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CHAl>TER I 

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 

Introduction 

The classroom group is the basic unit of the formal 

high school organization. It is designed for learning. It 

is the means for advancing the principal function for which 

schools are presumed to exist. In fact, if it were not for 

the goal of learning, the classroqm group would not exist at 

all.l The students in the classroom group are exposed t9 

many stimuli. The most obvious of these is, of course, the 

teacher. The interaction between the teacher and the stu

dent is probably the most important segmen~ in the teaching

learning process. 

Cogan places a great deal of importance upon the respon

sibility of the teacher to bring about teacher-student inter

action,2 He sees in the interaction process a partial 

reflection of the ability of the teacher to motivate the 

students toward performing the classroom tasks designed to 

bring about learning. Cogan terms the classroom tasks done 

by students "productive work." A meas~re of the productive 

work of students is considered a measure of the teacher's 

ability to elicit productive responses from his students. 

1 
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The Pupil Survey3 has been developed to measure the 

productive work of students by having students report on the 

frequency with which they do typical tasks assigned by teach

ers and the frequency with which they do extra things in a. 

given subject, 

Pupil control is also an important part of classroom 

interaction. Successes and failures of teachers are fre

quently reported in terms of pupil control, Maintenance of 

order is seen as a duty of the teacher both as a condition 

for learning and as a symbol of competence,4 This study has 

dealt with a part of the interaction between teacher and stu

dent, namely the pupil control ideology of the teacher and 

selected classroom behaviors pn the part of the student. 

Statement of the Problem 

The goal of the public school classroom is to bring 

about pupil learning. The importance of the maintenance of 

order in the classroom in the attainment of this goal has 

been stressed by writers for many years. 

The pupil control orientation of teachers has been 

operationalized by Willower, Eidell, and Hoy.5 However, the 

effect of the pupil control orientation of teachers on their 

students has not been appraised. 

The purpose of this study has been to investigate the 

relationship between the pupil control ideology of teachers 

and the productive work of their pupils. The primary ques

tion of this investigation was: Is there a relationship 



between pupil control ideology of teachers and productive 

work of their pupils? 

Significance of the Study 

It has been written that for the purposes of instruc

tion, what keeps the student: working will also keep him 

learning.6 

The significance of motivation for learning is usually 

assumed without question. On the one hand a teacher can 

keep students working through promises of reward. On the 

other hand the use of threat or punishment will also keep 

3 

the student working. However, interest, curiosity, and self

selected goals and activities keep the student working with

out constant supervision from the teacher.7 

Some writers have pointed out the probable effects of 

the pupil control orientation of teachers on students.8 

Appleberry and Hoy have stated that custodial pupil control 

orientation is likely to bring about student alienation 

rather than commitment to the org~nizational goals of the 

school.9 

Since the primary objective of the school and its sub

unit, the classroom, is student learning, institutions of 

teacher training, administrators, and teachers should attempt 

to guide school 1;>ersonnel toward a pupil control attitude 

that would facilitate this end if the stated goal of the 

school is to be attained in the most effective manner. 
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The establishment of a relationship between the pupil 

control orientation of teaahers and the teacher's ability to 

motivate students to perform work related to classroom expe

riences would be an important addition to learning theory. 

All teachers who graduate from teachers colleges and colleges 

of education are not successful teachers. The science of 

teaching is acquired through attending class and amassing a 

certain body of knowledge. The art of teaching is a separate 

part of teaching. The art of teaching is missing in some 

individuals who are holding positions of teacher in our 

schools. The pupi,l control orientat;ion of the teacher 'Could 

possibly give an indication as to one reason why a given 

teacher succeeds in motivating students while another does 

not, 

The value of the study will lie in whether the outcomes 

indicate an existin~ relationship that will point to one type 

of pupil control ideology being superior to another in bring

ing about the self-motivatins activities on the part of the 

learner. 

Definition of Terms 

Pupil Control Ideolos;y: For the purposes of this 

research, pupil control ideology wi,11 refer to the orienta

tion of the individual teacher toward the control of pupils. 

The typology of "humanistic" and "custodial" personqel 

has been adapted from Gilbert and Levinson 1s study of the 

control ideology of staff members of mental hospitals in 
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relation to control of patients. They conceptualized a con

tinuum of control ideology ranging from "custodialism" at 

one extreme to "humanism" at the other.10 These ideological 

extremes are "ideal types" in the sense in which Max Weber 

used the term. In other words, they are pure types not 

necessarily found in such form in ex~erience. 11 

Custodial Teacher: The custodial teacher is primarily 

concerned with the maintenance of order among the pupils. 

The pupil is thought of in terms of stereotypes based upon 

appearance, behavior, and parents' social status. Pupils are 

seen as being irresponsible and undisciplined., Punishment is 

viewed as a necessary form of control. Teachers who hold a 

custodial orientation prefer the school to be an autocratic 

organization maintaining a rigid teacher,..J?upil status hie:i;:-

archy. Pupils are ta accept communications and orders with

out question. These teachers do not try to understand the 

causes of the pupils' behavior, Misbehavior is viewed in 

moralistic terms or as a personal affront. 12 

Humanistic Teacher: The humanistic teacher views pupil 

behavior in psychological and sociological rather than moral

istic terms. The student is seen as being able to control 

his behavior through self-discipline rather than strict 

teacher control. Humanistic orienti9.tion leads teachers to 

desire two-way communication between students and teachers. 

A democratic school organization with flexibility in rules 

and increased self-determination is seen as desirable. To 

engage in worthwhile activities is viewed as more important 



to pupil learning than is the absorption of facts, The 

humanistic orientation leads the teacher to stress pupil 

individuality and the meeting of individual needs of 

pupils,13 

Productive Work: The productive work of students is a 

measure of (1) the amount of required work performed by the 

pupils, and (2) the amo~nt of self-initiated work performed 

by pupils. The "Pupil Survey" developed by Morris L. Cogan 

is used to measure the productive work of students.14 

Required Work: Required work is described as the work 
~ 

that the teacher assigned as part of the classroom assign

ment. It includes reading assignments, book reports, home

work, and assignments that are to be handed in for grading. 

Self-Initiated Work: Self-initiated work is effort on 

the part of the student that is done on the student's own 

time and of his own volition, It is not assigned nor done 

as a part of the regularly assigned classroom work. 

Limitations 

6 

The two variables under consideration in this study were 

pupil control ideology of teach~rs and the productive work of 

their pupils. Pupil control ideology of teachers was treated 

as the independent variable and the produ~tive work of pupils 

as a dependent variable. The productive work of students may 

be affected by teachers other than the teacher under consid

eration. The students involved in this study were in grade 

10, 11, or 12. Thus the population samples included some 
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students who were compelled by law to attend schoQl as well 

as students beyond the age where the high dropout rate 

occurs. No attempt was made to control these or other envi~ 

ronmental influences on the child that may affect his pro

ductive work. It was assumed that the items on the Pupil 

Survey were representative of the kinds of school tasks 

assigned in the schools involved in ~he research. It is also 

assumed that teacher orientations as indicated by the PC! 

Form will be reflected in the behavior of teachers with 

students. 

This study was an exploratory study, Therefore, any 

application of the conclu~ions drawn. from this study to 

another population should be interpreted with care. 

S\lmmary 

The classroom group is designed for learning. The 

teacher-pupil interaction that occurs in the classroom is 

probably the most important segment in the teaching-learning 

process. Teacher classroom behavior may have a very definite 

effect on the performance of students in being motivated t.o 

do work for a given class. The purpose of this study was to 

investigate the relationship between the pupil control ide~ 

ology of teachers and the productive work of pupils, rhe 

Pupil Control Ideology Form PCI was used to measure the ~pil 

Control Ideology of teachers. The Pupil Survey was used to 

measure the productive work of students. The research 



involved teachers and students in grades 10, 11, and l2 in 

subject areas of math, English, scienye and sqcial studies, 

8 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERA!URE 

Introduction 

All working organizations, including the classroom 

group, have certain characteristics in common. All organiza

tions, for example, have a goal they seek to attain, They 

have participants who are joined together ~or the purpose of 

achieving the goal, and the activities of the organization 

are based in some type of control or leadership, 1 

The goal of the classroom group is learning on the part 

of the students. Traditional and legal auth~rity assign 

control of the classroom group to the teacher. The teacher 

is also assigned the duty of motivating the students toward 

the goal of learning. 

This study is concerned with the question of how the 

control orientation of classroQm teachers impinges on the 

behavior of pupils with regard to the kind and amount of 

work completed by students. Investigatprs of teacher-pupil 

relationships have used various me~sures working with 

selected observed teacher behqvioral traits and consequent 

behavior on the part Qf students, While many personality 

factors influence pupil behavior, this study has relied on 

the measurement of the pupil co~trol ideology of teachers as 

1 1 
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a significant determinant of teacher behaviors which in turn 

may influence pupil behavior. 

The concept of teacher behavior as a cue for motivation 

of the student will be presented in this chapter. The con~ 

cept of pupil control ideology is traced. The chapter con

cludes with a rationale relating these ~wo concepts followed 

by a statement of the main hypotheses guiding the study. 

Teacher Behavior and Motivation 

Teacher behavior has a strong effect upon motivation. 

The teacher's responsibility for maintenance of classroom 

control and discipline brings out the affective consequences 

of various control techniques. The teacher can be either a 

positive influence in developing pos:i,tive attitudes towards 

the classroom and its primary goal of learning, or may have 

negative consequences toward learning. 

