacher had a djifferent philosophicél approach to.
edu@ation than the prinCipal, conflict might be gengrated over the con-
cept and.the Subéequent actioﬁ invol&ing "poor work; " "task'assignm :
ments," and "definite staﬁdards of performance." The stuéy by Halpin
which was dlscussed previously (see p. 24) lends credence %o this poten~
tial conflict between administrators and teachers. 43 If the pringipal
initiated sﬁructure in favor of his bureaucratic authority and in

opposition to the teachers' perception of their own professional

quobert $. Thurman, "The Principal Must Be Replaced," Educatlonal

Leadership, XXVI (1969), p. 782,
M pnarew W. Halpin, 1997, p. 1.

Palpin, 1966, p. 117.
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‘expertise, it would appear that conflict would be increased. Therefore,
it was hypothesized:thatﬁ | |

‘H~5 Schools which are high.on professional oriﬁntation,

bureaucracy and initiating structure will be more mili-
tant than those schools whlch are low on all three
variables. ‘

. The rationale for the fourfh hypothesis was based on thé employee
orientation of the tea¢hers. By definition (see p. 9), employee ori-
gnted teachers belleved they should show loyalty to the admlnlstratlon
and tq the organizatlpn.hq Since they had an orlentatlon to follow the.
difectives éf the administration, it seemed logical that they would do
50 without becoming militant or taking the initiative in teagher-admin-
istrator confiicts.-‘Therefore, it was hypéthesized thats |

H-4 - Schools which are‘high on employee orientation w1l e |
less militant than those whlch are low on employee oriw
entation, e
Thé rationale fOr the fifth hypethesis was built‘upon:the previous
hypothesisg and incorporates a concept bésédvon the intefaqtion BetweenA'
teachers and principalg A principal viewed as being high onvconsideran’
tion would by definition (see p. 11) generate mutual ﬁrust;vrespect; 
and warmth in the relationshipibetween himself and the members of his
staff.45 If the teachers had an employeeborientatioﬁ and also viewed
their principal as being high on considerétion, it seemed logieal %o

expect the interaction between the principal and his staff to be less

conflict prone. Therefdre, it was hypothesized that:

AACorwin, 1966, p. 125.

Yalpin, 1957, p. 1.
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H~5 Schools which are high on both employee orientation and
conglderation will be Jess militant than fhoﬁe schools
whipgh are low on hoth variables.

~ In preparation for the development of the model, the hypotheses
will be remstated:

H-1 Schools which are high on professional orientation will be
more militant than those which are low on professional
or;entatlon.

HQZ Schools which are hlgh on both profess1onal orientation and
bureaucracy will he more militant than those whlqh are low
on hoth wvariahles, :

oopr— .

H-3% Schoqls which'are high on professipnal, orientation, bufeaun
cracy and initiating structure will be more militant than
those which are low on all three variables,

H-4 = Schoals wh;ch are hlgh on employee orientation will be less
~ militant than those which are low on employee. orlentatlon.'

‘H-5 Bchogls which are high on employee. or;entat;on and considr
eration will he gggg militant than those wh;ch are low en
both variables. :

»‘Thélpationalé'for H-6 or the model had its inception dﬁr;ng the
interrelaﬁing'of the cbnceptﬁ‘required by the developﬁent of Hrl ﬁhrough
H-5, It may be notiéed, in the summary of the fi&e hypotheses, that
H-1, H-2, and Hmj were stated in terms of predicting those schools
which will be more militant, while H-4 and H-5 wefe'staﬁéd in terms of
predicting those schools which will be less militant.

. H-1 was developed on the rationale that teacheﬁs_who were high on
professiqnai orientation would bhe inciined to "buck the_organiZétién"
to gain whaf they felt were their professional rightﬁ’ahd responsibil-
tié#; ﬁhevrationale fon Hn2 byilds on the previous cénflict and éddéd'
to'it the conflict assaciated Qith professionals working in a highly
bureaugrétic organization; énd the rationale for ﬁ~3 was developed on

the basis that a principal who ranked high on initiating structure would



30 .

tend %o initiate_strqcture in areas which ﬁeachers felt were areas of
Eﬁéir'gﬁpertisei thus, teagher militanoy would‘b¢ high- EV%# though
high deéxess of bureaucracy and.initiating structure were expected to
~ perpetuate militancy for the:highly professionaliteaqher, it was not
bel;eved that bureaucracy and initiating struqture would have the same
predxctlve power for those schools which were low on profes51onal ori-
entation. For examplﬁ, teachers wha were low on prOfe551onal orienta-
tion wauld not necessarily_become less militant because of.;éss bureau~
cratic sﬁrucﬁﬁre¥: | | |
The rationale fop Hek and -5 was bassd on the belief thab teachers -
who had a high employee orientation and who viewed their principal as
being high on_consideratioh would be low on militancy, |
 The model-(Hmé) has develpped from the fivebhypptheses‘and’was
‘based on the étrength of the ratioﬁale of H—l, H-2, and H—}vfdr pre-
dictingvgigg &ilitancy and on the strength of the rationale of H-# and
H-5 for predicting low militancy. Stated in ‘hypothe‘ti»c»a_l_ form, it
_becomés=, . | | |
'Modei Sohbols which are high on professional 6rientatlon, bureauw'
(H-6) cracy, and initiating structure will be higher on militancy
than those schools which are high on. employee orientatlon '
and consideration.
vTo test this:major hypothesis, a mean score of the school means
for each'dimensian was‘determined, Tﬁese'grand means hecame the dig-
txngulshlng point between "hlgh" _d>";ow" and allowed the hypothesis -
be to tested as follows: | o
-Model SchOOls which are above the mean on profe581onal orlentathn,
(H-6> bureaucracy, and initiating structure will be above the mean
on militancy, and those which are above the mean on emplayee

orientation and consideration will be below the mean on
militancy. (see Figure 1)
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Summary

‘The first papt of Chapter II presented an éVerview'df thé chapter
and contained avreview of the pertinent literajure availabie, ‘The final
- portion inclﬁdéd the develépment of a rationale for each of thé five.
hypotheses, the gtatement of the hypotheses; and consequentiy, the
deVelbpment and the presgntation of a theoretical model for predicting
- teagcher militancy in thé‘high school. | , 

Chapter IIT will contain an explanation of the sémple, the pro-
cedures. for collecting and anaiyzing the data, énd information con-.

cerning the research instruments.



CHAPTER IIT
PROCEDURES
Introduction

Th@‘firsﬁ part qfithis chapter dncludes information congerning the
selection of'the'sémp;é and thevqolleqtibn and treatment of the data.
In the last section of this chapter, infofmatiénvooncerning each of the
research instrumentsbused in this investigation is delineafé@, to
dnclude; (1) davglopmeﬁt,.(2)'xeliabi1ity and velidity, and (3) (when

‘ appropriate):the modifications of the‘instruments'
Sample Selectipn

A1l schoqls Which aep&ed as a gource for data collection in‘thisv
study were publiC‘aecondary schools containing either gradeé nine or
ten through twelve, ‘This investigation was designed fﬁr the high.school
orgaﬁization.becaﬁse research has sﬁpported the idea ﬁhat male teachers
are more militant than their female qounterparts,l v(For this sample.
forty-three percent of the high school teachers were males, which is
'greater than the perqént ofbmen expected to be‘in the same research

council schgols in grades K~6.) The junior high school level was not

1Ronald G. Corwin, Staff Confllcto ip Public Schools, Cooperative

Research Project Number 263/, Department of ‘Sociology and Anthropology
(Ohig State University, Columbus, 1966), p. 456,

55
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atrqngly‘qqnsidered because several other variables would have been |
introduqéd, Such'as the variationvin the organizational‘structures.
Fér example, schools within the céuncil were organizgd’ as £0llows=
Kn8, 7-8, and 7-9.

The only high schoals Which took papt in this study were members
of.the Okléhoma quli¢ Schodl Besearcﬁ Council. This'sample contained
twentyvfive separate high schPOls from nineteen of the twenty~one memrbl
ber sechool diﬁtri6t$n JNQ resimictiqns were estabiished, other than N
membership in QPSRC, rglati#eiﬁo enrOllmﬁnt or size: Qf‘staff for indi-
vidﬁél‘schéols, ,Thé size of the permanently assignedvstaff'in‘the |
schools investigatairanged fr§m eleven te énemhundred twenﬁymtwo;

These high'ﬁchoéls represented a wide geOgrébhical‘area,.including
attendance-a?eés.ranging'fpom rural and small thWn Locations to large
urban centérs; | ‘

As earlier implied, the public secondary scHQols involvéd in this
: researgh-investigatipn wefe largely,selfrselected. HoWéver; all sehoql
districts in Oklahoma were eligible for.membership in the Council pro-
vided they‘ma;ntained a minimum professional staff of at least fift&
cerfified‘personnql in grades kindergarten through twelve and prqvided
they paidkthe memberghip fee of $1.00 per teacher with a minimum of
$50.Qoiand a maximym of $250. It is poésible that ﬁhrough this self~
selectingvproceSs; the mofe research oriented $uperintendents,who had
fecently formed the‘OPSRQ were nqt-necessarilyvtypical of the superin-
tendents throughout'thq.state. This might have indicated that thi§
group of superintendents and their high schobls'weréfmére homogéne5us

than a more representative sample throughout the state.
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Data Collection

The nesearch instruments were administered by this'meéearcher'and/
or his colleaguega The two researchers accompanied each other during
the first three administrations of the research instruments in aqrder to
insure maximum uniformity of approach and procedyres, In a letter to .
eagh‘principal'it was-requested that a faculty meetiné be called with
the §pecifig purpose of allowing time for teachers'to respond to the
pégaarph instrument, The school administrator left the roaom after
intpoductions were mads.

Instrumenﬁ bookletS and regponse sheets were distributed to all
respondents who were asked to read the printéd instrﬁﬁtions- Prior to
reﬁpdnding to the instrument, the following verbal instructions were =
given:

(1) Resgponse to the total instrument will require twenty—f;ve
to forty-five minutes. (2) No individual will be identified
in any report of this study nor will any administrator have
‘aceess to any response sheet. (3) All response sheets will -
be hand :scored and the information recorded on IBM cards by the
researghers., Only the researchers will know the code numbers
assigned to each schopl for identification purposes. (4) Please
do not talk tao any other person while responding to the instru-
ment, (5) Do not ask fo have any question or statement inter-
preted, (6) - Respond to all questions or statements no matter
how ‘indirectly they may apply to your particular situation.

(7)  When you have completed your booklet, return both the
booklet and the response sheet to me and you gre free to go.
(8) Please mark only one answer per question, (9) Unless
there are quest;ons on procedure, you are free to beglna

2The QPSRC sponsored twp research studies in the sghool year 1967-
68. The study by Ted Jones alse included an investigation involving
bureaucracy in the high school; therefore, the Organlzatlonal Inventory
wag a common instrument, TIn order to facilitate the administration for
bath studies, all data were collected at one gession with the faculty
in each school.
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No attempt'was made to administer the ingtruments to faculty mem-

bers who were net in attendance during this faculty meeting.
Treatment of Data

The reponses f?om each individual Were hangd sceored ahd tataled
for: (1) empleee orientation, (2) professlqnal orientation, (3)
bureaucraey, (4) consideration -~ LBDQ, (5) 1nltiat1ng structure -
LBDQ, and (§) the mllltancy score. - These acores,:pertineqt Qersonalb
data items, claﬁsifiqétions ofvschcols, and the school code nﬁmbers :
were kéy pun¢hedvon IBM cards. After all of the data were transferred
tovthe‘IBM gards, a print out was checkéd with the original daté for
éach of the 822 respondents, | |
| Teachers within each school were ranked from high to 1QW'aCQording
to ﬁheir‘militéncy score and those who ranked at the aeventjwfifth per=
centile Qxfabave for Eggag school. became the data'base‘for this sfudy'
' C&ee pagé 11). From thlﬁ base, a mean score was computed for eagh -
school, for ea¢h of the following dlmensmons: employee erentatlon, pfow‘
fesslona% orientation, bureaucracy, initiating structure, consideration,
and militéncy (see Appendix D). '
»For the purpese ofbclarity, hypothesis 1 will be restated and the
procedures for testlng this hypethesis w1ll be explalned.
H-1 Schools which are high on professional orientation Wlll
be mpre militant than those which are low on, professlonal
orientation.
To test this hypotheﬁis, means of the schools!' means on profes~
sidnal orientation and militancy were gomputed. These means became the
distinguishing paints bet@een "high" and "low" and allowed‘the hypoth-

eses to be tegted as illustrated by this hypothesis;
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- H-1 Schpels which are‘abové the mean on professional orientation
will be above the mean on militancy, and the converse;
schools which are below the mean on professional orientatiaon
will be below the mean on mllltancy.

v On the basis of this hypothes1s, a2 Xe oontlngency table was

developed . wh;ch showed the number of schools whlqh supported or falled
to support the hypothegis. Because of the small number of schogls

3

which fell in certain cells,'FishEr's'exagt'probability test” was used

to determing if the hyPcheﬁiS'Was statistica;lyfaignificantg Adhering

t6. conpan practice, the hypothesis was ageepted if the',,p;p". was _ »,(:35..
Instrumentation

The Measurement of Bmployee Qrientation

The ?géqpé;.gygegyﬁtéqp Scal§4 was developed by Cpxwin_and.conw
tained twentymnihe Likert-type items whiéh.measﬁrad emplayee orientation
and which were distributed among the six segments: (1) loyalty to the
administra£i9n§ (2? loyalty to organization; (3) belief.that teaching
: gompetence ié Bésed on experience plus endo?seméh£;¢f treating person-
nel inﬁerohangeably; (4);endorsém¢ht'of standardiﬁaﬁioﬁ;_(S) emphasis.
on rules and, procedures, and (6) layalty to the publlc' |

The twentywn;ne questdons were selected from several hundred

$;dney Siegel, Nonparamptrlc Statistics (New Yorko 19%6) , PPs 96—
100, (The Fisher exact probapility test is an extremely useful nonw
parametrie technlque for analyzing discrete data, either nominal or
ordinal, when the two independent semples are small in size. ?

ARonald G, Corwin, The Development of an Instrument for Examlnlng .
Staff Conflicts in the Public Schools, Cooperative Research Froject Nuft-

ber 1934 (Depamtment of SQClQlOSy and Anthropology, tho State Univer-
sity, 1963).
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statements that were Judged relevant by a paﬁel Of,SoﬁiOlogists,s The

- respondent. had five~phoices far each question, rangingvfroﬁ:nstrongly’
agree'! to "strongly dissgree’. The folloving is an example of the ques-
tipns; '"Personnel who openly criticize the administration should bé

& ’ ‘

encouraged to go elsewhere "

The split~-half rel;ab;lmty of ‘the Teacher Orlentatlon Scale was

r= 7k or-r = .8k when the Spearman~-Brown Prophecy formula was applied
tc oompensate for arb;trary neductlon of the scale!s: length ;n u51ng
the 1ntemnal conslgtency method, The splxtwhalf reliablllﬁmﬁs, when -
corr&@ted by the Spearmaanrown Prophecy formula, fOr:thé twb»s@gments
used in this investigation were: loyalty to the administration, rn'; 813
and loyalty to the Qrganlzatlon,‘rn = .80, |

The valmdatlon measure was established by haVlng admlnistrators‘
select teaqhers who they gudged as being high or low on employee or;—
entaﬁlon.‘ The known groups selected to validate the scale did express
 the. expected dlfferﬁnces.g
Thls researcher choge to use only segments one and two of thls

research scale for two reasons. First, the School Qrgap;aatlon‘ﬁgven—

tory was used to obtain information concerning the degree of bureauc~
ratization of each school; therefore, it would have heen a dupligation
of effort for the respondent to have answered segments three, four, and
five,  Second, segment six was a measure to determine the teachers'

» SRR

' PCorwin, 1966, p, 127-

Glbid,, Appendix LA.

SIbid., p. 130,



39

orientatien to the public and was not directly related to the teachers'
orientation to characteristics within the organization; therefore, it

was not used,

The Measurement of Professional Orientation

~ The Teacher Orientation Scale also measured the teachers' profes-
. o .

sional orientafibn. -This parﬁ»of the instrumgnt conSisted df sixteen
:viike#twtype ivems whioh‘wére.distributed amoﬁg the f@ug segments: )
@rientation ﬁQ‘Stgdénts; (2) Orientation to th@.préféSSiOH»and profes-
sional CQlleag%es;'(E)'beiief that-éompetence is’bésed on knowledges;
and (4) belief £ha£ teachers:should have decision-meking authority.
 Thege si#teeﬁ‘items were ﬁelécted-frpmrsevejal hundred statementé that
‘were Judged reiévant by & panel of SOCiOIOéists-;O _Tﬁé.re$pondénts had
tive choices for each answer, ranging froh "stféngly agree" to "strongly
diSégreeﬁf‘ The following sample item vas selected'from°$egment four:
"The U1timaté:au#hérity over the major educationgl dacisidns should be‘
exercised by'proféésiénal“teachersq"ll |

 The internal reliability of the professionél scale was r':',48,
or rn = .65 when corrected by the-spearmanggrqwnkformﬁla;la Sinco only
two of the four éegments were uséd in the Curreﬁtviﬁveﬁtigation7 the
Areliaﬁility for éachvsegment was important. The split-half reliability
for each éégmgnt‘was imﬁortante " The split;half reliabi;ity for the
o

YGorwin, 1963

rpid., p. 127.

lllbidq, Appendix 1B.

2rpia., p. 127,
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colleague.orientatign segment was r, = .66, and an r ofv.9Q, + 36, and
,40 was reported for the three questions on the decision making seg-
ment,lz |

-The validity was established by selecting five criteria for deter-
mining the moSt and least professional teachers. The teachers selected
by the ¢riteria scored near the expécted extremes on‘thﬁ professional
sc_al.e.l'L+

Two factdrﬁ qonbributed to the selection of 32;1 aegmeﬁts two and
four for this research investigation. Fipst, the major function of
this instrument was to cclleci data whiqh had the greatest potential
for preqiqtiﬁg teacher militancy. The rationale in Chapter IT pointed
to the p@tential conflict within an organization over issues involving
"deoision making! and the importange of "colleague orientation! guring
thesé times of cogfl;ot. "Clienf ofientation" and "monopoly of know-

ledge" were not identified in the literature or within the rationale

as being powerful predictors of teacher militancy.

Lfhe Measurement of Bureauoracy

The School Organizational Inventory was used to measure the degree
‘ | 15

and relative ranking of bureaucratization of each school. Hall

lBIbid., Appendix 1B.
Moorwin, 1966, p. 170, |
15Richard H. Hall, "Interorganizational Structural Variation:

Application of the Bupeaucratic Model," Admlnlstratlve Sc1ence Quar-
terly, VII (1962-63), pp. 295-308.
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developed the original instrument, Organizgtiqnal inyentpry; MacKayl6
adapted fhe instrument for use in the sehd&l setting, and it was later
refined to the present form by MacKay and Robinson-lvv The instrument
had forty-eight Likert-type items distributed among the six bureau-
cratic sub-scales: (1) hierarchy of authority, (2) specialization,

(3) rules for members, (4) procedural specifications, (5)‘impersonality,
and (6) technigal competence.

The.reﬁpondent waé asked ﬁo select the answer wﬁiqh came closest
tobdescribing his own school organization; the possible answers ranged
from "always true' té_"never true". The féllowing is a typiéal ques-
tion: "Going through proper channels is constantly Stressed-"lg;

The original instrument developed by Hall'wés réported to have a

19

split~half reliability coefficient greater than ,80, MaecKay reported

split-half reliabilities of ,80 or higher for each of the subscales in

i

the sixty~two item inventory.ao
The validity was established by presenting the profile of the
.school as deﬂermined by the teachers of selected schools. The general

agreement of ten of the eleven principals with the perceptions of

6D A. MacKay, "An Empirical Study of Bureaucratic Dimensions and
Their Relations to the Characteristics of School Organizationg" (unpub.

Ph.D. thesis, University of Alberta, Edmonton, 1964).

, 17D. A. MacKay and Norman Robinson, Schoal Organlzat;onal Inventory
(Department of Educational Administration, University of Alberta,
Edmonton, 1966).

B4,

Yha11, 1962-63, p. 307
Mackay, 196k, p. 47.
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teachers in their schools relative to the organizational structure of

their schools pnovided'evidence in support of the School Organizational,

Inventory as a valid measure of. the type of bureaucrat;o structure in
'hlgh schools, 2k
The definition of bureaucracy (see page 10) as used in this aneSHI
tigatlon-only 1ncluded the authority dimension (hierarchy of authority,-
rules for teaghers, grocedural specificaﬁionﬁ and impersonality). The
subscéles of specialization and technical competence-were not used
beéauSe the purpqsé of this study was to examine those parts of the
prgénizatiQn'whiﬁh were exﬁected to genérate gonfliot. The‘studies byi'
Ha,ll22 ahd<Robin30323 found a positive relationship between schools'
professionél scores and each of the dimensions of specialization and
technical competence. - They also found a negative relétionship between
high professional scores and hiefafqhy of authority, rules for teachers,

procedural spegifications and impersonality.

Bhe Measurement of Leader Behavior

The Leader Behavior Despription Questionnaire, LBDQ, was used to
meaéuré the degreé‘and relative ranking of schools on the dimensions of
initiating structure and cénsideration, ‘The LBIQ was develaped by the
staff ofvthe Peréonnel Research Board of £he Ohio State‘Universit& as
one project of the Ohio State Leadership Studies which were directed by

glMacKay and Robinson, 1966.

2PHa1l, 1967, pp. 102-103,
23Norman Roblnson, "Teacher Professionalism and Bureaucracy in

School Organ;zatlons," Canadlan Eduqatlon and Research D;gest March,
1967, Pr L, - )
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Carroll L, Shertle.?’ Tne LBDQ was developed by Hemphill and Coons®

and eonsisted pf ten hypothesized dimensions of leader behavior, Halm
~pin and Winera6 identified the fundamental dimensions of initlating |
gtructure and consideration through the use of factor analysis of the
intercqrrelations among the ten hypothesizedbdimensiohs of leader '
behavior, Initiating §tructufe‘and consideratioh accounted for approx-
imately 34 and 50 per oeht,‘respectivel:?r7 of thevcgmmon Variance.27“
The instrument gontains forty questions with fifteén eech for the
dimensions of conﬁiderationvandvinitiating structure; the remaining ten
 questions were not scored but wefe retained in‘order'tofkeep the con-
ditions of administration comparable‘to those used i#’standerdizing
“the questionnaire; The respondents had five choices for each questlon
ranglng from "always' taq "never" . The follow;ng sample questlons.were‘
gelected from the initiating,structure and eonsideratioh dimensions

28

réspeetively,f "He maintains definite standardﬁ of .performance."”

"He makes group members feel at ease when talking with them né9

The estlmated rel;ab;llty by the Splltnhalf method when gorrected

2 Andrew W, Halp;n, Manual for Leader Behav1or Description Ques—
- tionnaire (Ohio State University, 1957), p. 1.

25John K. Hemphill and Alvin E. Coons, Leader Behavior Descrxptlon
(Oh1® State University, Columbus, 1950).

!

6Halpln,vl957, p. 1,
“Ioid.
Eglbid;gypl_G};

Tpid., pe L.
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for atﬁangation was ;85 for the initiating strqcture sgores, and .92

for the congideration scores.SO o
Halpln summarlzed statistical data of five studies for purposes

‘of validation of the instrument, he stated: |
Where the agreement among respondents in describing thein
regpective leaders has been checked by a 'between-vs. within

group" analy51s of variance, the F ratlos all have been found
smgnmflqant at the .01l level,lL

The Measurement of Jeachor Militanoy

‘The }nitiaﬁ}ygﬁﬁomy;iange §c§;e?2 was also developed by Corwin and

s ﬁsedftovdetermine the degree of teacher militancy. This Bca;é'¢bnw'
@isted'of,elevenvhypotheti¢al potential*confliCt*producing situations
betwsen'teaoher and principai. These hypothetical situaﬁicns were
based on aotual Confllctﬁ that have been reported in public educatlon,
in which teaphers found thamselves opposed to the admlnlstratmon. The
sqale,was developed_to estimate the tendencies of teachers;to téke
"initiative"lqr to show "comﬁliance” ta the adminﬁtr%torw"The teacher
Qas re@uirgd'to respond to the hypothetical sitﬁatibn by aﬁﬂwering tﬁe
vquestioﬁvin terms ofvﬁWhaf would T do in each situatién?" ‘Here is.a
sample item: "The assistapt principal told a teacher that he was téo
'outspoken' in criticizing policies of the sého@l, and thatvthisvwas 
causing unrest amohg'the facuity members."5§ The possible reSponses
el -

Prvid,, p, 1.