To speak of motivation means referring to a student 

wanting to do something. When it is said that a student is 

motivated, it generally means that he is or probably will be 

active toward accomplishing sQme task, Some teachers rely 

upon rewarding and punishing techniques in controlling and 

motivating students, However, the general warmth of atmos

phere in the classroom· is perhaps more important in the 
2 classroom motivation of the student, One widely held posi-

tion with respect to motivation within modern scientific 

psychology holds that organisms will act in such a fashion 

as to maximize pleasure and to minimize pain. An elaboration 
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h . . f . . h f 1 d · · 3 on tis point o view is t e concept o earne. motivation. 

The theorists who are associated with this position acknowl

edge that while physiological tensions such as hunger and 

thirst are at the base of behavior, such objects as money, 

good grades, and approval of significant others (including 

teachers), can become capable of eliciting action on the 

part of an individual simply because they have been associ

ated with the primary biological tension reducing objects 

such as food and drink. It can be conceptualized; for exam

ple, a child, through constant pairing with its mother, 

learns to love her merely on the basis of this pairing and 

the reduction of certain biological needs. In other words, 

he "moves toward" the mother because she has acquired ten-

sion reducing properties. 

Objects which take on tension reducing properties then 

become capable of bringing about action on the part of an 

individual due to their association with primary biological 

tension reducing agents that originally satisfied tensions 

such as hunger and thirst. 

One of the alternatives to this posi~ion on behavior is 

the self-actualization view of motivation. 4 Maslow postu

lated five levels of needs, (1) physiological needs, (2) 

safety needs, (3) belongingness and love needs, (4) este~m 

needs, and (5) the need for self-actualization. These needs 

are organized into a "hierarchy of relative prepotency. '' 

That is, the most basic needs must be satisfied before higher 

needs have the power to motivate behavior. When a person is 
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dominated by psysiological needs, all of his capacities are 

placed in their service. A very hungry man wants food and 

until he has it, concern for others or the desire to learn 

is relatively unimportant. Physiological needs, when they 

are "satisfied," fade into the background as active organ

izers of behavior. 

The emergence of safety needs as motivators of behavior 

rests on the prior satisfaction of physiological needs. A 

person who feels unsafe may reveal his safety strivings in a 

number of ways. He may be generally apprehensive and act as 

if something unexpected will happen, or he may rigidly over

organize everything to insure predictability. 

The importance of love and affection in present day 

society hardly needs emphasis. Maslow has indicated that 

inadequate satisfaction of these needs is one of the most 

frequent causes of maladjustment. 5 

Esteem needs are classified in two sets (a) the desire 

for competence in dealing with the world, and (b) the desire 

for recognition, status, and importance in the eyes of oth

ers. Adequate self-ef;teem promotes a sense of personal 

worth, self-respect, and confidence. Lack of self-esteem 

induces a feeling of helplessness and inferiority that, in 

turn, can create an excessive need to compensate for these 

inadequacies. 

The student who lacks adequate self-esteem can be iden

tified by his defensiveness in respect to his performance. 

He is frightened by competition qr by activities involving 
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challenge. He would rather not perform than risk revealing 

his inadequacies. Some students who feel little self

esteem and are unsure of others' evaluations of them prefer 

to do little school work in order to avoid exhibiting their 

inadequacies to others. 

The highest level of needs is self-actualization needs, 

The self~actualizing person is not hampered by anxiety dis

tractions, or fixations at lower levels of need, all of 

which suppress abilities. 

Combs has suggested that the person (student) who feels 

adequate behaves in a manner that enables him to be success

ful.6 Since he is open to experience and is not preoccupied 

with inner conflicts, he is less defensive, can be more 

objective, and can see issues more clearly. The individual 

is able to deal more accurately and realistically with his 

environment. Be~ng relatively free from threat, a student· 

with an adequate self-concept is able to grow and develop 

without excessive concern for conformity. 

On the other hand, the student with an inadequate self

concept approaches life with caution, He carefully screens 

his experiences in order to avoid personal threat. He antic

ipates failure as he moves to explore uncertain ground. In 

studies of self-concept as a predictor of achievement, and 

thus an indicator of motivation, the following relationships 

have been found: (1) Self-concept of ability as a predictor 

of achievement. 7 (2) Self-concept as a greater motivational 

factor than IQ. 8 (3) Self-concept and realistic goal 
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setting. 9 (4) Self-concept as a predictor of grade-point 

and the perceived evaluations of others. 10 (5) Failure as a 

function of self. 11 

A possible explanation for the effects of self-concept 

on academic motivation would be that the insecure, afraid, 

uncomfortable person is unable to enter into any search of 

the unknown. He is more likely to spend a disproportionate 

amount of time and energy toward maintaining and defending 

what he is rather than being able to move toward self actual

ization. The uncertainty of trying and possibly failing, 

bringing further damage to self, is not worth the risk" In 

other words, the individual (student) cannot seek out and 

seirch for answers in a world that he does not recognize as 

familiar if he lacks the stability of a positive sel:l; 

concept. 12 

Current knowledge about motivation would indicate that 

anxiety has an effect on student performance and in most. 

cases academic performance tends to deteriorate under stress. 

Blackham defines anxiety as "an unconscious fear of experi

encing a traumatic or psychologically painful state. 1113 He 

adds that the excessively anxiqus person cannot ~erform his 

accustomed tasks adequately. In school an excessively anx

ious child may be hyperactive or unable to concentrate. In 

general, he does not perform in ways consistent with his 

abilities" Others have supported the findings that more 

anxious individuals do not perform generally as well as do 

those who are less anxious, 14 However, these findings are 
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not totally supported. One researcher has concluded that 

mild anxiety, with a low degree of tension, causes no deteri-
,, 

oration in learning. In fact, it may be a positive motiva-

tion influence. 15 Note that for anxiety to have a positive 

effect, it was classified as mild. 

A possible explanation for the decreased learning effi-

ciency as anxiety and stress increase is that the more anx-

ious student may feel less free to respond to the teache~, 

to the learning material, and to the learning situation in 

general. In other words, apprehensiveness in any given situ

ation affects behavior in that situation. A certain degree 

of anxiety may lure the student forward in a learning task. 

T h . d. h' 16 oo muc anxiety rives im away. 

In general, studies relating teachers' classroo~ behav-

iors to student learning have focused on behaviors that were 

categorized as "pupil centered" on one hand and "teacher

centered" on the other. Although the terminology has dif

fered, the intent of these studies has been to show that 

"teacher-centered" behaviors elicit pupil anxiety which in 

turn brings about a loss of efficiency in motivating the 

student toward involvement in learning tasks. Characteris

tically the "pupil-centered behaviors" show that student 

needs, wishes, and values are considered in choosing the 

direction and scope of the teaching-learning interaction in 

the classroom. "Teacher-centered behaviors" characteris-

tically exclude the student from consideration in decision 

making in the determination of orientation and class goals. 

• 
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The work of Lewin, Lippett, and White attempteq to 

ascertain the effects of various forms of leadership on the 

individual and group behavior. 17 This study compared the 

effects of (1) authoritarian, (2) democratic, and (3) laissez

faire leadership. Anderson investigated the effects of 

teachers' "dominative" and "integrative'' behavior on stu

dents' classroom behavior, 18 Flanders experimentally pro

duced classroom climates characterized as "learner-centered" 

and "teacher-centered, 1119 The results of these studies tend 

to support the preference for "1;mpil-centered" behaviors over 

"teacher-centered" behaviors when considering the total 

classroom experience. Individuals (students) working in the 

"pupil-centered" atmosphere showed a higher degree of self-

d . . 20 . 21 d b . l d' 22 irection, cooperation, an etter emotiona a JUStment. 

Other investigations have focused on the influence of 

the teacher's method of handling misbehavior of one child 

upon the other children who saw the event but were not them

selves the target. Here again the "pupil-centered" approach 

was more effective in maintaining control and motivating the 

students toward classroom tasks. 23 

The process by which the classroom behaviors of the 

teacher are linked to pupil behaviors may perhaps be schema

tized by the following: 



The behaviors of teachers as 
perceived by the pupils 

! 
influence the nature 

and extent of 

l 
1. The motivation of pupils. 
2. Communication with pupils. 
3. The classroom experience 

of pupils. 

h . h . ! . 'l w ic may instigate pupi 
behaviors result~ ·in 

pupil change. 

19 

The rationale underlying the inclusion of teacher behav

ior as a variable in pupil change is that the manner in which 

pupils perceive the teacher's behavior leads to certain pre

dictable behavior on the part of pupils which in turn may 

1 d · 1 h 25 ea to pupi c ange, 

Cogan categorized certain teacher behaviors as inclusive 

or preclusive. 26 Behavior tending to make the pupils central 

to the teacher's classroom decisions and to the teaching

learning experience is defined as inclusive behavior, When 

teachers behave in an inclusive manner the pupils feel that 

their goals, their abilities, and their needs are taken into 

important account. Other words used to describe the behavior 

of inclusive teachers are integrative, affiliative, and nur

turant. The teacher behavior which characteristically tends 

to keep students on the periphery of the objectives of teach-

ing and the social interactions of the classroom is termed as 

preclusive behavior. Preclusive behaviors tend to make 



20 

pupils feel their needs, goals, and abilities are frequently 

overriden by other considerations. The preclusive teacher 

exhibits behaviors that may be termed dominative, aggressive, 

and rejectant. 27 

Pupil Control 

Those concerned with the educational program in the pub

lic schools recognize the necessity for adequate pupil con .. 

trol in order to accomplish the purposes for which schools 

are organized and operated. Sorepson has commented on this 

subject by saying: 

... Schools exist for the education of children 
and youth. Teachers are given the responsibility 
for directing the learning of pupils, Without 
order little teaching and learning is likely to 
occur.28 

The teacher is quite often evaluated in terms of pupil 

control. Although there is a wide variation in opinion as 

to what constitutes· adequate control or discipline in the 

classroom and how to attain it, this variation in opipion 

does not seem to affect the near uni,formity of opinion that 

unless teacher and pupils work together in harmony toward 

desired ends, little of value can be accomplished by them. 29 

Saville disagrees with the opinion that harmony is nec-

essary in order to accomplish goals saying that conflict can: 