Mbid., py 2.

Fgorwin, 1963,

*ZCorwin, 1966, Appendix 1C.
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were; (1) cOmbly with superior's request, (2) try to compromise, (3)
seek_suppopt of colleegues,;(4) ask for.anjinvestigayien by apnofesw'
sional organizétion,:tS) re}qse t?Acemp;y With'requeeﬁz or (6) qﬁit
the JQbr | v |

The spl;twhalf rellabllgty was r:= .74 which produced an rn .85‘
when corrected by the Spearman~Brown Prophecy formula. The total re~
‘Vspondent-scores we;g internally con51stent as detenmlned by critical

3h

ratio and scale value difference methods,”  The veiidity waevestab-

lishedvby cemparing seores‘en the InitiativemComplianoe‘SCale with
the number of actual confllcts which were reported by teachers during .-

59

an 1nterV1ew session wmth the researchers
Summary

This chapter contained inforMatieﬁ conCerniné‘the seleetion'of
the sample, collectlon and treatment of the data, and the procedures
~ for testlng the hypotheses, The ;nstrumentatlon seqtlon explained the
development of each 1nstrument and 1nc1uded the procedures used for
establlshing thevrellabillty and valldlty, 'Also,‘a‘ratlonale was given_

for using only parts of some,instrumeptsy

Plvia,



CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction

, The:purpose.of‘ﬁhis ghapter is to present‘the,datavwhich wehe col-
lected from the twenty-five higﬁ schools in Oklahoma, Fach hypothesis:
willvbe reSﬁated;‘the data will be prgsehted in the aceampanying tables,
and, an analysis df‘the,daﬁa will be presented, Fisher's exact broba%

' bilify»teSt will:be‘thevstati$tieal treatment ﬁsed t§ determine accept~
énge or'rejeétidnvof the hypotheses and the model for this‘sample,

The hypqtheéeﬁ in Chapter iI were atatéd in general ﬁérms.and

ineluded the following terms: "hlgh" "16w” ”more" -and "less"
Fach hypothe51s will be stated in this chapﬁer in a testable form by
subst;tutlng "above the mean" for "high' and "more'', and "balow the -
'mean" for " ow!! and "1ess"

H-1 Schools which are;gggzi thebmean on prqfessi¢nal oriens
tation will be above the mean on militancy, and the con- .
verse; schools Which are helow the mean on professional
orientation will be helow the mean on militancy.

| The relevant data for H—l -are presented in Tables I and II. The

échools are ranked from high to low by their mean sgores. on professional
orientation and militan¢y. '

Considering both'direCtiQnﬁlof this hypdthesis,lsixteén of the

twentyr-five schools did éanfo?m to the hypothesized‘pattern (see Tables

I and TI), Sik of the ten schools which were above the mean on

b6



. TABLE T

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL
ORTLENTATION AND MILITANCY

G

PROFESSIONAL ORIENTATION T WmiTgaNcy

“Schogl S T T T Sohool
Nomber Mean e amber  Mean

L= 2:9 .63
o8 9 53

“FEchools WHAGh falled o Support Uhe BypotResis



TABLE I1

 RELATTONSHIP BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL
ORIENTATION AND MILITANCY

PROFESSLONAL. ORIEN;ATION N 7Y

School - . School

o Mumber Mean  MNumber Mean

13 »38 67 R (& 51,00
3 38.00 - s21 k9,63

15 37,00 R s 5. ko33

2l 36,37 | | ;15 k9,00
18 3%6.33 , 12 - h7.33
Il 36,10 . L 4T3 L6y
2 36 OQ » R L|'6p29
23 35,84 45,95
9 35475 45,50

3,93
'@** 38,50 . ‘-4
© 0. 35.50 2.50 -
%ﬁ* 220 47» < — ; 2y b33
«lly—m 35, b3 M : et I 42,71
20, 35,40 T T k2,67
A TR TP b2, 41
Q= 34,72 bke,27
(B 31,67 e e 23 b2k
Q2759 T T T 42,22
azr s haT o T T b0.50 ¢
lov 23,67 39,83
@97 33557 39.50
19-733.18 - 59.07
(8 32,50 mememm 38.75
L+~ 30,50 ~ 37.00

/

45,30

"¥Schools which failed to support the Bypothesis
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'pfofgSsiqnal orientation wepe above the mean ¢n_militan¢y, and ten of
the fifteen s¢hqgls which scored below the mean Qn:pnéféssional orien-

_.tation'did score below the militaﬁcy mean as hyéqthesizeda Figher's
.exact probabiiity tgstvprqduged a ﬁp" of ,;4 which-failed ta suppbrt
thebhypﬁthaﬁis}»'A éﬁmmary bfﬂthe relevant data fof testing ;@%S

hYPOtheﬁiB ig presented i,n'Table III,

TABLE TII

* SUMMARY OF DATA FOR FISHER'S EXACT PROBABILITY TEST
" FOR THE RELATTONSHIP BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL
~ ORVENTATION AD HILITANCY

PROF*SSIONAL ORTENTATION

<S¢hpols abpve Schools below - g pv

MILLTANCY . themean  ithe mean VALUE
Schools . L . .
“above the = -6 . , 5
mean . : 5 : -
Schools . . | : ‘ o
below the : R 10 s
- mean e : , : S

H~2 Schaqlﬁ which are gbove the means on professxonal Qrmentatlon
_and bureaucracy will also be above the mean on militancy,
and the converge; schopls which are below the means on pro-
fessional ¢r;entation and buréaucracy will be below the mean
on mllitanqy. v
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Tables IV and V were prepared to show the data which weré reiévant
for this hypothesis. FEaeh school was ranked from high to low according
to its score on each of the following dimensions: professional erien~

tation, bureaucracy, and militancy.

TABLE IV

RELATIQNSHIP BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL ORIENTATIONs :
BURFAUCRACY - AND MILITANCY -

"BUREAUGRACY T WILTTANCY

o7
e S — e T Sehaet
‘.Nuﬂb,er _Mean _,_,Nﬂ‘mbsr: Mean . Humber Mean

ol 38.67 A 181,67 51,00

£3>-38.00 wwﬁﬂ,w“,m¢a*5%wﬁv11a 50 o www&gﬁ 49,63
Qoprm=37,00 2L 103, sowwzzjm*n,whw 5 h9.33
@l 36,37 710329 T @8 h9.00
18 . 36.33. - 16 102,60 w12 L7.33
11 36.10 .19 99,91 @ 6.6y
5.0 36,00 N 33 92.52 7 k6.9

6 36.00 — L~ 91,00 6 k6,25
E¥F— 55.8k 8 N 90700 2k 15,95
9 33.75 @-}I\ ¥90,00 16 k5,50

X 3560 X .‘90-00ﬂ o 3z
S o \ X - k3,93
16 35.50 9 86,25 "\ _ :
10 33.50 a2 85.2k v 20 L4350
2k 35.47 18 85.11 N 85 h3.b5
14 35,43 _ 25 8k, 36 N ULk ho,71
20 35,40 ‘5 8L,33 SN V5 R -
7 35,14 ~ 11, 8h,io 0 N 22 - kg
17 Bh7L 17 84,00 . 19 Lz, 27
4 k.67 2 ! 8Lkoo @5 be.2k
22 34,59 1 82.50 . T ka.22
12 3k b2 10 83.25 © 10 40,50
2 33.67 . .20 82.00 L - 39.83
25 33,55 12 81,08 1 39,50
19 - 33,18 6 80,25 17 39.07
8  32.30 -2k 79.58 ' 9 33,75

1 20.50 14 76.00 8 37.00

g

T FBchools which failed tO Support the hypothesis
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v

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROFESSTONAL ORIENTATION*
BUREAUCRACY AND MILITANCY
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 PROFESSIONAT, ORIENTATION

~_BUREAUCRAGY _

WL

Scheol

_ Number Mean

‘School

_Number

Hopn

i Number

T gcnmool
Mean

13

3
32

2L~

18
Al

5
6 .

23

38,00

37,00
36+37
36,33

36,10

36,00
35,84

35475
- BBL6] :

38,67

36,00

3 .
15
21
-7
16
Tg
23

L
-8
13

121.67
112,50
103.50
103,29

102.60
99.91 .
- 9R.52

91.00
90.00
90.00

~

© |

@oima@

. P‘Q\

\J A\

h9.63

51,00

49,33
4990@ F'
47,33 -

ke.67
b6, 29

kg, 25

k5,95

45;50

h5.50
. 45_,30

43,93

43,45
42771'

'h2-67
o 42A4l
k2,27
he.2k
ha,22

k0,50

139.83

39.50 -

39,07
58.75
37,00

"~ *Schools which failed to support the hypothesis S
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Ten of thé fifteen schools which scored either’above.or below both
means .did conform to the hypothesls. Three of the'five which were
’above the means on profesglonal orientation and bureaucracy did score
babove the mean on militancy. .Seven of the ten schools which scored -
beldw b&th'means also scored below the ‘mean on'militancy.‘ A P of .27
was obtalned when Fisher's exact probablllty test was used thus, the
‘hypethesis was not supported A summary of the relevant data for test-

ing this hypothe51s is presented in the following table.'-.

. TABLE VI

: SUMMARY QF THE DATA FOR FISHER'S EXACT PROBABILITY TEST FOR
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL ORIENTATION~ '
R BUREAUCRACY AND MILITANCY -~

PROFESSIONAL ORTENTATION
AND BUREAUCRAGY

SchQOlS above Schools below ‘

o » P
~ MILITANCY ' both means * both means. VALUE
Schools S : S . - _
above the Lo 3 ‘ 3 , ‘ .27
mean S _ : S
- Schools -
below the = - 2 . o 7

mean

T " TR Te—————— ” — e TET————— e ——r
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H-3 -Schools which are gﬁgxs the meané on professionaliorientation,
bureaucracy, and initiating structure will. be above the mean
ori militancy, -and the converse; schools which are below the
means on professional orientation, bureaucracy, and- 1n1t1at1ng
structure will be Bg&gﬂ the mean on mllltanqy

In Table VII, schools were ranked from high to low on each of the

dimensions involved. In order fof'a school to.qﬁélify fér this hypoth~

"esis, if needed to score éither above or helow the means of all three

dimensions ~- professionéi»orieﬁfafion, bﬁreaucracy, and initiating

structure, : | | F‘ | | ﬁ |
| The utility of this hypothesis was questloned since only flve

‘s¢hools gould qualify for examlnatlon. Of.those fgvg @Qhools,_only.dné

scored above all éhree means and the o#her»fbu} sééredsbelowvall three

means. Gonsideriné,bqth direoﬁioné.ofvthis hypothesis, three of the
five schools.failed to support'fhe hypotheéis.v This’hypothesis not
only failed to be supported at a stat;stical level but was in the oppo—

.‘slte direction to the one hypothesxzed | »

H-4 Schools which are gggzg the mean on employée orientation will
be ggigx the mean on militancy, and the converse; schools
which. are below the mean on employee orientatlon will be
-gbove the mean on militancy. |

Tables.VIII and IX were prepared to ghow the rank order of the‘

~ schools on employee.érientation andvmilitancy; Schools were ranked

from high fo low on empléyee-oriéntation and were ranked fyom low to

hlgh on teacher mllltancy. 3
Eleven of the fourteenvschools which were above the mean on