.•. stimulate thin~ing, rid us of complacency, 
guide us--'in util,izi,ng ouJ:; creative powers, and 
bring about positive and effective decision-making 
procedures.30 

However, there is the acknowledgment that to accomplish 

any positive end, conflict must be guided and controlled, 



Without this control, conflict can become a detriment to 

organizational effectiveness. 31 

21 

The pupil control role is thrust upon the teacher by the 

formal and informal organization. Colleagues, administrai

tors, and pupils, while not overtly forcing the maintenance 

of order role upon the teacher, see it as the duty of the 

teacher to prevent disorder, The inability to ma~ntain order 

is taken as a visible sign of incompetence, 32 

In a study of a junior high school in Pennsylvania, it 

was found that the institutional theme was unmistakenly that 

of pupil control. 33 Such a situation might arise from an 

institution's attempt to control the innate hostility Waller 

sees as inevitable due to the political structure of the 

school which places the teacher in a dominant role with the 

students occupying a subordinate position. He questions that 

this hostility can ever be removed. 34 This hostility could 

well be the origin for conflict situations arising from the 

confrontation of pupil and teacher. Teachers teach 25 to 30 

hours per week, meeting up to 150 students per day. The 

opportunities for conflict are numerous and Fhe necessity to 

reduce stress is considerable. In an effort ta reduce stress 

and conflict, the teacher will seek to find a satisfactory 

method of pupil control. With the importance that adminis

trators, teachers, and pupils place on the maintenance of 

order, it is not surp:t;"ising that teachers tend to grow cus

todial with experienoe. 35 Appleberry and Hoy see a custodial 

atmosphere in schools as being dysfunctional in bringing 



22 

about a positive and stro~g commitment of students to the 

schoo1. 36 In fact, they see custodialism as more likely to 

bring about alienation. 

Rationale 

Psychologists have postulated that organisms will act 

to maximize pleasure and to rp.inimize pain. Dollard and 

Miller have demonstrated the tendency of a living organism to 

avoid an unpleasant or feared stimulus and to approach a 

liked stimulus. 37 Essentially this means that living organ-

isms react to their environment. Any activity on the 

organism's part will be designed to contribute to the self

preservation of the organism. In other words, the organism 

tends to use the most expeditious means of avoiding discom

fort or an anxiety producing stimulus. A classroom example 

might well be that a teacher who becomes a cue for strong 

anxiety will cause the pupil to do only the amount of work 

that will meet the requirements of the teacher. The pupils 

will tend to satisfy, as economically as possible, the mini.

mun demands of certain teachers by doing only the required 

work. They will not, on the other hand, tend to perform 

very much self-initiated work or extra work, since the extra 

work would be a symbolic equivalent of remaining longer than 

necessary in proximity to an unpleasant situation. 

Recalling the dysfunctional aspects of custodialism in 

schools, it is not unreasonable to think that a custodial 

atmosphere in schools would be looked upon by many pupils as 
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an unpleasant situation. 38 Conversely, the humanistic atmos

phere would not be seen as an unpleasant stimulus to be 

avoided. 

Research in this area has provided evidence which in 

general tends to confirm the hypothesis that the acceptant, 

affiliative, and integrative behaviors of teachers are posi

tively related to pupil productivity. 39 

The humanistic teacher is pupil oriented, warm, and sen~ 

sitive to the needs of his students, Two-way corrnnunication 

channels between teacher and pupil are open. Flexibility in 

status leads to a democratic classroom climate. In such a 

classroom the importance of the individual is stressed. 40 

The custodial teacher sees maintenance of order as a 

primary concern and is willing to use punishment if necessary 

to get and maintain order. Students are viewed as incapable 

of conducting their affairs and are seen as undisciplined 

. d f 1 d · · 41 youngsters in nee o c ose an constant supervision. 

From Cogan' s work it appears that ''inclusive teacher 

behaviors" would likely be characteristic of the pupil ori

ented humanistic teachers. Conversely, "preclusive teacher 

behaviors" would be more closely asspciated with the mainten

ance of order role ascribed to by custodial teachers. 

The current study has drawn from Cogan's approach to 

pupil-teacher interaction by utilizing the instrument devel~ 

oped to measure the productive work of students which is 

seen as being closely related to pupil change, or gain, and. 

"intervenes just prior to change, 1142 
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Hypotheses 

Based upon the rationale above, it appears that the 

humanistic pupil control ideology would facilitate motivation 

toward productive work and that the custodial pupil control 

ideology would stifle pupils' productive work. Therefore, 

the following hypotheses are generated: 

H. 1. Pupils subject to the control of humanistic 

teachers will perform a greater amount of 

required work than will pupils subject to the 

control of custodial teachers. 

H. 2. Pupils subject to the control of humanistic 

teachers will perform a greater amount of self

initiated work than will pupils subject to the 

control of custodial teachers. 

Summary 

Motivation on the part of an organism is viewed by some 

theorists as being a natural drive to reduce tension on the 

part of the organism. An alternative to this view is the 

self-actualization viewpoint toward motivation as expressed. 

by Maslow. The public school assigns the duty of motivation 

of the student to the classroom teacher. The teacher is 

also assigned. the responsibility of pupil control. 

Studies relating as to how teacher classroom behavior 

impinges upon the behavior of their pupils "in general" have 

focused on behaviors that have been categorized as "pupil 



centered" on the one hand and "teacher centered" on the 

other. 
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The rationale presented in Chapter II used the concept 

of pupil control ideology of teachers and its relationship 

to the productive work of students. Pupil control ideology 

is conceptualized on a continuum ranging from "custodialism" 

at one extreme to "humanism" at the other. 

The rationale appears to support the hypothesis that 

the humanistic teacher would motivate students to produce a 

greater amount of productive work than would the custodial 

teacher. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD AND PROCEDURE 

Introduction 

The research pl;'ocedure is desc~ibed in Chapter III. 

Specifically, the instrumentation, the sampling technique, 

and the data collection method will be discussed. The chap

ter concludes with a description of the statistical proce

dures used in the data analysis. 

Instrumentation 

The Pupil Control Ideologx 

Form (PCI Form) 

Gilbert and Levinson's work in patient cont:i:-ol ideology 

held by mental hospital staff members paved the way for 

Willower, Eidell and Hoy to develop a similar operational 

measure for schools. 1 !he Pupil Control Ideology Form is 

used to measure the pupil control ideology held by teachers. 2 

The instrument has twenty items to which teachers respond by 

indicating their personal opinion to each item. Response 

categories are scored 5, 4, 3, 2, 1 for "stl;'ongly agree," 

"agree," "undecided," "disagree," and "strongly disagree," 

respectively with the order reversed for items five and 



thirteen. The item scores are then summed to provide a 

single score. The lower the score the more humanistic the 

pupil control ideology of the respondent. 
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Reliability: 3 The authors of the PCI Form calculated a 

split-half reliability coefficient by correlating even-item 

subscores with o·,dd-item subscores (N=l 70), The Pearson 

product~moment coefficient resulting from this calculation 

was .91; applying the Spearman-Brown formula, a corrected 

coefficient of .95 was obtained. 

Additional samples were taken to check these calcula

tions (N=SS). The same techniques yie~ded a Pearson product

moment correlation of the half-test coefficient of .83. 

Applying the Spearman-Brown formula produced a corrected 

coefficient of .91. 

Validity: 4 The authors established. validity of the PCI 

Form by asking principals to read carefully descriptions of 

custodial and humanistic orientations and to identify a 

specified number of teacher~ whose ideology was most like 

each description. Approximately fifteen percent of the 

faculty was identified with each type. Mean scores for each 

group of teachers were compared using at-test of the differ

ence of the means. A one-tailed t-test produced at value 

of 2,639, indicating a difference in the expected. direction, 

significant at the .01 level. 

A further check on the validity comparing the mean 

scores of personnel in two schools known by reputation to be 

humanistic were compared with scores of personnel at the 
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same grade level in other schools. While no statistical 

analysis was made in this case, the trend was in the expected 

direction. Results of cross-validation using a new sample of 

seven schools produced results in the expected direction and 

were significant at the .001 level, 

Permission to use the PCI Form was obtained through 

correspondence with Dr. Wayne K. Hoy. 

Pupil Change 

Cogan, in his study of the behavior of teachers and the 

productive behavior of their pupils, used a measure of the 

frequency of required and self-initiated work performed by 

pupils in response to teacher stimuli. 5 Both kinds of work 

perceived and reported by the pupil are termed "productive." 

A measure of productive work is provided by the "Pupil Sur

vey." The "Pupil Survey" was developed in an attempt to 

establish a relationship between teacher behaviors and the 

behaviors of his pupils. Cogan reasoned that a teacher who 

was seen as a cue for strong anxiety would motivate his pu

pils to a low performance of self-initiated work. 

The reliance upon measures of students' productive work 

as a measure of pupil change rests upon two assumptions: 

(1) that such work is a necessary pre-condition for most 

school learning, and (2) that such work is proximate to pupil 

change. There is no assumption that the performance of any 

required or self-initiated activity constitutes an educative 

experience. Nor is there an assumption of equation between 
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activity and learning. Rather, the position taken was only 

that there must be performance, or work, or activity, before 

most 
. 6 

school learning occurs. 

The Pupil Survey: 7 The Pupil Survey was developed by 

Morris L. Cogan. The full survey has three parts, Part I 

measures the required work done by students. Part I is a 

thirty item inst:t,"ument with response categories of "almost 

never," "few times," "sometimes," ''many t;:imes," and "almost 

always." The items are scored 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, respectively. 

Part II measures the self-initiated work done by stu

dents. The twenty-five items are valued 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 

according to the categories "never," "almost never," "few 

times," "sometimes," "often," "very often." Items 23, 24, 

and 25 are answered yes or no. The yes-no items are valued 

3 and O respectively. In both Part I and Part II the amount 

of student work varies directly with the number score. 

During the development of the scale the author adminis

tered a pre-test instrument to :uo pupils. The pupils were 

asked to write a question mark after any item they did not 

clearly understand. Comments or suggestions concerning the 

items were encouraged. In summary, the evidence of the pre-

test suggested that: 

The pupils comprehended the meaning and intent of 
the items and were able to respond to thgm in terms 
of the multiple-choice answers provided. 

Validity and Reliability: 9 The Pupil Survey Parts I 

and II were validated by having teachers respond to a ques

tionnaire, giving their estimates of the required and self-
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initiated work performed by each student, The teachers 

rated each pupil from 1 (practically no work) to 5 (practi

cally all the required work or a very great amount of self

initiated work). This provided an estimate of productive 

work scores for correlation with the pupils' own estimates. 

The relationship between these ratings and the pupils' rat

ings of their own work was positive. The results also showed 

that the students' reports on productive work can be quite 

reliable. The reliability coefficients for classroom group 

assessments of required work (Part I) was .944, and for self

initiated work (Part II) was .894. 10 There is then reason 

for concluding that the scales furnish reliable measurements 

for pupil productive work. 

Permission to use the Pupil Survey was obtained through 

correspondence with Dr. Morris L. Cogan. 

Pilot Study 

The researcher conducted a pilot study using the packets 

as sent to schools involved in the study. The pilot study 

involved 20 eighth grade students and a sample of teachers 

including five student teachers, two first year teachers, 

and two teachers with greater than five years experience. 

The purpose of the pilot study was to ascertain if the direc

tions could be followed and if the students could respond to 

the Pupil Survey without confusion. The researcher personal

ly interviewed each of the adults and found that no diffi~ 

culty was encountered with the administering of the Pupil 
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Survey or with the PCI Form and Data Sheet. The students' 

responses were checked by their classroom teachers. The 

teachers supported the students' responses as being an accu

rate reflection of their actual perfo:rmance. The researcher 

personally interviewed the students involved. The students 

reported that the Pupil Survey was easily understood and no 

problem was encountered in responding to the instrument. 

The data obtained in the pilot study was not subjected to 

statistical treatment. 

Sample Selection 

Since this research dealt with the relationship between 

teachers' pupil control ideology and the productive work of 

pupils, it appears that the main concern of the sampling is 

the random selection of the teachers involved in the study. 

However, teachers work in different kinds of connnunities and 

this may affect their pupil control ideology. Appleberry 

found a significant difference in the mean pupil control 

ideology scores of teachers in the different sized connnuni

ties he studied. 11 Therefore, there is some substantiation 

for stratify;J.ng the sample according to the size of connnu· .... 

nity. 

Concerning stratification, Van Dalen states: 

Since a random sample may by chance have an undue 
proportion c£ one type of unit in it, an investi
gator may use stratified random sampling to get a 
more representative sample. When ~mploying this 
technique, he divides his population into strata 
by some characteristic and from each of these 
smaller homogeneous groups d~aws at ~andom a pre
determined number of units.12 
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For the purpose of this research, the selection of the 

teacher sample from schools that have been stratified accord

ing to community population categories appears to be fruit

ful. The categories used were as follows: Rural (less than 

5,000 population), town or small city (greater than 5,000 

but less than 50, 000) , and urban (greater than 50, 000 popula.

t ion). 

Because of expense in time and money involved in trying 

to gather data from the entire population of the State of 

Oklahoma, a geographic limitation was imposed. A circle 

with a radius of 75 miles, using Stillwater, Oklahoma, as 

the center was drawn. Counties within or touched by this 

circle were used in determining which school would be used 

in the research. This area has in excess of 69 percept of 

the population of the state. 13 Schools within the area vary 

from some of the smallest to the largest in the state and 

the communities in the various categories exist in sufficient 

numbers to give an adequate sample, 

All schools (meaning the individual high school build-

ing) located within the geographical area as listed in the 

Oklahoma Educational Directory of 1970-71 were used in 

selecting the sample. The communities wherein the schools 

are located were divided into three categories based on popu

lation. Forty-six schools were involved in the study. 

Fifteen districts are represented in the town and small city 

category. It was necessary to use sixteen schools in the 

rural category, In two schools a single teacher taught all 

/ 



of the math and science courses. Another school wa~ added 

with the teacher being chosen from the appropriate subject 

areas. Sixteen districts are represented in the rural 

category. 
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Teachers who teach in grades ten through twelve in the 

areas of math, social studies, science, and English were 

used in the sample. These grades were chosen because of the 

researcher's background and interest in secondary education. 

It was felt that since the majority of the high schools in 

the two larger community categories included only grades ten

twelve, to include grade nine in the research would entail a 

greater effort than would be warranted by expected results 

to be gained from its inclusion, 

The course areas of mathematics, soctal studies, sci

ence, and English were chosen because of their textbook ori

entation and the likelihood of homework assignments in these 

areas and because all high schools in the state offer at 

least one subject in each area. 

Randomization of the schools selected from each category 

was accomplished by using a table of random numbers. 

Four teachers from each scho9l were to be selected to 

respond to the PCI Form, The principals or superintendents 

were instructed to place the names of all teachers who taught 

in each selected subject area in a container and draw one 

name from the container. This process was duplicated in 

selecting the teacher from each of the four subject areas. 
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The selection procedure was followed in all schools 

except those having only one teacher in the subject area and 

one of the metropolitan systems. In the latter, each teacher 

was assigned a number. A table of random numbers selected 

the teachers for inclusion in the study. 

In two of the smaller schools the case arose where one 

teacher taught both the math and science courses. In this 

situation the teacher was assigned to the area of the first 

class taught in the day. An additional school was selected 

and another teacher was chosen from the appropriate course 

areas. One hundred and eighty teachers made up the teacher 

sample for this study. 

Upon selection of the schools to be ~ncluded in the 

research, the researcher wrote to the superintendent or indi

vidual responsible for research in the school districts 

applicable to the study. This letter was the initial contact 

with the prospective participating school, The letter gave 

a very short description of the research and alerted the 

superintendent or research coordinator that telephone contact 

would be made by the researcher at a later date. Enclosed 

with the letter were the following: 1. A longer description 

of the research which gave the scope and direction of the 

research, the procedures for distribution and returning of 

the materials, the number of teachers and classrooms to be 

involved in the study, and an estimate of the time needed 

for each participating classroom. (See Appendix A for cor

respondence.) 2, A copy of the Pupil Survey. 3. A copy 
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of the PCI Form. 4. An information sheet to be sent to 

each participating teacher to gather demographic data. (See 

Appendix B for instrumentation.) 

Several schools contacted the researcher upon receipt of 

the initial letter agreeing to participate in the study. The 

remaining schools were personally contacted by the ~esearcher 

through telephone calls to further explain the research and 

to solicit participation in the study. All of the urban 

schools initially selected agreed to pa:t;'ticipate in the study. 

Three of the town and small city schools refused to partici

pate as did three of the rural schools. The researcher made 

no attempt to persuade the schools to become involved in the 

study. The schools were dropped and additional selections 

were made. Two of the rural schools had one teacher teaching 

courses in two subject matter areas. Two teachers from an 

additional school were selected as replacements. 

After receiving conf~rmation of participation by the 

selected schools~ the researcher personally telephoned the 

designated building administrator tQ give explanation and to 

answer any questions the administrator might have on the data 

gathering procedure and the research in general. In the 

rural schools the supe:rintenq.ent was the person most often 

in charge of the data gathering. The build~pg principal was 

in charge in the town or small city schools. In the urban 

schools an assistant principal most often worked with the 

researcher. 
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The researcher then made up packets for each teacher to 

be involved in the study. The packets contained: l, A let

ter of appreciation to the teacher. 2. Directions for dis

tribution and gathering of the data. 3. A copy of the PCI 

Form. 4. A copy of the Information Sheet to gather demo

graphic data. 5. Forty copies of the Pupil Survey. 6. A 

ballpoint pen with instructions to keep the pen as an incen

tive to participate in the study. The packets were labeled 

according to subject matter. Four of the packets, one each 

from each subject matter area, were mailed to the building 

administrator with a letter of instruction on how to choose 

the teachers who were to participate and how to distribute 

and gather the data, The administrator was instructed to 

keep the packets for pick up by the researcher. The letter 

also encouraged the administrator to ~elephone the researcher 

collect if any questions arose from the students, teachers, 

or anyone connected with the research. The packets were 

mailed to the individual schools on November 3, 1971. 

Data Collection 

The data were gathered during the week of November 8-

12, with minor exceptions. Two teachers were absent with 

extended illnesses. The building administrator was 

instructed to select another teacher and class. In another 

case the teacher had neglected to fill out the PCI Form and 

the Information Sheet. The researcher personally took 

another copy of each to the school and remained while the 
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forms were completed. The researcher visited each school to 

pick up the completed data packets. The data pickup was 

completed approximately five weeks from the mail out date. 

Statistical Application 

The PCI Forms were scored to select the teacher sample. 

The teachers who scored in the upper third were designated as 

the "custodial" teachers to be used in the research. Those 

teachers who scored in the lower third were identified as the 

"humanistic" teachers. Scores of the humanistic teachers 

ranged from 29-52 with a median of 44,68 (N~60). Scores of 

the custodial teachers ranged from 57-75 with a median of 

63.33 (N=60). 