émployee orientation were below the mean on militancy as hypaothesized

(see Table VIIT). Eighh of the eleven schools which were below the

mean on employee Oriéntatinn were also above the mean on militancy

(see Table IX). Considering both directions of this hypathesis,



TABLE VII

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL ORIENTATION-
BUREAUCRACY -~ INITIATING STRUCTURE = -

AND. MILITANCY
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37,00

PROFESSIONAL - INITTATING
- ORIENTATION BUREAUCRACY __STRUCTURE MILITANCY
- 8chool - School ' ~.School ~ .. School
- Number »Mgag- ;H;Numbe;fuMeanw"l Number Mganw,” Numb§;‘._Mqan
13 28,67 3 121,67 19 Le.ks (D) s1.00
3 38.00 15 112.50 45.00 - 21 - 49,63
15 37,00 21 103.50 22\ hh.76 / 5 L9, 33,
2l . 36.37 7 103,297 16 kh,oo ‘1 kg.00
18 36,33 16 102,60 17 \ 42,07 /;15) 47,33
11 36,10 19 799,91 25 \4.91 ;02 k6.67
5 %6, OO)ﬂ,ﬁ—<§%V’//)9ai5z B TR 50 1/ 7 h6.29
6 36.00"  h 91.00 L b1,00 V; 6 L6.25
23— 35.84 8 90,00 5 39.337 2k L5.95-
9 35.75 13 90.00 - 11 38.50 16 45,50
_ L T 38.25 .11 45,30
X  35.61 X . 90.00 14 37.71 _
: S 2k 37416 X 43,93
16 35.50 9 86,25 = 20 36.90
35.50 22 85.24 - \' 20 , 47,50 .
2L\ 35.47 18 85,11 X ,36.51 %\ 25 43,45
1 N35.43 25 8h.6 / b 42,7
20 35.40 5 .  8k,33 / ‘35.25 \ 13 42,67
7 35.14 84.10 ) ] 34.50 22 b2, b1
17 L LR7A RN 84,00 MO, 33.38 LG Lo, 27
L 5t.67 « (2. gu.ooz*“ 13 ™=33.00 2 Zz -1
22 .59 SN (D~ 83.50 _ 33.00 2.22 -
%%%523 3l 42 0~ _.83.25f:;;;;é£§i*~ 32, 67~\“‘WQ:) 40,50
(2 33.67. 82,00 32.25 39.83
25 33%.55 7 81.08 7 31,.00 39.50
9 33.18 . 80.25 - -3 29-33,‘ 17 39.07
8 32,50 79.58 18 24,33 9.  38.75
L) 30,50 76.00 15 19.50 3

" *Schools Whigh”failéd to supbort the hypothesis



55

TABLE VITI

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EMPLOYEE
ORTENTATION AND MILITANCY

EMPLOYEE ORTENTATION . | T T MILITANGY

Number Mean . . o Number Mean

37,00
38.75
29.07
39,50
39.83
Lo, 50
Lo, .22
Lo, 24
Lo, 27
Lo, 41
1 Lka.67
' Lo, 71
35  h3.45
0 k3,50
~ AN v—
\\ “ N X 43.93
~ AN ,
N ~ ~ 11 k5. 30
N S e  45.50
N ~. 2k 45,95
N\ ~ 6 he.as
AN ™~ 6. 29
N
AN 3 h6.67
AN 12~ h7.33
5 15 49,00
« 5 kg.33
_ 21 49,63
- !
12 27.3% & 51.00

*Schools which failed to support the hypothesis



TABLE IX

RELATTIONSHIP BETWEEN EMPLOYEE

ORIENTATION AND. MILITANGY
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EMPLOYEE ORTENTATTON MILITANCY
~ School - School
Number Mean i Number Mean
9 37.75 | 8 3,00
18 35,11 9 38,75
16%  33.80 : 17 39.07
L 33,50 S 1 39.50
25 3%.45 ‘ : L 39.8% .
2* 33,33 10 40.50
7t 3R.57 18 k2.2p
19 32,55 £ k2.2
1 22,50 19 ko.27
22 B2.25 ' - 22 k2.
14 32.00 - M@%’a hp,67
10 31,87 P - IR k2
17 31.64 ,/f - 25 k3,45
8 31,50 PR .. —£9 43,50
X 31.22- /-/,;—a/w e —— T X 43,93
6o <
%‘ “31.10 o (f%b ts.Eo
€Ly ~51.00 . e 1 5. 50
& 29,72 " Bl 4595
Lr—29.70 __ """ 1B}  U46.25
@y 29.11 /wf’“ 7 46,29
(35mn29.00 - By 46,67
E@m—m 29. oo/—<;\\ D 47,33
%?'m 22 .50 P @ i9-00
26,25 Tef5) 49,33
Elr—28.00 mmm Bh 49.63
g 27.33 ' 2  51.00

" *Schools which failed to support the hypothesis
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nineteen of the twenty-five schools did conform to this hypothesis.
Fisher's exact probability test yielded a "p" of ,013 which supports
the hypothesis. A summary of the relevant data for testing this hypoth-

esis is presented in Table X,

TABLE X

SUMMARY OF DATA FOR FISHER'S EXACT PROBABILITY TEST
" FOR THE RELATIONSHTP BETWEEN EMPLOYEE
" "ORTENTATION AND MILITANGY

EMPLOYEE ORIENTATION

: Schools above Schools below P
MILITANCY ' the mean ' the mean - VALUE

Schools :
above the ‘ 3 , 8 013
mean o

—

Schools : : ‘
below the 11 .3
mean : :

-

H~5 S8chools whlch are above the means on both employee orien-
tation and consideration will be below the mean on militancy,
and the converse; schools which are below the means en both
employee orientation and conslderatlon w11l be above the mean

on mllltancy. '

The relat;qnshlp between employee orlentatlon~con$1deratlon and

militancy was presented in Tables XI and XII. The schools were ranked
from low to high on militancy and from high to low on the other two

dimensions.



TABLE XL
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RELATTONSHIP BETWEEN EMPLOYEE ORIENTATTON-~
CONSIDERATION AND - MILITANCY

EMPLOYEE
ORTIENTATION __CONSIDERATION MILTTANCY
“School T Bchool “School
Number Mean . Number Mean .~ Number Mean
37.75 -2k L6.B8 8 . 37.00
I 35,11 o A 46,18 ' L9 38,75
@er  33.80 o S4B 30 - 47 39,07
I 33,50 Tl (B5) 45,00 TL 39,50
3%, 45 ' '. ‘ - - 45,00 - 39.83
33.33 - @ k3,71 10 . 40,50
32.57 " 43,33, 18 ho.p2
e 32, 55 IE;QE)._D43 00 22 ha.oh
1 .~32,50 k3,00 (19 k2,27
32:25 AL 12.86 N be.n
H@E>‘“”52,20‘ ta.os - la, 22,67
31..87 1.33 R 2.71
31,64 .. 39430 \‘?Qﬁ 43,45
8 © 31.50 X TE870 20 43.50
X 3.2z 12 38. 08»\ —_ X 43,93
20 . 31,10 2 38.00 S~ 11 45,30
13 31.00 6 37.75 B  45.%0
2% 29.72 13 36,00 2h 45,95
11 29,70 8§  36.00 6  L6,25
2k 29.11 21, '35.B0 7 k6,29
5 ° 29.00 1 35.50 3 L6.67
3 29.00 10 34,00 12 h7.33
15 28,50 118 31.78 15 k9,00
6 28.25 -7 30.29 5 49,33
21 28.00 15  27.50 2L 49.63
12 27.33 3  20.33 2 51.00

’ *Séhéolé'WhiQh Failed To Support the hypothesis



TABLE XIT

RELATTONSHIP BETWEEN EMPLOYEE QRIENTATION-
' CONSIDERATION AND MILITANCY

59

EMPLOYEE
ORIENTATION CONSIDERATION MILITANCY
" School ~ School " Sehool
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean
9 37,75 ok L6.58 8 37.00
18 25,11 22 46.18 9  38.75
16 33,80 20 k5,30 17 39.07
L 33,50 25  45.00 1o 39,50
25  3B.h5 9 45,00 b 39,83
2 224353 17 43,71 10 Lo,50
7 32,57 & k3,33 18 he,p2
19 22,55 . 19 43,00 23 Lp.ak
1 32.50 11 k3,00 19 ke.a7
22 32.25 14 Lp.86 22 Lo, 41
14 32,00 2% 42,08 Ai%? k2,67
10 31.87. 5 41.33 < 14 Le.7l
17 Z1.64 16 39,30 - 25 43,45
8 31.50 X 38.70 - 20 43,50
X 3L.22 1.2, 38.08 - X 43,93
. P
20 31.10 38.Q0 11 45,30
3 30.00____ . 16 - 45.50
25 29.72 ' 45,95
1l 29,70 ke, 25
2k 29,11 46,29
29.00 # he.67
k7,33
49.00
49,33
49,63
51.00

" *Schools which failed to support the hypothesis
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Seven of the eight schools which were above the means on both the
coﬁsidération and employee orientation sqales were below the mean mili-
tancy score as hyppthesized, Ih addition, fivg of the six schools which
,were.below both means did score abéve the meép militancy score (see
Tables XI and XIT). When considering both directions of this hypoth-
esis, twelve of the fourteen $Ghools conformed to the prediction.,
Fisher's exact. probablllty test supported thls hypothesmg with a "p" of

016 (see Table XIII)

TABLE XIII

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EMPLOYEE ORIENTATIONw
' CONSIDERATION AND. MILITANCY -

EMPLOYEE ORIENTATION. -
AND: CONSIDERATION

' - Schoolslébove‘ - 8chools below. _ P
MILITANCY both means both means = VALUE
Schools : :
above the . : 7 r .016
mean ' '
Schools o -
below the 1 : 2

mean
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Model. Schools which aréjabove the mean on professional orien-
(H-6) tation, bureaucraé??wgﬁd initlating structure will be EEEXE
, the mean on militancy, and those schools which are EEEXE

the mean on employee orientation and consideration will De
below the mean on militancy.

Table XIV was prepared to‘shdw the data which were relevant for
this hypothesis. Each school was ranked from high to low acgording to-
its score on each of the following dimeﬁsions: ppofessidnal orientation,
bufeaucrécy,‘and militancy. Schools were alsg fanked byitheir scores
'on_employée orientatioﬁ and conSideration; however, thesé scores were
‘ranked from loy to high,

: Only one school scored above the means on professional orientation,
bureaugracy, and initiabing structure while eight schools were ahove the
means on empleoyee orientation and qopsideration. Seven 6f'the eight
schools which were above‘the'means on both the conéideration aﬁd‘em—
playee orientation sgales were below. the mean'militancy score as hypoth-
eglzed, Howgver, the one school which scored above the means on proﬁ
‘feséional orienﬁation, bureaucracy, and initiating styucture did not
scére above the militan;y meahvés.hypothesized. Considefing both -
directioﬁa of this hypothesis, seﬁenibf the nine schools which’qualified
for this model did support the hypothésis. A "p" of .89 produced by
Fisher's exact prQbability test failed tq support the model. The réleq
vant data are presented in Table XV,

It was important to determine if other factors which have been
_assogiated with feacher militgncy were operative within this sample.
Table XVI was prepared to show thefrelétionships that existed between
the individual school's militandy>score and each of the followiﬁg vari-
ahlesﬁ size of the total gtaff, size pf the city or town‘where the

school was located, percent of mgle teachers, and percent of teachers



TABLE XIV

THE THEORETICAIL MODEL FOR PREDICTING TEACHER MILITANCY IN THE HIGH SCHOOL

Initiating

Professional BUREAUCRACY © MILITANCY Employee Consideration
Orientation Structure ' Orientation
School School _ School School School School
Numbeér Mean . Number Mean Number Mean Number . Mean Number Mean Number  Mean
13 38.67 3 121.67 19 645 2 51.00 12 27.33 3 20.33
3 38.00 15 112.50 2% 45,00 21 L9.63 21 28.00 . 15 27.50
15 37.00 - 21 103.50 - 22 Lh .76 5. 49.33 6 28.25 7 30.29
21 36.37 i 103.29 16 LL o0 ‘15 - 49.00 15 28.50 18 31.78
18 36.33 16 102.60 17 - h2.07 12 k.33 3 29.00 10 34.00
11 36.10 19 99.91 25 - h1.91 3 L6 .67 5 29.00 1 35.50
5 36.00 237 92.52 8 41.50 7 46.29 2 29.11 21 35.50
6 36.00 = L 91.00 L k.oo 6 Lé.25 1t 29.70 8 36.00
23 =" 35.84 - 8 90.00 5 - 39.323 2k ks.95 23 29.72 13 36.00
9 35.75 13 90.00 11 38.50 16+ 45.50 13 31.00 6 37.75
, 6 38.25 11y 45.3%0 20 31.10 2 38.00
X 35.61 X 90.00 14 37.7L Y : , 12 38.08
2k 37.16 X o k393 31.22
16 35.50 9 86.25 20 36.90 ¢ ‘ - X 38.70
10 35.50 22 85.2h _ : k3,50 - 31.50 e
2k 35.47 18 85.11 X 36.51 55 43,45 31.64 16 39.320
Ik 35.43 25 84.26 . Tl k271 < 31.87 /% 41,323
20 35.40 5 - 84.33 21 35.25 ] \Q@ u_ﬂémmy/g ka.08
7 25,1k I 84.10 12 3h.50 (D Db 1y ulr—~~< : 32.25 7y Lo 86
17 34,71 17 8k.00 10 33.38 ﬁ;/J:., ka.27 - 32.50 11 43.00
b 3kh.67 2 8L4.00 13 33.00 23 k2 2l Qi 32, 55 % (1) Lz 00
22 . 3h.59 1 83.50 9 33.00 18 Lo, 22" 32.57 ~ (b 4333
12 kb2 10 83.25 2 32.67 1Qf /40 50 - /33,337 g k3,71
2 33.67 20 82.00 1 ze2s 39.83 el 33,45 45.00
25 33%.55 12 81.08 7 31.00 - 39.50 7 733,50 k5,00
19 33.18 6 8.25 . 3 29.33 AT 20 hs.30
-8 32.50 2k 79.58 18 2k.33 . 38.75 18 -35.11 22 46.18
1 20.50 - Ik 26.00 15 19.50 37.00 “——uigi v37;757 oh k6.58