The scores on the "required work" segment (Part I) of the 

Pupil Survey were averaged for each class. This score repre

sented the class score on the required work segment. The 

class scores for the humanistic teacher sample were sunnned 

and the mec;:1.n was calculated. This score represented the re

quired work score for classes under the control of humanistic 

teachers. The same process was used to arrive at the score 

for the "self-initiated work" segment (Part II) of the Pupil 

Survey. The process was repeated to obtain the scores to be 

used for classes under the control of custodial teachers. 

The scores used with humanistic teachers were: Required 

work 39.04 (N=60); self-initiated work 18,06 (N=60). The 

scores used with custodial teachers were: Required work 

38.98 (N=60); sel~-initiated wo~k 17.74 (N=60). 
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The appropriate means were then subjected to statistical 

analysis by the t-test. Popham desqribes the t~test as a 

statistical model designed to determine whether two groups 

as represented by their means are significantly different. 14 

At-test is usually employed in testing mean differences 

between only two groups. 15 Since the hypotheses in this 

research are concerned with the possible significant differ

ence between student scores representing two groups of 

teachers, it appears that the t-test is appropriate for the 

purposes of this study. The t-tests were calculated by the 

writer. 

Summary 

The Pupil Control Ideology Form PCI as developed by 

Willower, Eidell, and Hoy was used to measure the pupil con

trol ideology of teachers. The Pupil Survey as developed by 

Cogan was used to measure the productive work of students. 

The data were gathered from teachers and students in forty

six schools in Oklahoma. A stratified sample selection 

method was used in determining the schools to be used. The 

schools were stratified acco~ding to community population 

categories. The community categories were: Rural (less than 

5,000 population), town or small city (greater than 5,000 but 

less than 50,000), and urban (greater than 50,000 populatio~. 

The teachers in the study taught in grades 10, 11, and 12 in 

the areas of English, mathematics, social studies, and 

science. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANAL~SIS OF THE DATA 

Xntroduction 

One hundred and eighty teachers responded to the Pupil 

Control Ideology Form. These same teachers administered the 

Pupil Survey to a designated class. The designated class 

was defined as being the first class taught during the regu

lar school day which involved students in grades 10, 11, or 

12, The subject area of the de~ignated class was to be 

English, mathematics, social studies, or science. All of 

the PCI Forms collected were usable. A total of 3,838 Pupil 

Surveys were collected. Four hundred and fifty-five Pupil 

Surveys were classed as not usable. The Pupil Surveys were 

rejected according to t~e following conditions: 

1. If the responses on either of the major parts 
of the survey w~re substantially incomplete 
(three or more items unmarked). 

2. If the pupil overloQked the category of re
sponses called 'not given' in Part I of the 
survey which deals with homework assignments. 
These pupils answered as though the total 
scale ranged from 'Almost never' to 'Almost 
always'; rejection was automatic for any 
survey in which no response was entered under 
'not given 1 .1. 

Adhering to commonly accepted statistical practice, the 

writer has assumed that differences were not statistically 

6.6. 



significant unless they were at or above the .95 level of 

confidence. The format of this chapter will be to present 

an analysis of the data as they relate to each hypothesis 

examined. 

Hypothesis One 

45 

H. 1. Pupils in classes of humanistic teachers will do 

a significantly greater amount of required work than will 

students in classes of custodial teachers. 

The teachers scoring in the upper third and lower third 

of the range of PC! scores were used as the teacher sample 

for testing the main hypotheses. The caleulated ~ value for 

the analysis was 0,03. With 120 degrees of freedom, a f 

value of 1.658 was needed for significance at the 0.05 level 

of confidence on a ~:me-tailed test. Hypothesis One was 

therefore not suppotted. Data used in the analysis of the 

hypothesis are summarized in Table I. 

Group 

TABLE I 

A COMPARISON OF THE REQUIRED WORK DATA OF 
STUDENTS IN.CLASSES OF HUMANISTIC 

TEACHERS AND CUSTODIAL !EACHERS 

Number s Mean Required 
Work Score 

Humanistic 60 9.23 39.04 

Custodial 60 9.69 38.98 

p > .OS 

t 

0,03 
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Hypothesis Two 

H. 2. Students in classes of humanistic teachers will 

do a significantly greater amount 9f self-initiated work 

than will students in classes of custodial teachers. 

The calculated t value for the analysis was 0.27. With -
120 degrees of freedom, at value of 1.658 was needed for ..... 

significance at the .OS level of confidence on a one-tailed 

test. The hypothesis was therefore not supported. Data 

used in the analysis of the hypothesis are summarized in 

Table II. 

TABLE II 

A COMPARISON OF THE SELF~INITIATED WORK DATA 
OF STUDENTS IN CLASSES OF HUMANISTIC 

TEACHERS AND CUSTODIAL TEACHERS 

Group 

Humanistic 

Custodial 

p > .05 

Nutrlber 

60 

60 

s 

6.13 

5.51 

Related Questions 

Mean 
Self.Initiated 

Score 

18.06 

17.74 

t 

0,27 

Cogan has speculated that factors in the training of 

teachers or in the personality of teachers in the different 

subject matter areas, specifiGally science, could maximize 

the influence of the teacher's behav;i..or upon the pupil's 

work. 2 
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The data were tested for significant differences in the 

self-initiated and required work scores in the separate sub-

ject matter categories. As the hypotheses concerning dif· 

ferences on PC! scores were not supported, it appears 

justifiable to use tp.e data used for the analysis of the 

main hypotheses to analyze questions on subject area differ-

ences. 

Question One 

Q. 1. Is there a significant difference between student 

required work scores in the designated subject areas? 

The data were analyzed using the completely randomized 

design analysis of variance, 3 The calc~lated F value for 

testing Question One was 10,73. With 3 and 176 degrees of 

freedom, the F value needed for significance at the .OS level ...... 

is 2.60. Therefore the question is supported in the affirm

ative. Data pertinent to this analysis is presented in 

Table III. 

Question Two 

Q. 2. Is there a significant differen~e between student 

self-initiated work scores in th~ designated subject areas? 

The calculated F value for testing Question Two was ...... 

9.78. With 3 and 176 degrees of freedom, the F value needed 

for significance at the .OS level is 2.60, Therefore, Ques

tion Two is supported in the af£~;mative. Data pertinent to 

this analysis is presented in Table IV. 



TABLE III 

SUMMARY DAT~ AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA 
FOR THE EFFECT OF SUBJECT AREA ON THE 

REQUIRED WORJ( Of STUDEN~S 

Number 

Mean 

Variance 

Standard Dev. 

Source 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

Total 

~\'p < • 001 

English 

45 

40.72 

87.42 

9.34 

d.f 

Mathematics 

45 

37.61, 

39,00 

6.24 

SS 

1594,56 

8703,68 

10298.24 

Social 
Studies 

45 

34.00 

28.94 

5.37 

MS 

531.52 

49.45 

48 

Science 

45 

41.57 

38.04 

6,16 

F 

**All classes involved in the study were used in this 
analysis. 



TABLE IV 

SUMMARY DATA AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DATA 
FOR THE EFFECT OF suaJECT AREA ON TEE 

SELF-INITIATED WORK OF STUDENTS 

English Mathematics Social 
Studies 

Number 45 45 45 

Mean 20.84 15.13 16,68 

Variance 38,93 17.45 26.38 

Standard Dev. 6.23 4.17 5,13 

Source df SS MS 

Between Groups 3 840,36 280.12 

Within Groups 176*,." 5039.51 28.63 

Total 179** 5879,87 

,'<p < .001 

49 

Science 

45 

18.83 

29.44 

5.42 

F 

9.78''< 

~'<,'<All classes involved in the study were used in this 
analysis. 
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The data used in the analysis of questions one and two 

were further analyzed using Dunqan's Multiple Range Test4 

for nearly equal n's. Data pertinent to this an•lysis are 

presented in Tables V and VI. 

Mean 

TABLE V 
DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR COMPARISON 

OF DIFFERENCES BErWEEN STUDENT REQUIRED 
WORK SCORES IN DESIGNA!ED 

suaJECT AREAS 

English Mathematics 

40.72 37.61 

Standard Error of Means 
1.048 

K =; 2 : 2.858 Rz = 2.858 
K = 3 : 3.006 R3 = 3.006 
K = 4: 3.102 R4 = 3.102 

Science VS, Mathematics (R4 
41.57 - 37.61 = 3. 96,\o 

x 
x 
x 

= 

Social 
Studies 

34.00 

df 
~ 

41 

1.048 = 
1,048 = 

1.048 = 

3.251) 

English vs. Mathematics (R3 = 3.150) 
40.72 - 37.61 = 3.11* 

2.995 
3.150 
3.251 

Mathematics vs. Social Studies (R2 = 2.995) 
37.61 - 34.00 = 3.61* 

Science vs, Social Studies (R3 = 3.150) 
41.57 - 34.00 = 7.57* 

English vs, Social Studies (R2 = 2.995) 
40.72 - 34.00 = 6.72* 

Science vs. English (R2 = 2.995) 
41,57 - 40.72 = 0.85 

*p < ,05 

Science 

41.57 
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'l'herefore it is concluded that Science and Mathematics, 

Mathematics and social studies, sci,ence and soc.ia.l studies, 

and English and social 'studies d;i.ffer significantly in terms 

of required work. 

Mean 

TABLE VI 

DUNCAN'S MULTlPLE RANGE TEST FOR COMPARISON OF 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN S'l'UDENT SELf ... INJ:'J'l.ATED 

WORK SCORES IN DESIGNATED 

English 

20.84 

Standard Error 
0,797 

K = 2: 2.858 
K = 3: 3.006 
K = 4: 3.102 

SUBJECT AREAS 

Mathematics 

15.13 

of M~ans 

Social 
Studies 

16.68 

df 
~ 

41 

R2 = 2.858 X 0.797 = 
R~ ::;:: 3.006 X 0.797 = 
R4 = 3.102 X 0.797 = 

2.278 
2.395 
2.472 

English vs. Social Studies (R4 = 2.742) 
20.84 = 16.68 = 4.16* 

Science vs, Social Studies (R3 = 2,395) 
18,83. 16.68 = z.15 

Social Studies vs. Mathematics (R2 = 2.278) 
16.68 - 15.13 = 1.55 

English vs. Ma~hematics (R3 ~ 2,395) 
20.84 - 15.13 = 5.71* 

Science vs. Mathematics (Rz = 2.278) 
18,83 ~ 15.13 = 3,70* 

English vs. Sciepce (R2 = 2.278) 
20.84 - 18.83 = 2.01 

*p < .05 

ScienGe 

18,83 
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Therefore it is concluded that English and social 

studies, English and mathematics, and science and mathematics 

differ significantly in terms of self-initiated work scores, 

Summary 

Data were collected from one hundred and eighty teach

ers and 3,353 students. 

The general direction of this research was t9 dete~mine 

if there is a relationship between the pupil control ideol

ogy of teachers and the productive work of students. The 

hypotheses stating that there is an existing relationship 

were not supported. Further anaiysis of the data did pro

duce differences in the amount of productive work between 

the various subject areas involved in the study. 
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CliAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDA'l'IONS 

Introdu<!tion 

The purposes of Chapter V are to provide a summary of 

the study, to review the conclu$ions resulting from the 

study, and to make recommendations for areas of further 

resea;rch. 

Summary ot the Study 

This study was concerned with the relationship of the 

pupil control ideology Qf teachers and the subject matter 

area on the productive work of pupils. The teacher sample 

consisted of 180 teachers in selected p\.lblic high ~chools. 

The school districts whE3rein the indivi,dual schools were 

located varied in size fro~ six to 1,583 ~eachers. 

The student sample consisted of .3,838 studep,ts whc:, were 

in classes of the teache~s who made up the teacher sample. 

The instruments used :l.n this study were the Pupil Con

trol Ideology Form as deiveloped by Willower, E;i.dell, and Hoy 

and the Pupil Survey, Parts I and II developed by Cogan. 

Each teacher was administered the PCI Form to obtain a 

measure of the t;:eacher's pupil control ideology. All of the 

54 
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PCI Forms were usable. These same teachers administered the 

Pupil Survey to a designated class. 

The methodology and design used a st;ratified random 

technique to select the schools to participate in the study. 

A letter of introduction dE:lscribing the study was mailed to 

the superintendents of the schools which were selected to 

participate in the study, Several schools contacted the 

researcher upon receipt of the initial letter agreeing to 

part:icipate in the study. The remaining schools were person

ally contacted by the researcher through telephone calls to 

explain the research and to solicit partici,pation in the study. 

After receiving confirmation of participation by the 

selected schools, the researcher telephoned the designated 

building administrator to give exp~anatic;,n and to answer any 

questions on the scope of the research and the data gathering 

procedure. Packets were then made up for each teacher and 

mailed to the schools for data .. The researcher picked up 

the packets at the schools when the data were complete. 

To test the major hypotheses, this investigation divided 

the teacher sample into two groups according to pupil control 

ideology scores. Teachers were classified as being human;. 

istic if they scored in the lower third of the scores on the 

PCI Form. Teachers who scored in the upper third were clas

sified as custodial. 

The student responses to the Pupil Survey were matched 

with their respective teacher. Class mean scores on 

required work and self-initiated work were calculated for 
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the humanistic and the custodial teachers. These mean scores 

were compared using at test. 

The results of testing the hypotheses yielded the fol

lowing: 

1. The mean difference of the required work scores of 

students in classes of humanistic teachers and cus

todial teachers wa~ not significant. 

2. The mean difference of the self-initiated work 

scores of students in classe$ of humanistic teachers 

and custodial teachers was not significant, 

The data were further analyzed ta test for significant 

differences in required and self-initiated work scores in 

the separate subject matter areas. The data were analyzed 

using the completely randomized design analysis of variance. 

The results of this analysis yielded the following: 

1. The mean differences between the required work 

scores of students in the designated subject areas 

were significant beyond the .OS level of confidence. 

2. The mean differences between self-initiated work 

scores of students in the designated subject area,s 

were significant beyond the .OS level of confidence, 

Duncan's Multiple Range Test was used to make compari

sons between specific mean scores of productive work of stu

dents in the designated subject areas to determine where the 

significant differences lay. 

There was significant difference in the required work 

scores for the following: 
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1. Science and mathematics. 

2. Science and social studies. 

3. Mathematics and social studies. 

4. English and social studies. 

There was not a significant difference in the required 

work scores for the following: 

1. Science and. English. 

2. English and mathematics. 

There was significant difference in the self-initiated 

work scores for the following: 

1. English and social studies. 

2. English and mathematics. 

3 .. Science and mathematics. 

There was not significant difference in the self-

initiated work scores for the following: 

1. Science and social studies. 

2. Science and English. 

3. Mathematics and social studies. 

Conclusions from the Study 

The results of this study would indicate that ~here is 

no significant relationship between the pupil control ideol

ogy o~ teachers and the productive work of pupils. 

No attempt was made to statistically treat the rela

tionship between grade level and productive work of students. 

A student in an Oklahoma high school would, in all likeli

hood, take four required courses in the ninth grade, three 
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in the tenth grade, American History and American Literature 

in the eleventh grade, leaving English Literature as the 

single required course in the twelfth grade. The remainder 

of the yearly class load is made up of elective courses. 

Legal requirements compel students to attend school 

until age 18, or until completing four years of h:i,.gh school. 

Marriage and attendance in a business or trade school will 

also satisfy the requirements of compulsory attendance. 

This research included courses that can be considered 

required as well as those that are electives. Some of the 

students included would be beyond that age for compulsory 

attendance while others would qe attending school purely 

because of the legal requirements. This study made no 

attempt to differentiate between electives and required 

courses. Also, there is a possibility of differentiating 

between electives such as sociology and psychology which do 

· not require skills in another subject area and the electives 

such as physics and chemistry which require a certain amount 

of competence in the higher mathematics. The position of 

the course in the academic hiera;rchy could possibly affect 

the prodµctive work of students and the PC! of the teacher. 

In other words, there might be s~mething said for the pres

tige associated with a course as a factor in the productive 

work in that course. 



59 

Recommendations 

There are several questions wh:;i,ch need to be investi

gated before retiring the question studied in this resea:rch. 

A closer look at the PCI Form could well be in order if 

it is to be used in this type of research in the future. 

This research involved 180 teachers who responded to the 

instrument. The range of scores was 29-75. It was previ

ously determined that the upper and lower thirds of the 

scores would be used to designate the humanistic and cus

todial teacher sample. Scores of the humanistic teachers 

ranged from 29-52 with a mean of 44,68 (N~60). Scores of 

custodial teachers ranged from 57-75 with a mean of 63.33 

(N~60). Note that the remaining scores fell within a range 

of 52-57. There is therefore some question that the PCI Form 

allowed sufficient differentiation in identifying the human

istic or custodial teacher. Future studies should make an 

effort to overcome this weakness in this study. 

Efforts behind the development of the Pupil Survey have 

brought about an inter~sting approach to the measurement of 

productive work of students. One.question arising from this 

research is whether some of the items 'might be biased in 

favor of a particular subject area when the instrument is 

used as it was in this study to determine the self-initiated 

work. For example, is item number six, "I make extra visits 

to museums or exhibits," biased in favor of soGial studies? 

Item number thirteen, ''I write extra poems, or stories" 

might be biased against mathematics, 



An improvement on the measurement technique for pro

ductive work might well be to measure the actual frequency 

with which a student did required and self-initiated work 

over a period of time. 

Is there a relationship between the self concept and 

the product:i,ve work of the pupil? 

60 

Does the grade level of the student affect his percep

tions of teacher PCI? 

How do various demographic variables such as sex of 

student, grade level, and the educational level of parents 

affect the productive work of students? 

Do characteristics of the course, i.e., is it an elec

tive or required course, affect the pupil control ideology 

of teachers and the productive work of students? 

Would a replication of this study using the student's 

perceived teacher pupil control ideology reveal new know

ledge about the relationship between pupil control ideology 

of teachers and productive work of students? 

It is suggested that the merit of using a measure of 

the productive work of students as an indicator of the 

teacher's ability to motivate students is sound. Future 

studies might be concerned with using the instrument in com

paring the productive work of students in different socio

economic levels. 

What characteristics of teachers seem to be related to 

high productive work of students, and to low productive 



work? Or is productive work of students independent of 

teacher characteristics? 

Is there a relationship between productive work of 

students and participation in extra~curricular activities? 

ql 

Doubtless there are many other areas of value for edu

cational research before the concepts of pupil control 

ideolo~y and productive wo~k of students are retired. 
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For some time educators have assumed that there is a rela
tionship between teacher attitud,es and student learning. A 
research project now \lnder way through the College of Education 
at Oklahoma State University is designed to investigate this 
assumption. 

Your school is one of 45 randomly !;!elected for inclusion 
in the study. A description of the project is included with 
this letter, as well as copies·of the instruments to be used. 
In a few days I will contact'you·by·phone to see if· you· will 
allow your school to ·participate~ · · At that time· I will pe 
happy·to answer any questions you·may have about the· project. 

Thank you for your consideration·of this recruest. 

Enc: 4 

Very truly yours, 

Bill L. Salwaechter, Principal 
Stillwater Junior High School 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 
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INFORMATION SHEET 

Educational literature is marked by numerous references to the 

relationship·existing between·teacher attitudes and pupil·behaviors. 