 *Schools whlch falled,to support the model
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in the younger age clasgifications. The rank-order correlation or

Figher's exact probability test was used to determine if any signifi-

cant relationships existed between these variables and teacher milim

tanegy.
TABLE XV
SUMMARY OF DATA FOR FISHER'S EXACT PROBABILITY TEST.
FOR TESTING THE THEORETICAL MODEL FOR PREDICTING
TEACHER MILITANCY IN THE HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOLS ABOVE SCHOOLS ABOVE MEANS
o MEANS ON ON PROFESSIONAL D
MILITANCY QONSIDERATION ORIENTATION, BUREAUCRACY VALUE
‘AND EMPLOYEE AND INITIATING
ORIENTATION STRUCTURE
Schoals
above the 1 0 .89
nean .
.Schools .
below the 7 1
mean

The calculation of these statistics showed that no significant

relationship existed between the school's militancy and each of the

~ following variables: size of staff, size of city or town where the

schaol was located, sex, and age of teachers. (see Table XVI)

One of the purposes of this research investigation was. to refine

the model. Since hypothesés H-4 and H-5 were both equally capable of
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TABLE XVI

RELATIONSHIPS BEIWEEN TEACHER MILITANCY
AND SIZE OF TOWN, SIZE OF SCHOOL,
SEX, AND AGE CLASSIFICATIONS -

BASED ON THOSE TEACHERS WHO SCORED ON
OR ABOVE THE SEVENTY~FIFTH PERCENTILE
ON TEACHER MTLITANCY FOR THETR SCHOOL

Size® of the ' "~ Percent of teachers
- 8chool Total  city where - Mean Percent ' in each age
code staff the school Militancy of men to . classification:.
number members was located  Score __total = 20-29 30-39 20-29
8 9 . Medium size = 37.00 ' 33 .67 . ,00 .67
9 20 Small town - 38.75 »25 + 50 .25 .75
17 ol Medium size 39,07 .56 22 .39 .61 .
1 - 22 Small town 39.50 . 1.00 00,50 .50
L 27 - Small town 39.83 - .83 .33 W33 .67
10 39 Suburban . 40. 501 .13 .50 .25 .75
18 o kB Small town = 42.22 .50 .55 .22 77
a3 123 Gity - . h2.2k - 48 252 el .76
19 61 City ho.27 L7033 1 T
22 89 City ka,b1 .70 - .18 .59
1% 17 Suburban h2.67 .67 ,00 33 .33
1k 37 Medium size ba.71 .29 Wbz 29 .72
25 67 City 43,45 .67 .08 A2 .20
20 53 City 47,50 .50 . .50 .30 . ,80
11 68 Medium size 45,30 - .30 .50 .30 - .80
16 69 Medium size 45.50 .89 33 .22, . .55
2k 15 Gity " 45,98 . .32 b2 .00 b2
6 17 Small town k6,25 1.00 .50 .50 1.00
7 26 Medium gize = 46.29. 43 .00 43 43
3 20°  © Small town k6.67 . 1.00 . +67 .00 .67
12 81 Medium size 47. 33 .33 .75 .08 .83
15 12. Suburban 49,00 - ,50 .00 .50 .50
3 19 Small town k9,33 .67 .00 . 33 .33
21 67 City 49.63 «73 .31 .15 46
2 16 Small town 51,00 . .67 .. .33 .67 1.00

A rank order correlatlon was computed as follows o
oalh BO - .22 _-.18 .10 -.05

Small town, 5, OOO or less, medium size, between 5,000 and 50, 0003
vsuburban, borders a clty Larger than 5O 0003 clty, more than 50,000.

bFlsher 's exact probablllty test was used to make a compariscn
between the ranking of small-medium size towns and suburban-city.,
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predicting those schools which were above or below the militancy mean,
bit was neceésary to analyze the strengths of the two hypotheses by an

altérhate progedure. The hypotheses were restated (see below), and a

mean militancy score was computed for those schools which were hypoth-
ésized to bé less milifant and also/for those schools hypothesized to

be more militant, A t-test'wgs then coﬁfﬁted to determine if the dif-
ferences between the two miligéﬁey scores were statigtically signifi-

cant.

H-ba Schools which are above the mean on employee orientation
will be less militant than those which are below the mean.

As hypothesized, the fourteen schopls which were above the mean on
employee orientation were less militant than their eleven counterparts
which scored below the mean,v The respective means were 42,18 and 46.17
whiéh represents a difference of 3.99 points. The computation éf thé
t~test between meané yielded a te-value of 1.54. With 23 degrees of free-
dom, the t-value was significant between ,05 and .10 level of confi-

»dence§ therefore, this part of the hypothesis was rejected. A summary
of the relevant data for testing thié hypothesis is presented in Tabkle
XVII.

H-5a Schools which are above the means on both employee orien-
tation and consideration will he less militant than those
schools which are Eglgﬂ both means,

The mean militancy score for the eight schools which were hypoth;
esiéed to be less militant was 5,18 points less than the six schools
which were expected to be more militgnt. The corresponding militancy
scores were 41,75 and 46.93. The computaﬁion of the t-test between the

two means produced a t-value of 4.3l. Using a one-tailed test and 12

degrees of freedom, the t-value was significant beyond the .005 level;



TABLE XVII
SUMMARY DATA FOR THE taTEST.BETWEEN TWO MEANS FOR

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EMPLOYEE ORTENTATION
AND MILITANCY

MEAN MILITANCY SCORES

Schools above the Schools heleow the
mean on employee mean on employee
orientation orientation
Number Mean Number ) Mean
23 Lo, ok 8§ 37,00
13 ho.67 9 - 38.75
20 4z.50 ’ 17 39.07
11 L5, 30 1 39.50
2k 45,95 L 39.83
6 L6, 25 10 40,50
3 L6,67 18 bp.2p
12 L7, 33 19 Lp.27
15 49,00 22 b2k,
5 kg, 23 14 hp.71
21 49,63 25 Lz, 45
' : 16 45.50
7 k6,29
2 51.00
= Militancy Scores 507.87 | ' 590.50
- Number of Schools 11 14
Mgan Militancy Scores be.17 Le.18
= Militancy S,cores2 2%,515.5551 25,077.9064
Standard Deviation 2.47 3,99
d. £, = 14 + 11 - 2 = 23

t = 1.5hk*

*Not significant, PL.05, P = .07

i
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therefore, the hypothesis was accepted, A summary of data which was.

relevant for this hypothesis is presented in Table XVIII, .
Summary

Fisher's exact probability test was the statistical treatment used

to analyze the six hypbthesés; g '"p" of‘.05 wasvreQuiréd.for acoeptance-'

of a hypothesis. 'Inqluding the major hypothesis (model), five of the
six hypotheses’were>in the’direction hypothesized with two being sta~

tistically significant; thérefqre, two of the hypotheses were supported

- (Hek and H~5) and four faiied td_be supported. H-4 and H-5 were tested

by an altefnate procedure, and H-5a was‘stronglyvsupggrted.
. Chapter V will present an overview of the first four chapﬁérs,
a2 summatry of the research findings, implications and recommendations

- for future research.



TABLE XVITI

' SUMMARY DATA FOR THE t-TEST BETWEEN TWO MEANS FOR
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EMPLOYEE ORIENTATION-
| ' CONSIDERAITON AND MILITANCY

= Militancy'SQores
‘Number of Schools
Mean Militancy Scores
= Militancy Scores2

Standard Deviation
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__MEAN MITITANCY SCORES

Schools above the
means on employee
orientation and

Schools below the
means on employee
orientation and

¢onsideration cansideratian
Number  Mean Number Mean
9 38.75 13 42,67
17 39.07 6. k6.25
b 39.8% 3 k6,67
19 0 ha.py 12 k7.33
a2 Lo, 41 15 49,00
14 La.71 21 49,63
25 b3, 45
16 45.50
%33.99 281.55
8 6
41.75 46.93

13,982.1139
| 2.1923

13,2k2.1461
2,254

d. f.

H

t k. 308*

i

8 + 6 -

2

"

= 12

*Significant, P .005



- CHAPTER V

OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH DESIGN, SUMMARY OF FINDINGS,
IMPLICATIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS FOR
FUTURE RESEARCH

Overview of Research Design

This research investigation attempted to explain why the teacher

militancy of schools w0uld take on dlfferent degrees of mllltancy in
what appeared to be similar éircumsﬁdﬁﬁéﬁa; The prlmary purposes of
this study were to develop and test a thaoretlcal mOdel for predicting
teagher militancy in the high school and to modify and refine the modell
in the light of the current flndlngs
A review of the llterature in Chapter IT examlned the concepts of
employee and profes51onal orientation and mml;tancy within an organiza-
,tlQn and traced the early use of these conoepts through Corwin's devel—

opment of the Teacher O:;entathE_Scale and the Initlative-~Compliance

Scaleqa Buréaugracy was examined from Weber's "ideal type'" through

Ronald . Corwin, The Development of an Instrument for Examlnlng
Staff Confll¢ts in the Public Schools, Cooperatlve Research Project
Number 1034 (Department of Sociology and Anthropology, Ohio State
Unlver51ty, 1963),

Ibidav
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the ﬁqh@ql Qrganizatlonal.lpventonyB which was refined to the present

form by MacKay and Rohinson. ‘The fourth major division under investi-
gatian was built upon the knowledge gained from the‘studies.involving

- the Leadgr Behavior Desoriptiog Questiopnaire.

A rationale was developed by ysing a theéretical base and previous
research informatioh to predict relationghips between teacher militaﬁcy
and each of the following: (1) leadership behaVior of thé principal
| whlch included the consideration and 1n1t1at1ng struqture dimensions,
(2) the orientation of the teachlng staff which ineluded professional
‘and employee orientation, and‘(B) the bureaucracy in the school organ-
izaﬁion. A rationale was developed for each of the hypotheses and the
modél (see page 24) ) in Chapter II; and these were stated in the
folldwihg testable form in Chapter IV:

Hml Schools whlch are above the mean on professional orlentatlon
will be above. the mean on militancy, and the converse; schoals
which are below the mean on professional orlentatlon will be
below the mean on mllltancy

H-2 Schools which are above the means on professional orientation
e o
and bureaucracy will also be above the mean on militancy,
and the converse; schools which are below the means on pro-
fessional orientation and bureaucracy will be below the
mean on militancy.

H~-3 8chools which are above the means on professional orientation,
bureaucracy, and initiating structure will be above the mean
on militancy, and the converse; schools which are below the
means qn profesgional orientation, bureaucracy, and initi-
ating structure will he below the mean on militancy.

R ——————

3D, A MacKay and Norman Roblnson, School Organization Inventory
(Department of Educational Admlnlstratlon, University of Alberta,, "
Bdmonton, 1966).

'Andrew W. Halpin, Manual for Leader Behavior Descrlptlon Ques—
tionnaire (Ohio State University, Columbus, 1957).
T e S
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Hv“ S¢h001$ which are above the mean an employee orientation will
- be below the mean on militancy, and the converse; schools
which are below the mean on employee orlentatlon will be above
the mean qn mllltancy

H-5 &chools which are above the means on hoth employee orientation
and consideration will be below the mean on militancy, and
the converse; schools which are bhelow the means on both em-
ployee orientation and consideration will be above the mean
on mllltancy

The model*or major.hypcthesis for predicting teacher militancy in

- the high school'is:

Model, Schools which are above the nmeanson profe351onal "fﬂ*”"f'ﬁqA

(H~6) orientation, bureaucracy, and initiating structure will be
above the mean on militancy; and schools which are above the
" Sp———— ———
mean on employee orientation and consideration will be below
‘the meanscnlmllltancy.‘ :

Figure 2 illustrates the model described above.