Researc;.h currently under way through the,·College' of·Education at Okla

homa State University is investigatingthe:impact of certain teacher 

attitudes on the·productive behavior.sof·pupils,· · The researcher, Bill 

Salwaechter, will be using the research as the basis for a doctoral dis

sertation. Specifically, the st:udy will·deal·with the relationship 

between the pupil control ideology of·teachers and·the amount of required 

and self-initiated work done·by thefr pupils, 

Forty-five schools have been randomly selected to participate in 

the study. Teacher attitudes on pupil c;.ontt;ol will·be secured by having 

four teachers from· each school; one each·in the· areas of (1) English, 

(2) mathematics, (3) science, and (4) social studies, respond to the 

"Pupil Control Ideology Form.PCI" and the data·sheet. The productivity 

scores of studen1=s will be·secured by having· the·first daily class; 

grades 10 through 12, of each· teacher respond· to·· the "Pupil· Survey." 

This instrument is a check on the· frequency with··which ·students· perform 

certain common·required assignments·and·engage·in·various self-initiated 

activities in connection with the work in· a specified classroom. 

The data is to be collected·during· the·.weel(·.of ·November 8-12. The 

time involved for the total distribution·; completion, and collection of 

materials for each class will be less than·:30·minutes. No data is needed 

from school records. The only identification needed will be the subject 

matter area of the teacher involved and·the name· of the school. This 

information will be used for the purpose of· checking· on returns only·. 

No individual or school will be named in any report of the·research. 
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An abstract of the findings will be forwarded ·to the Superintendent and 

the ~rincipal of each school involved· in the· study. 

The distribut~on and collection procedure will involve: 

(1) Random selection of-teachers by the principal 
of the school involved. ·The names of all 
teachers in a given subject matter area are to 
be placed in a container and one name is to be. 
drawn. 

(2) · Distribution of PliiCkets to .individual· teachers. 

(3) Disfribut:ion of "Pupil Survey" to individual 
students. 

(4) Collection of completed-instruments. 

(5) Sealing of materials-in the envelope for 
. returning to the researcher. All materials 
are to be returned. 

(6) Researcher will pick-up completed materials 
at inqividual schools. 

Your participation and cooperation will be greatly. appreciated as· 

it is prerequisite to the suc~ess of this research. A copy of each 

instrument to be used in the study is enclosed. 

Bill 1. Salwaechter 



APPENDIX B 

INSTRUMENTS 
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FORM PCI 

Information 

On the following pages a number·of· statements· about'te~ching are 
presented. Our purpose is to .. gather information regardi~g the actual 
attit;:udes··of educators· concerning· these·· statements. · 
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You will·recqgnize that·the·etatements ~re of euch:a nature that 
there are no correct or incorrect answers. We are interested only in. 
your.frank opinion of·them. 

Your· reeponses will ··remain· conf iden tiijl, and no ··individual or 
school will be named in the rep.ort pf··this study~ You,r·cooperation is 
greatly appreciated. 

INSTRUCTIONS: Followi~g are· twenty· statements· about• schools; ·teachers,· 
and pupils; Please·· indicate· your personal opinion about 
each stat;ement·by·circl,.ing the·appropriate respon.se at 
th,e·right·of the-statement. 

1. It is desirable to require-- pupils to· sit in 
assigned seats · during· assemblies.· 

2. Pupils are usually not·capable of solving 
their problem,s through" logic~!·· reasoning.· 

3. Directing sarcastic remarks·tow:arc;l a·defiant 
pupil is a· good · dbciplinary technique·. 

4. Beginning teachers·are·not .. likely to·maintain 
s t-ric t enough cqntrol over their· pupils·. 

5. Teachers should cons,ider revision·o;f their. 
teach:.f,ng methods·if these·are·criticized by 
their pupils .. 

6. The best principals give· unq"Uestioning· sup
port.to teachers in.disciplin;Lng·pupils. 

7. Pupils s'tloul4 not be peJ:'mitt.ed to contrad:i,ct · 
the · s tatementa · of· a .. teacher -in" class,· · · , ·· 

8. It is justifiab;l.e· to have- pupils· learn many 
facts about.a subject even·if they have no 
immediate application. 

SA A U D SD 

SA A U. D SD 

SA ·A U D · SD 

SA ·A ·u D SI> 

SA A U. D SD 

SA ·A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 

SA ·A U D SD 
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9. Too much· pupil· time··is··spent;on·-·guidance·and· -·SA ·····A; ''"'U · ·D SD 
· act ±vi ties · and· too· little · on·;· academic 
preparation. 

10, Being· friendly with pupils often··leads them· 
to become·too·familiar, 

11. It is more important · for ·pupils· to ;Learn to 
obey rules th.an that they·ma.ke·their own 
decisions. 

12. Student governments·· are·· a· good·· 11safety 
valve" but· should not have much influence 
on school·policy. 

13. Pupils can be· trusted to work· together 
without.supervision. 

14. If a pupil uses·obscene or profaq.elanguage 
in school; it must be considered a moral 

·· offense. 

15. If pupils are allowed to·use the lavatory 
without getting·permission; thi$·privilege 
will be abused. 

16. A few pupils are just young·hoodlums and 
should be treatedaccording],y, 

17, It is often necessary to remind·pup±ls that: 
their status in school·differs from that of 
teachers. 

18. A pupil who destroys school mat~rial or 
property· should ·be·· seveJ;"ely·· punished.· 

19. ·Pupils·cannot·perceive·the·difference 
·between democracy and·anarchy«in the 
classroom, 

20. Pupils often misbehavein·ordf;:!rto make 
the teacher look bad. 

SA · ·A · ·u ·D SD 

SA A U D SD 

SA ·A ·u D SD 

SA ·A ·U D SD 

SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 

SA A. U D SD 

SA · A ·u D SD 

SA ·A ·U D SD 

SA A U D SD 



PART TWO 

Instructions for Marking Answers: 

This part of the survey deals with EXTRA things you may do in this subject, NOT COUNT· 
ING ASSIGNED HOMEWORK,· 

1. In the list below, check only the things you do because you feel like doing them 
voluntarily, of your own free will. Show how often you do them. 

2. If you never do the thing listed, just put a check under NEVER, and go on to the next 
line. 

THINGS I DO IN THIS SUBJECT JUST 
BECAUSE I WANT TO 

1. In this subject, I read for pleasure 

2. I volunteer to answer In class 

3. I collect things for this subject 

4. I do extra things for this teacher 

5. I talk to people about this subject 

6. I make extra visits to museums or exhibits 

7. I visit factories, banks, businesses 

8. I take notes on extra reading 

9. I prepare things to shore with other 
pupils in doss 

10. I do extra problems or examples 

I__ I DO THIS THING 
~,--~-~-~-~-:-,..--:-i~-:-s--.--~-im_m_e:-_...,..-0--ft_e_n--,~O-V-~-;-n-

.....::l~l~·~ld~o:.....:e~x~tr~a~d~r~a~w~i~ng~s~,~c~a-rt~o~o-n_s ________ -1--------+-------+'------~'------;-------;~ 
12. I make extra graphs, charts I 
13. I write extra poems, or stories 