W Xy wwwwwmwmmmHmH

ProfeSslonal Orlentatlon
EM____,,wq;_"___ZmewwwwmwmmmmHmﬂE
. Buregucracy
o e _ X IOy Ly Lyyyy. BICH
. Initiating Structure
=
5;1’ LOW xx;xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxﬂ}gxgc'_x_}gx_ _}_C_ JXVWWWWUUXnyWU_ _IiI_@_H ,%
& _ Militancy =
HmHmmmmmmmmmmmmxX _";_w_*_J@
' Employee Orientation :
=) I :
[ — .
HIGH | REXAKKLAXK KK KR XKL KK KK X L _._._,;..._;QW

*The X's T repres@-nt the meanr—o? The Ec'ﬁosl_mga-ﬁsm

- Figure 2. A Theoretical Model for Predlctlng
Teacher Militancy in the High School
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Member schools of the Oklahoma Public School Research Council were
lselected<to test these hypotheses. This sample includéd twenty-five
high schogig.which ranged in faculty size from eleven to one-hundred
twenty-five and included attendance areas from rural and small town
loﬁatidns to large urban centers.

The instruménts were administered during a genefal faculty meeting
in which the principal méde.the introdu¢tions and then left in order to
give‘teachers security in,responding to the quésigons. In additipn,
teachers were assured their individyal responses would remain confi-
"‘dentialy |

]Taacheré-within eaoh school were ranked from high to low aqcordf
ing té their miliﬁaﬁcy sgére and those who ranked at the seventyjfifth‘
. percentile and ahove for their school became bases for the data in this
.ﬁtudy, ‘A mean score was then cpmputed for each school for each of the
-félldwing dimensjons: emplojee orientation, professional orientation,
bureaupraéy, iﬁi£iating‘étrgcture, consideration aﬁ?imilitanéy.

One or a combinétion of scores qﬁ these dimensions was used to
‘ﬁredigt whethef schools‘would be above or below the mean on militancy.,
On the basis 6f this prediction, a 2 X 2 contingency table’waé developed
, which showed the number of schools which §uppor£ed or failed to support
thé hypothesis. Fishef's.exact probability test was used to determine
significance levels. Adhering to common practice, hypotheses were

accepted if the "p'' £ ,05,
Summary of the Research Findings

1. The schools' professional orientation sgores were not sufficient
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for predioting‘the schools' militancy sporesvaﬁ a statistically signifi~-
~cant levei; however, a trend relaﬁionship did exist.

2, Theecombination of schools' scores on professional orientationi
and bureaueracy‘was net adequate for‘predigting the militancy scores .
at a statistieally sﬁgnifioant level; however, a trend relationship did
exisﬁ-_ | | | |

3. The combination of schools scores on profe851onal orlentatlon,
bureaucracy and 1n1t1at1ng structure was notsufflcent for predlctlng
the militancy scores. | o

4, The schopls' employee orlentatlon BCores predlcted the mili-.
tancy of schoals at a stat;stlcally 51gn1flcant level (p = .013).

5. ‘When the schoolsf employee orlentatlon and consideration scores_
were used; the cembination'predicted teacher miiitancyvat’a statisti-
cally-significént level (p ;‘.06). | | |

6, ‘The model did not predict the militancy level of the schools
at & significant level. N |

7. Abrank order. correlation showed no significant'relatiqnship
between scheols"militancy and each of the following:'size of total
staff, pereent of males, and percent of teachers in the younger age
classlfleatlons, |

'8, The locations of the high school in terms of small town,

- medium size, suburban, and larée ecity showed no signifioant relationship
- tovthe-leﬁei of militancy. |
- 9. Further support for‘H~5 was gained by computing a mean mili-
taney score for those elght schools whlch were hypothe51zed to be-less

militant and oompared with the mean mllltancy score for those six
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schools which were expected to be more militant. A t-test between the
two means produged a t-value which was significant beyond the .005

level.-
Implications

Another major purpose of this investigation was to refine the model
iﬁ the light df this research investigation. It appears from the anal-
yéi§ of the data that H—5 will become the refined model for predicting
teéchér militaﬁoy; Hdweven, bsfore this is grantéd,faﬁéther eXaminatibn
6f all hypotheses will Ee made. TableXIX' summarizes the number of
schools which supported, failed to support, or failed to qualify for
each.of'the hypotheses. Through a carefﬁl analysis, greéter insights
may be gained»into the predictive aﬁd explanatory power of eaoh of the
hypotheses.- | |

,Sinoe- H-5 was the most successful hypothesis for prgdicting those
’schoolsvwhich would be above or below the militancy mean and since one
of the‘functions of theory-based resegrch is to explain the phenomena.
under examination,5zthis hypothesis was used to analyze those schools
which failed to support or failed to qualify for the hypotheses, The
following questions were examined:

1, Why did two schools fail to support H-5%

2. Why did six schools faile tao support H~-4?

3,- What impllications can be gained from those elegven schools
which fail = to qualify for H-5?

AT ———————

“Daniel Griffiths, Adninistrative Theory (New York, 1959), p. 27.
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~ TABLE XIX

SUMMARY OF ALL HYPOTHESES

School' : _ o . '_Summary
Number __ H-5 sa P U°

jasi
1
=
=
1
o
fas]
1
]_J
I
N\
@
1
N

22
14
25
17
-3
15
a1
b

19

6
-9
12-

1
10
5

8
11 -
18
2k
20
7
2
16
13
23

dﬂﬁi&jc:citzczrz.c{é:c:c:é:n:q:a>§:naa{naénoao;aaun
rep b o b b b U:Uicgé;uin:U:njn:b:a{nia:v)u:u:nozbfo':~
e é,d cocaag d4§1C:U)C;G:U;CPd dimiplnté
‘*ﬁfﬁ"ﬁ'ﬁ“ﬁ‘vlhjth)U)O)U)U)ﬁjthQU)QQUiU:U)UnnsU)U)
i b c:hjc:péhac:céc;c:a:tn*qxz c:c:c:o:v:gnu:ofanyn
HAdogwWaga d«:c:c;n#ﬁ:hjcfcfd cooa Saca i
ooooowHEN&m::muur$rrrmmmm
G EFEENH R OO OO Ou ©c0O0O0000O0O0O

3
O
~J
=
o
=
@]
no
o
o

Supported la'
Failed to - o | o
‘support 2 6 2 9 5 3 o7
Unqualified 11 0 16 0 10 20 57
Probabﬂ&tﬁd Cﬂﬁ .013. .89' .14 o7

o I a u - o -

bSchools which supported the hypotheses.

Schools which failed to support the hypotheses.

“Schools which failed to qualify for the hypotheses.

The probability was computed by Fisher's exact probability test.
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Two Schools Which Failed to Support H-5

School ié. This school was expected to be below the mean on mili-
fancjvbécéuse ifvwas above the mean on employee orientatioﬁ and consid-
eration. However, this échbol had other variables wﬁich were pre-
dictingvit'would be more militagt. This school.placed eleventh on pro-
fessional orientatioﬁ and fifth on bureaucracy; therefore, H-1 and H-2
would predict (had the medianvbeen used instead of the mean as the
point of divisionj this school would be above the mean on militancy.

School 13. This school had ail of the scores necessary for pre-
dicting that it Qould be above the mean on militancy. It was above the
mean on p?ofessional orientation (H;l) and above the mean on bureauc-
racy (H-2), and below the means on empioyee orieﬁtatioﬁ (H-4), and con-
sideration (H-5). 'When"only thé éeiécted internal variables were con-
sidered, a logical expiéﬁatioh could not be given for this school's

ranking on militancy. (See p. 80 for suggested research.)

The Six Schools Which Failed to Support H-4

Six schools failed to comply with the expectations of H-4. Schools
2, 7, and 16 were more militant, and schools 13, 20, and 23 were less

militant than expected.

Schools 13 and iér Analyses for these two schools was given
above. |

Schools 2, 7, 20, and 23. These four schools lend credénce to H-5.
H-4 based its predié%ion on the-employee orientation variable but H-5
required the schools to be above or belbw both the meansvof employee

orientation and consideration. The fact that these four failed to be
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predicted accurately by H-4 appears ta give additional support for the
inclusion of the considerationp dimension for the refinement of this

hypothesis.

The Eleven Schqols‘which Failed to Qualify for H-5

The basic question is: Are there implicaﬁions for H-5 and/or
teacher militancy which may be gained from examining those schools
which did not score abdve or below hoth means on consideration and
employee or1entat;on° )

Given; Schaols 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, and 18 were above the mean on

- employee orlentatlon and v1ewed thelr principal as being
low on con51deratlon

Other Patterns: All six schools also viewed their principals as

below the mean on initiating structure. Five of the six
s¢hools were below the mean on professional orientation.

,F;ndlngs' The faculties of schools expressed a desire to be
loyal to the administration and the organization (hlgh
employee orientation); however, when they described behay-
“ior of their prineipal, he ranked below the mean on both
initiating structure and cons1deratlon.

Given: Schools 5,. 11, 20, 23, and 24 were low on employee orienw
' - tation; however, the pr1ncmpals were viewed as heing hlgh
on conslderatlon

Qther Patterns, Four of these five schools were below the mean
" on bureaucracdy. Four of the five schools were above the
medlan on professmonal orientation.

Flndlngs' These pr1nc1pals may have reduced the level of bureauc-
racy within the organization so the professionally ori-
ented teachers could function without becoming militant.

The summary of the hypotheses in TablefXIMﬁ(see p. 75 ) has pre-

sented additional evidence which lends credence for H-4 and B-5. Oof

all the schools llsted in Table XIXh school 20 was the only additional

one which was predlcted accurately from the other hypotheses, Three of
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the schools which failed to supporf any of the hypotheses cduld be
partially explained by their scores. on the consideration dimension of
the LBDQ. From this one sample, proféssional orientation, bureaucracy,
and initiating structure did.pot appear to be salient predictors of
teacher.militancy, In a different sample; however, these variables
might become significant factors for predictihgvteacher militancy,

| The result of a carefﬁl analysis of each of the hypohhesés uéed

independently and in combinations'has produced the following refined

model.
a . : b

b aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaXxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx .
Z‘ [ High ' S Employee Orientation Low| =
.? ' bbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbnyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyy g
i+ High : ' Consideration ‘ Low i
dr ) §
& ccccccccccccccocc@cccccccccccYézzZzzzzzzzzzZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZ t ;%g
£ Low ; Militancy : High + =

If "a'" and "b", theni”c”‘is hypothesized. | '@ﬁ
It "x" and "y", then "z" is hypothesized.

If "at and "y" or "x" and '"b'", teacher militancy cannot be pre~’
dicted. : ‘

Brrgn represents any school's score on employee orientation which
is below the schools' mean score. (The same logic applies to
Hptt Metr igtt ny and nzn ) s

bThe'ﬁ's represent the mean of the schools' means.

Figure 3, A Theoretical Model for Predicting
Teacher Militancy in the High School
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Since this refined model proved more capable in this studj of pre-
dicting teacher militancy based on employee ofientation and consider-~
ation, it seems reasonable that the organization may have the ability to
effectively alter the faculiy's employee orientation and the percep-
tion of the leader's consideration and thus, probably change its mili-
tancy. Assuming for the moment that this is possible, it seems logical
that the militancy index of a school can either be increased or de-

‘creased depending'upon the manipulation of the selection and/or socialq
izatibn of either the teachers or the principals (or both). Fof
example, 1f a superintendent wishes to reduce the level of militancy
in a high school, he may want to consider the following strategy used
independently o% in combinations:

1. . Make selection of new teachers with the concept of "employee
prientation as one of the important criteria.

2. Plan inservice activities for teachers which will foster an
increase in "employee orientation'.

5 Select and promote new administrators on the basis of high
scores on the consideration dimension of LBDQ.

k., Plan inservice activities for established principals which
would encourage certain modifications in either their actual

behavior as it related to the consideration dimension or an
improvement in communicating that behavior to teachers.

Suggestions for Future Research

One of the important functions of theory-based research is "to
sérve as a guide to new knowledge by suggesting testable hypotheseé to
the investigator."6 The following five hypotheses were obvious exten-
sions of this investigation:

i e s e o B e

6Griffiths, p. 27
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l. dJunior high schocls which are above the mean on both employee
orientation and consideration will be less mllltant than those
junior high schools which are below both means.

2, Hlementary schools which are above the mean on both employee
orientation and consideration will be less militant than those
elementary schools which are below both means,

Since the consideration score of the principal appeared to have a

strong relationship to the schools?! mllltancy score, the follow1ng
hypotheses are suggested

3.  The mllltancy index of schools can be reduced by selecting
principals who have been described as being high on consid-
eration.

L. Principals who have become active members of the Board's nego-
tiating team will be described less favorably on con51deratlon
than previously.

5. Schools which have prin¢ipals who serve on the Board's nego-
tiating team will be more militant than those schools whose
principals are not actively involved.

In a small high school where the superintendent's office is in
close proximity to the high school (see p. 76), the consideration score.
of the superintendent may have a strong relationship to the school's
militancy score. The following hypothesis represents ope of many which
could examine the importance of the superintendent in predicting
teacher militancy:

6. The consideration scores of superintendents are more reliable
predictors of teacher militancy than the conslderation scores
of principals when the superintendents office is in close
proximity to the high school.

Another series of questions might center on the original model
with the emphasis being placed on improving the learning environment
for the students in the public schools. The questions below will ke
based on the premise that certain combinations of scores which are

extremely high or low on the dimensions studied will be detrimental to

this major edugational goal,
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If a school ranks relatively high on militancy and bureaueracy,

these hypotheses are suggested

7. The rate of the students progress in the affective domain
will decrease as the schools become relatively hlgh an bureauc-
racy and militancy.

8. Teachers in schools which are high on bureaucracy and militancy
will spend less free time working with students than teachers
in schools which are low on bureaucracy and militancy.

9. Teachers who are hlgh on teacher militancy and view the organ-
igation as belng high.on bureaucracy will be more custodial”
toward students than teachers who are low on both dimensions.

Writers who describe militancy in education rarely consider

"militancy" of the administrators. When militancy of the administra-
tors is considered, the following is hypothesized.
lO.3IAdministrators who .are politically active at the state and/or
natlonal leveél in which they work for the advancement of the
profession will reduce the militancy level of their schools.-
“An important contribution of this research to the body of knowl-
edge concerning teacher militancy is the predictive power of the refined
model. For this sample, the model predicted at a statistically signif-
icant level thase schools which would be above or below the mean on
militancy. This prediction was based on the teachers' employee ori-
entation and their perceptions of how their prineipal behaves on the
consideration dimension*of the LBDQ
Thls 1nvest1gatlon has practical 1mp11catlons for the ongoing

operatlon of the ‘high school and it also prov1des a framewark for

additional studies for examining teacher militancy.

7For a discussion of this concept and operational definition, see:
Donald J. Willower, Terry L. Eidell, and Wayne K. Hoy, The School and
Pupil Control Ideology, The Pennsylvania State University Studies No.
2L (University Park: Pennsylvania State University, 1967).
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Gone;al Information

This study is part of a basic research project in educational
administration being conducted by the Oklahoma Public School Research
Council of Oklahoma State University. You are being asked to partici-
pate in this -project by completlng the attached forms. : : :

Specific instructions and space for your answers are provided on a
separate form. Although your responses will become part of the project
data, they will remain strictly confidential, and no individual will be
named in any report. of the research. -

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.
The Way You See It*

Instructions:

. Below is a list of incidents which have occurred in different
schools throughout the country, We are interested in getting your re-
actions to these situations.»_There is no right or wrong answer. Just
imagine yourself in each situation. Indicate what you would do in each
~of these situations by placing an "X" for your choice. The possible
choices are: Comply with superior's request, Try to compromise, Seek
support of colleagues, Ask-for an investigation by & professlonal organ-—
~ization, Refuse to comply w1th request, Quit the JOb. :

1, The assistant pr1n01pal told a teacher that he was too "outspoken"
in criticizing certain policies of the school and that this was
causing unrest among faculty members. - The teacher contlnued to be
critical of certain administrative pollc1es.

2. A mathematics teacher was told by the pr1n01pal that he was not
- presenting his subject in the most effective way, and that he
should revise his course content and the methods of teaching it..
- He refused to change his practices on the grounds that his profes-
sional society had recommended his procedures.

3+ The principal requested_a teacher not to invite a well-known author
to speak to his class because of the speaker's alleged "socialistic
leanings." The teacher felt the allegations were unfounded, and
that his students would benefit by hearing what he had to say. He
proceeded to 1nv1te the speaker. o '

L. The school board rules explicitly stated that teachers should not
partlclpate in the local school board elections. One teacher made
a public stateneﬁ,that one of the present board members was a pro-
fessional politician, and otherwise actively engaged in the ‘cam~
palgn He was told to de51st.
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.7.

10.

1l.
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A principal occasionally changed the grade given by one of his

- teachers if a student's complaint to him seemed to justify a higher

grade. One teacher protested and was told by the principal that he
had the final authority over whatever happened in his sbhool, and
asked her to understand.

The administration requested teachers not to use a standard text-
book in American Government because it was "socialistically™
inclined, A history teacher felt that the book was-the best avail-
able and proceeded to submit an order for it.

The administration changed-a course’ of study which included philos-
ophy and music appreciation to one which was based strictly on the

- sciences and mathematics. A committee of teachers went to see the
~ principal ‘and voiced disapproval, they were told that the adminis-

tration was in a better position to make the decision due to the
complexity of the issue. One teacher complained to the school

board,

A chemistry teacher took an active stand in favor of water fluori-

dation in a community that was divided on the issue, The superin-
tendent requested him to avoid coming further involved in the
issue, He refused.

~ The administration isSﬁed a directive that teachers should help to

improve stident-teacher relations, A parent-teacher committee was
established to select textbooks. One math teacher refused to '
participate, stating that the parents-of such a committee are -not
qualified to select textbooks. »

One school system did not permit students to read several American
literature classics by Faulkner, Hemingway, Steinbeck, and others.
One teacher actively sought to have the policy repealed by solic-
iting the support of certain influential citizers in the communlty.
The principal asked her to desist her campagin againit'the policy
because she was stirring up trouble for the school.  She refused -
saying that her action had-the support of the National English
Teacher's Assoclatlon.

In one school, male teachersreceived preference in promotions. A
group of women teaghers at the school complained to the school
board. - They were told that the situation would be changed, but it

~was not. One female teacher who was passed over for a promotion

wrote a letter to the NEA and State Department of Education. The
principal ordered her to stop stirring up trouble.

Teacher Orientation™**

Instructions:

Following are some statements about the role of the teacher in a
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school setting. Please indicate your personal opinion about each state-
ment by circling the approprlate response on your answer sheet. The . .
five possible choices are: Strongly Agree Agree, Undecided, Disagree,
Strongly Disagree.

1.

2.

_3..

102,

11.

12,
13-

Lhs

15.

Teacher should adJust their teachlng to the administration s views
of good educational practice.. —°

What is best for the school is best for education.
Teachers should try to live up to what they think are the standards
of their prof3551on even if the administration or the communlty

does not seem to respect them.

A teacher should be able to mske his own decisions about problems
that come up in the classroom.,

The school administration should be better qualified than the
teacher to judge what- 1s best for -education. '

One primary criterion of a good school should be the degree of
respect that it commands from other teachers around the state.

Teachers ghould be obedient, respectful and loyal to the principal.

A good- teacher should put the interests of his school above every—

* thing else.

A teacher should try to put his standards and 1deals of good teach-

ing into practlce even 1f the rules or procedures of the school
prohibit it,

Small matters should not have to be referred to someone higher up
for final answer,

In case of a dispute in the community over whether a controversial
textbook or controversial speaker should be permitted in the school,
the teacher should look primarily to the Judgment of the adminis-
tration for guldance.

- Teachers should subscribe to and diligently read the standard pro-

fessional journals.

Personnel who openly critize:. the admlnlstratlon should be encour-
sged to go elsewhere.

In case of doubt about whether a particular practice is better
than another, the primary test should be what seems best for the
overall reputatlon of the school,

Teachersshould be an active member of at least one professional
teaching associgtion, and attend most conferences and meetings of
the asspciation.
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16, The ultimate authority over the major educational_decisions should
: be exercised by professional teachers.

17. Teachers should not be influenced by the opinions of those teachers
whose thlﬁE does not reflect the thinking of the admlnlstratlon.

18, A good teacher should put the interests of his department above
everything else,

19. A teacher should consistently practice his/her ideas of the best
educational practices even though the admlnlstratlon prefers
other views.

20. The only way a teacher can keep out of "hot water" is to.follow
the wishes of the top admlnlstratlon.

School Organizational Inventory***

Directions: In this questionnaire all teachers are asked to 1nd1-
cate how well each statement describes the organlzatlonal character-
istics of their own school. For each statement circle the answer on the
answer sheet which you feel comes closest to describing your own school
organization. The five possible answers are: Always True, Often True,
Occasionally True, Seldem True, and Never True.

1. A person who wants to make his own decisions would qulckly become
-~ discouraged in this school.

2. There is an overlap in the job responsibilities of the Principal
and Vice-Principal. ‘ *

3. Rules stating when teachers arrive and depart from the bulldlng
are strictly enforced.

L. The use of a wide variety of teaching methods and materials is
encouraged in this school

5. We are expected to be courteous, but reserved, at all times in our
dealing with parents.

6. Promotions are based on how‘well you are liked.

7. Staff members of this school always get their orders from higher
upe. '

8. Teachers are required to sponsor extra-curricular activities for
which they have no suitable background.

9. The time for 1nformal staff get-togethers durlng the school day is
- strictly regulated by the admlnlstratlon.



10.

11,

12.

13.
14.

| 15,
16.
17.

18,

19.
20.

21.

22,

23,

2L,

25.

26,

27 .

28,
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In dealing with student discipline problems teachers are encouraged
to consider the individual offender, not the offense, in deciding
on & suitable punishment.

Staff members must possess above-average qualifications before they
are placed in this school,

Staff members are allowed to do almost as they please in thelr
classroom-work. .

Teachers in this school receive help from the custodial staff in
setting up audio~visual equipment for classroom use.

The teacher is expected to abide by the spirit of the rules of the
school rather than stick to the letter of the rules,

We are to follow strict operating procedures at all times.
The adﬁinistration sponsors staff get—togethers.

Promotion is nat based on personal preferences of the selectors,
but on an objective evaluatlon of teacher capabilities.

Nothing is said if you get to school just before roll call or
leave right after dismissal occasionally.

Going through proper channels is constantly stressed.

Teachers are encouraged to become friendly with groups and individ-
uals outside the school.

Past teaching experience plays a large part in the ass1gnment of a
teacher to this school. :

Teachers have to do their own typing of stencils for classroom use.,

There can be little action untll an admlnlstrator approves a
decision.

Assignment of teaehing duties is made without regard for the
teacher's experience or training.

The teachefs are constantly being checked for rule violations.

There isn't much chance for a promotion unless you are "in" with
the administration.

Teachers who have contact with parents and other citizens are
instructed in proper procedures for greeting and talking with them.

Many teachers are hired simply because they have attractive per-—
sonalities.



29,
30.
31.

32.

3k
35,

36.

37.
38,
39.

40.
L1,
42,

L3

45,
L6.

) LI-?!

18,
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The school has a manual of rules and regulatlons for teachers to
follow.

We have to do a lot of paper work whlch could be done by the school
office staff.

Each staff member is responsible to an administrator to whom the
member regularly reports. :

In order to get a promotion, you have to "know somebody.”

The ‘instructional program is departmentalized into specific subject
areas with specific teachers assigned.

A person can make his own de0131ons w1thoup checking with anyone
else,

There is only ohe way to do the job -~ the Principal's way.

In dealing with student behavior problems the school has standard
punishments for standard offenses regardless of the individual
1nvolved.

Promotions are based entlrely on how well a person does his Jjob.

I have to ask the principal before I do almost anything,

No one can get necessary supplies without permission from the

principal or vice-principal.

Written orders. from higher up are followed unquestioningly.
The same procedﬁres are to be followed in most situations.

Students are treated within the rules of the school, no matter

' how serious a problem they have.

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

Teachers are expected not to leave their elassroom without per-
mission. :

Whenever we have a problem, we are supposed to go to the same per-
son for an answer.

No matter how special a pupil's or parent's problem appears to be,
the person is treated the same way as anyone else.

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

Red tape is often a problem in getting a job done in this school.



Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire**i*

Directions:

e

5.
6.
7o
8,

9.

~10.

11.

12,0

130
14.
15.

6.

17.
18.

Q.

d.

He
He

READ each item carefully,

23

THINK about how frequently  the leader (your principal) engages

~in the behavior described by the item.

DECIDE whether he always, often, occasionally, seldom

acts as described by the item,

DRAW a circle around one of the answers on the answer
showvyour response., T

~does personal favors for group members,

makes his attitudes clear to the group.

or never

sheet to

He does little things to make it pleasant to bea member of the

He

He

He
He
He
He
He
He
He
He

He

He
He

He

.ihtries}outbhis new ideas with the group.

acts as the real leader of the group.

is easy to understand{ :

rules with an iron hand.

finds time to listen to group members.
critiéiéesgpoor work.

gives'advance notice of chénges,

speaks in a manner notvto be questioned.
keeps to himself.

looks out for the personal welfare of individual group
assigﬁs group members to particular taSks.v
is the spokesman of the group.

schedules the work to be done.

maintains definite standamksof performance.

refuses to explain his actions.

members.



19,
20,
21.
22,
23.
L.
25,
26,

7.

28,
29.

30.

31..

32.

3he
35,
36.
37,
38,

39.

40,

He
He
He
He
He
He
He
He

He

ok

keeps the group informed.
acts without consulting the group.
backs up the members in their actions,

emphasizes the meeting of deadlines.

treats all group members és his equals,

encourages the use of uniform procedures.
gets what he asks for from his superiors.
is willing to make changes.

makes sure that his part in the organization is understood by

group members.,

He
He
He
He
He
He
He
He

He

He

He
He

He

is friendly and approachable.

asks that group members follow.stand;rd rules and regulations.,
fails to take necessary acfion.

makes group members feel at ease when‘taiking with them.

lets group members know what is'expeéted of them.

speaks as the represeﬁtative of the group.

puts suggestions made by the group into operation.

sees to it that ‘group members are working up to cépacity.
lets other pecple take away his 1eadership’in the group.

gets his superiors to act for the welfare of the group members.
gets group approval in important matters before going ahead.
sees to it that the work of group members is coordinated,

keeps the group working together as a team}
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*Ronald G. Corwin, The Development of an Instrument for Examining
© Staff Conflicts in the Public Schools, Cooperative Research Project

Number 1934 (Department of Sociology and Anthropology, Ohio State
University, 1963).

**Ibid.

***D, A. MacKay and Norman Robinson, School Organization Inventory,
(University of Alberta, Edmonton, 1966).

***¥*Andrew W, Halpin, Leader Behavior Description Questlonnalre,
(Ohio State University, Columbus, 1957).
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The Way You See It (Militancy)# |

Responses were weighted from oneto six as

follows:

Possible choices

‘Comply with superior's request. , . o+ « o

. Try tO COMPromMiSe « 4 « o o o o .o o s o o »

Seek support of colleagues » + « s s 4+ o o

" Ask for an investigation by a

_professional organization . « « « o o . o

Refuse to comply with request . . o . . . .

Quitthe jOb. e o o o & o o o»r .._c-‘o c.'o o

Teacher Orientation**

.Responses were weighted from ¢ne to five as

follows: :

- Strongly agree .

with

Strongly disagree .

?oSSiple choices

Agree .« « 4 4
Undecided . « « &
Disagree « + « &

e » 8 =
.
1]

e =& 2 e e
e ® o ®

.
.
. e
.
)

e s »
e ® ® ® o
-

. o o ® e
s e e 8 e
s o 2
+ e e e e

e o o

¢ e

e ‘s e 8 o

_ Scoring

.- e . ® ® e

e. o o »

Scoring

B ST WS S

0w = \n
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Teacher orientation scale was divided into two major dimensions

two sub-scales for each as follows:

Employee Qrientation

Orientation to the Administration

Questions 1, 5, 7, 11, 13, 17, and 20.

Loyalty to the Organization
Questions 2, 8, 14, and 18.‘ .

~ Professional Orientation

Colleague Orientation -

Questions 3, 6, 9, 12,>l5, and 19;

_ Decision Making Responsibility
Questions 4, 10, and 16,
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SchoolvOrganizational Inventory***

Responses were weighted from five to one as
follows:

Possible choices , Scoring

Always true « « +
Often true , « . o«
Occasipnally true .,
Seldom true . . . .
Never true. « « «

s » » » »
e & ® e
» = e o.n

-
.
. .'
.
e o & » e

e e o & e,
‘e e e » -w
e ' ®» o e =

-
« o o o o
* 2 ® e @
[ L) 3 - e
"« o o o o
-
H WIS

Even numbered items from two through thirty-four were
.scored inversgely. : :

Only one major dimension was used to describe bureaucracy in
this research report, '

Authority Dimension

Hierarchical- Authorlty

Questions 1, 7, 12, 23, 31, 3&; 38, 39, 43,
and 47.

 Rules for Incumbents
' Questions 3, 9, 14, 18, 25, 29, 40, and 44.

Procedural Specification
Questions &4, 15, 19, 35, 41, 45, and 48,

Impersonallty
Questions 5, 10, 16, 20, 27, 36 42, and hé.‘

Expertise, Dimension
This dimenslon was used by this researcher's

' colleague, (see p. 42 for rationale for not using thi s
portion of the instrument) B v

 Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire*¥xx

 Responses’ were weighted from four to zero as
follows:

Possible choices . : ' , Scoring

AlWways « o ¢ b o o o
Often v ¢« ¢ o » o o
Occasionally . . . &
Seldom .« « v 4 & o
Never . . T I T T

L ] - K] [ -
O W

e o o 3 @
.
.

e e o o @
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Ttems 12, 18, and 20 were scored in reverse.
Corisideration -

Questions 1, 3, 6, 8, 12, 13, 18, 20, 21, 23,
26, 28, 31, 34, and 38.

Initiating Structure

Questions 21 Z-H 71 91 ll, 12;,, ]_6, 17, 22’ 21“
27, 29, 32, 35, and 39. : .

Extra items
Ten items were included which were not scored

on either dimension — this technigue was used
for purposes of reliability and validity.
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*Ronald G. Corwin, The Development of an Instrument for Examining
Staff Conflicts in the Public Schools, Coopera ive Research Project
Number 1934 (Department of Sociology and Anthropology, Chio State
~ University, 1963%).

**Tbid.

***D, A, MacKay and Norman Robinson, School Organtzatlon Inventory,
(University of Alberta, Edmonton, 1966)

*¥**Andrew W, Halpin, Leader Behavior Descrlptlon Questlonnalre,
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Okilahoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074
March 13, 1968

" Dear

The Oklahoma Public‘School Research Council's Executive Board has
approved twa studles whlch they feel wlll be valuable for the member
schools.,

A .study by Marvin Fairman, OPSRC graduate assistant, is designed to
test a theoretical model for predicting teacher militancy in the high
school. The study has two purposes: (1) to test the theoretical model
and (2) to give superintendents and principals an "internal photograph
of their high school or high schools. After the data have been collected
arid analyzed, each superintendent and principal will receive a summary
of information concerning six separate dimensions«within the high school,

The study by Ted Jones, graduate asslstant at QSU, is designed to
explore teacher attitudes toward students,

Mr, Fairman or Mr. anes will contact you durlng the week of March
118 to determine if you want your high schéol to participate in the com~
bined study. The only inconvenience that the researchers request is
that the high school principal allow them approximately thirty minutes
of 'a regular or special facilty meeting either before or after school
to administer the combined instruments.

They will be ready to gather data on the 18th of March and would
like to finish during the month of April, It would be convenient for
them to visit several systems during their semester break (March 25-29).
However, they will be able to adjust their schedule for the convenience
of your high school principal.

Your interest and cooperation in the study will be appreciated by
~all of us. .

Cordially yours,

Kenneth St. Clair
Executive Secretary

vb Marvin Fairman
Enclosure OPSRC Graduate Assistant
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Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, Clillahoma 74074

Dear

We appreciate your interest and cooperation in the Oklahoma Public
School Research Council's research project. This letter is a confirma-
tion of the date -and time which we established in our telephone conver-
sation. Mr, Jones or I.will plan to meet with your faculty.

If something conflicts unexpectedly with this time, would you please
write to us at Gunderson 309 or call FR 2-6211, Extension 72747

Explanatlon to the teachers: This study is part of a basic
research project in educational administration being conducted by the
- Oklahoma Public School Research Council of Oklahoma State University,
The researchers are interested in your attitudes toward students, how
you perceive the principal as behav1ng, and your attitudes toward the
teaching profession. :

“We-will NOT and we hope you will NOT refer to this study as a
"militancy" study because this might bias their responses. - The ques-
tions in regard to this dimension are in the "As your gee 1t" form
and are only questions with regard to hypothptlcal conflict situations.

Administering the 1nstruments=

1, We prefer to administer the instruments either after you have
finished your regular faculty meeting or after your introduc-
tory remarks at a special faculty meeting.:

a. This will allow teachers to leave when they have completed
the instruments.-

b. After introductory remarks, we request that all adminis-
trators leave the testing room in order to ensure teacher's
security in responding to the instruments. '

2. We want to administer the instruments to all high school
teachers (9-12) who are in your building. Teachers are defined
as those who teach at least one class per day. (This may in-
clude librarians, counselors, etc.)

3. We are only interested in the responses of the regular staff
and not those of substitute or student teachers.

Thank you for your interest and cooperation.
Sincerely,

Marvin Fairman
Graduate Assistant

vb Ted dJcnes
P.S. A copy was sent to your Graduate Assistant
‘superintendent. :
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Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074
March 29, 1968

. Dear

Your cooperation and participation in our recent Oklahoma Public
School Research Council research project was certainly appreciated.

As stated in our first correspondence with you concerning this pro-
ject, a summary report will be sent to you and your principal as soon
as the data from all of the participating schools has been collected
and analyzed, No school will be identified in the summary report;
however, you will be notified which profile belongs to your school, The
summary report will probably be available during July.

Thank you again for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Marvin Fairman
OPSRC Graduate.ASSistant

vb | Ted Jones
: Graduate Assistant
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TABLE XX
- SUMMARY PATA FOR ALL SCHOOLS

Nomber of ' Leader Behavior LBDQ
School Teachers Orientations : Consider-. Initiating
Number Goestioned Professional . :Emplovee .. Bureaucracy  abidm - Structuré Militancy
1 15 " 230.50 232.50 : 8%.50 35.50 32.25 29.50
2. 11 3%.67 23,33 84,00 28.00 22,67 51.00
3 10 38.00 29.00 12}.67 20.33 29.33% .67
L 25 3k 67 33.50 ' 91.00 . Lz.33 41 .00 39.8%
5 12 2%6.00 - 29.00 84,33 41,33 29,33 49, 23
6 14 36.00 28.25 80.25 27.75 28.25 kg, 25
7 28 35,14 32.57 103.29 30.29 21.00 . Lg. 29
8 6 : 32.50 231.50 90.00 2%6.00 L1 .50 37.00
9 12 35.75 27.75 86.25 45.00 33.00 38.75
10 20 35,50 21.87 8z.25 34,00 33,38 Lo.50
11 26 2%6.10 29.70 84.10 ~Lk3.00 28.50 45,30
12 Lo 3l Lo 27.33 81.08 28.08 34,50 47 .33
13 11 . 28.67 21.00 ~90.00 36.00 33.00 Ly 67
14 28 25.4% 22.00 76.00 L2 86 37.71 Lp,71
15 ? 37.00 28.50 112.50 27.50 19.50 Lg.00
16 29 - 35.50 33.80 102.60 39.730 Lk 00 45,50
17 63 3k, 71 3].6h 84,00 bz 71 L> .07 29.07
18 32 %6.33% 2%0.89 85.11 31.78 24,323 bo. 22
19 25 ' 33,18 - 32.55 99.91 43,00 L& 45 o, 27
20 4o 35.40 © 31.10 82.00 L5, 20 36.90 43,50
21 ~bo 2%6.37 28.00 . 103.50 35.50 35.25 . Lg, 63
22 62 3459 32.35 85.2k %6.18 Ll 76 hoohr -~
23 96 235.84 29.72 92.52 ho,08 . 4s.00 o2k
2k 78 5. 47 29.11 . 79.58 L& .58 37.16 45 95
25

] 32,55 33,45 8h.36 45.00 41.91 kz L5
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