14. I give extra reports 

15. I do extra experiments 

16. I listen to extra programs 

17. I go to extra lectures or talks 

1 B. I bring extra things to cla11 

19. I read extra magazines or newspapers 

20. I make extra models 

21. I do extra drill exercises 

22. I write questions lo ask In class 

23. I joined a club connected with this subject 

~~~tarted n hobby in this subject 
25. I hove decided to toke more work In 

this subject In later grades 

Yes ........ No 

Yes........ No ....... 

Yes ....... No ......... 
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PART ONE 

Instructions for Marking Answers: 

This part of the survey deals with HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENTS. Many different kinds of 
assignments are listed •. Of course, not every teacher gives every different kind of homework. 

1. If a certain kind of homework is NOT GIVEN by thi~ teacher, put a check mark (X) in 
the column headed NOT GIVEN, and go on to the next question. 

2. If a certain kind of homework IS GIVEN, put a check mark (X) in the space showing 
HOW OFTEN YOU REALl Y DO IT WHEN IT IS GIVEN. 

3. Answer every question. There will be only one check mark for every question - either 
a check under NOT GIVEN, or a check showing how often you do it WHEN IT IS 
GIVl:N FOR THIS SUBJECT. 

NOT KIND OF HOMEWORK GIVEN 
WHEN IT IS GIVEN, I DO IT 

GIVEN IN THIS SUBJECT Almost Few Some· Many Almost 
never times times times always 

1. Do outside reading for this subject 
2. Do experiments 

I 3. Take trips I 
I 4. Make or study graphs I I 
I 5. Give a report or a talk I I 
I 6. Tell a story I I 
I 7. Describe an experiment I I 
I 8. Prepare a debata I I F-I 9. Interview or question people I I I 
110. Take part in committee work I 
111. Take part in an assembll'. program I 
I 12. Listen to a program on the air I I 

13. Write an essay or a story I I 
14. Read and tell about a book I 
15. Do drill exercises I I 
16. Correct errors on my papers I I 
17. Make a notebook 

18. Write an outline 

I 19. Draw pictures, cartoons 

20. Draw mathen,atlcal figures I 
21. Solve number problems I 
22. Prepare an exhibit or models I I I 23. Bring In things for the bulletin board I I 
24. Measure distances I I 
25. Memoriz~ rules I 
26. Visit a museum or exhibition I 
27. Look up definitions 

28. Do everyday business problems 

29. Keep a scrap book I 
30. Study the textbook(s) we use . .. I I 

Page 2 . 
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PUPIL SURVEY 

1. Code number ...................................................................................................................... .. 

2. Age on last birthday................ 3. Boy ................ Girl................ ,4, Grade ............... . 
(years) 

5. Subject .... . .. . .. .. .... .... ... .. ... .... .. ....... .... . 6. Subject teacher ................................................... -

7. School .............................................................................. 8. Class number ................... . 

9. Do you work at a paid job at least ,4 or 5 days each week after school? No .......... Yes ......... . 

A Messuge to You: 

This is not a test. The purpose of this survey is to get some important information 
about students from the students themselves. To do this, we need your help. Above all, 

we need honest, thoughtful answers. 

No one in this school will ever see these answers. Everything on this survey will bo 

referred to by the Code numbers. No names will ever appear anywhere. 

Directions: 

1. Read every statement carefully and then check the answer nearest to your opinion. 

2. In Part I and II, you answ!r by making a check mark in the proper space. 

3. In Part Ill, you will write the NUMB•R of your answer in the space to the right. 

,4, THERE ARE NO RIGHT Olt WRONG ANSWERS. An answer is right if it is true 

for you. 

5. Answer every item, do not omit any. 

COPYRIGHT, 1953, BY THE PRESIDENT AND FELLOWS Of HARVARD COLLEGE 



INFORMATION SHEET 

Instructions: Please complete this form by checking the appropriate. 
boxes and filling in blanks where indicated. 

1. Sex ( ) Male () Female 

2. Marital status 

( ) Single ( ) ·Married ( ) Widow(er) 

3. Age ( ) 20-29 years ( ) 30 ..... 39 years () 40-49 years 

( ) 50-59 years () 60-69years 

4. Present position (specify as indicated) 
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( ) Elementary teacher (please speeify grade· ) 
~,--...--.---.--.--.-

() Secondary teacher (subject(s~-~-.---..-........ ----.-....... -....-..--> 
5. Experience as an educator (as of the end of tbis academic year) 

.....-....--years as a teacher 

___ years, other (please specify posit:i.on-...··-------.-----) 

6. Amount of education 

() Less than J3achelor's·degree 

( ) Bachelor's degree 

( ) Bachelor's degt:'ee plu1:1 ·additional · cred:l,t;s 

( ) Mas.ter's ·degree 

( ) Master's degree plus additional credits 

( ) Doctor's degree 

7. Undergraduate prepat:'ation 

( ) Major within the field· of education 

() Major in are1;1. outs;l.de the field of education 

8. Graduate preparation 

( ) Major within the field· of education 

() Major in area outside the field·of education 



APPENDIX C 

PCI SCORES WITH CLASS MEA~S 

FOR 180 TEACHERS 
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PCI SCORES WITH c~ss MEAN PRODUCTIVE 
WORK SCORES FOR UR~AN SCHOOLS 

School Subject PCI Required Self·Initiated 
Work Work -

1 E 54 29.20 17.17 
1 s 47 46.43 17.06 
1 SS 70 27.77 14.81 
1 M 50 36.47 12.41 

2 E 60 36.68 15.18 
2 s 67 46,00 2~.66 
2 SS 49 23,40 14.92 
2 M 45 ,55.34 17.73 

3 E 56 34.41 14.86 
3 s 65 47.71 18,35 
3 SS 57 38.75 25.25 
3 M 60 33.71 10.91 

4 E 55 35.71 18.58 
4 s 41 32.64 29,85 
4 SS 56 27.67 9.87 
4 M 61 39.25 18,56 

5 E 53 45.08 18.54 
5 s 62 40.64 15,12 
5 SS 56 39.41 14.70 
5 M 45 30.11 8.70 

6 E 65 58.25 25.17 
6 s 56 41,33 25,22 
6 SS 56 32.18 11.41 
6 M 61 32.43 11.00 

7 E 59 42.05 23.80 
7 s 60 42,00 20.53 
7 SS 64 35.65 19.65 
7 M 64 41.96 20.11 

8 E 49 44.00 22.48 
8 s 63 27.55 12.41 
8 SS 68 31.43 18.73 
8 M 64 33.22 13.25 

9 E 49 44.94 21.52 
9 s 54 39,15 18.30 
9 SS 56 34,80 14.55 
9 M 66 38.40 16.80 
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School Subject :PCI Requi~ed Self ... Initiated 
Wol;'.'k Work 

-~ 

10 E 48 27.60 10.00 
10 s . ~7 37.43 6.87 
10 s~ 47 24.54 13.83 
10 M 65 31,00 10.78 

11 E 51 31.96 16,76 
11 s 55 41.24 13.04 
11 SS 44 34,31 13,27 
11 M 54 32.96 12,22 

12 E 67 41.81 19.85 
12 s 44 34.78 20.52 
12 SS 53 25,83 11.79 
12 M 51 48.13 18.82 

13 E 34 27.55 15.66 
13 s 44 45.06 20.46 
13 SS 63 31.35 17,47 
13 M 42 30,00 14.24 

14 E 57 42.76 27.00 
14 s 48 51.50 22.94 
14 SS 47 37.34 16.34 
14 M 52 40.48 16.16 

15 E 46 20,00 18,04 
15 s 70 50.28 25.50 
15 SS 52 24,03 12.61 
15 M 52 38.69 13.54 
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PCl SCORES WITH CLASS MEAN PRODUCTIVE WORK 
SCO~ES FOR TOWN AND SMALL CJTY SCHOOLS 

School Subject PC! RequirE;id Self-Initiated 
Work Work 

16 E 46 53.03 25.06 
16 s 51 36.92 27.92 
16 SS 45 33.15 19.50 
16 M 41 29.29 8.82 

17 E 43 47.92 22.88 
17 s 74 44.57 20.61 
17 SS 39 53.66 28,33 
17 M 66 34.95 16,59 

18 E 44 47.95 22,86 
18 s 39 34.95 17.29 
18 SS 33 41.57 23.31 
18 M 48 45.52 15.34 

19 E 53 37.60 20.07 
19 s 60 34.33 14.94 
19 SS 75 21.04 13.00 
19 M 56 34.78 6.57 

20 E 51 55.88 23.88 
20 s 59 34.61 18.95 
20 SS 55 37,33 14.83 
20 M 66 48.85 16.64 

21 E 55 31. 70 24.65 
21 s 40 30,16 10.80 
21 SS 5,5 28.07 12.87 
21 M 50 30.45 10.00 

22 E 58 43,58 21.79 
22 s 55 41. 77 17.92 
22 SS 49 19,07 8.86 
22 M 60 37.33 14.83 

23 E 48 47.37 25,50 
23 s 72 58.95 18.00 
23 SS qO 41.54 18.04 
23 M 45 37.56 14.12 

24 E 47 45.60 13,73 
24 s 48 43.55 16,65 
24 SS 57 26.43 11.30 
24 M 31 27.00 14.80 
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School Subject PCI Required Self ... Ipitiated 
Work Work 

~ 

25 E 56 30.55 22.03 
25 s 47 45.52 :l,1,94 
25 SS 58 42.92 14.88 
25 M 57 35.80 17.85 

26 E 54 51.00 24.15 
26 s 59 4~.50 12.45 
26 SS 64 36.00 13.20 
26 M s~ J2.06 18.33 

27 E 52 44.56 20.39 
27 s 65 37,54 24.22 
27 SS 48 39.29 15.55 
27 M 30 48.40 11. so 
28 E 35 40.96 29,44 
28 s 49 50.66 1,8.33 
28 SS 35 36,38 20.57 
28 M 54 51.32 18.58 

29 E 45 33.91 12.95 
29 s 52 38.25 1,2.43 
29 SS 53 29.12 11.35 
29 M 57 41.66 13.70 

30 E 46 40.48 13.37 
30 s 51 38.32 12.00 
30 SS 52 28.97 18.58 
30 M 67 30.44 10.33 
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PCI SCORE$ WITH CLASS '.MEAN PRODUCTIVE 
WORK SCORES FOR RU~L SCHOOLS 

School Subject PCI Reqt,1i:r:ed Self-Initiated 
Work Wprk 

~ 

31 E 55 25.94 19.12 
31 s Not ueed see schoc,,l number 40 
31 SS 61 40.48 16.16 
31 M 61 41.66 13.70 

32 E 50 44. 76 35.84 
32 s 42 45.00 17,66 
32 SS 50 54, 71 27.85 
32 M 62 34.95 23.90 

' 

33 E 53 48.82 20.23 
33 s 45 31,44 21.83 
33 SS 59 35.80 17.85 
33 M 57 39.17 21. 78 

34 E 52 33.22 20.22 
34 s 62 52,81 22,25 
34 SS 68 39.84 17.00 
34 M 51, 48.45 18.36 

35 E 29 47.90 32.36 
35 s 55 31~00 13,09 
35 SS 63 38.7,5 20.25 
35 M 56 40.10 10.10 

36 E 56 44.81 27.19 
36 s 53 51.00 32.22 
36 SS 63 37.60 17.56 
36 M 55 32.71 19.33 

37 E 59 24,81 12.77 
37 s 67 ~l.23 22.38 
37 SS 43 21.15 11.73 
37 M 54 36,03 11.17 

38 E 41 40.20 17.93 
38 s .54 .53.16 18.67 
38 SS 50 32.60 .11,15 
38 M 53 38 .. 19 16.00 

39 E 66 26.57. 11.65 
39 s 55 36.32 23.14 
39 SS 41 47,27 32.86 
39 M 52 38.62 27,37 
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School Subject PCI Required Self·lnitiated 
Work Work 

40 E NQt used see school number 31 
40 s 53 37.lS 16.19 
40 SS Not used see school number 31 
40 M 55 27.97 16.71 

41 E 59 48.28 20. 71 
41 s 41 34.80 20.19 
41 SS 51 33.69 15.08 
41 M 43 50.00 15.65 

42 E 59 36.09 15.95 
42 s 54 47.87 22.04 
42 SS 64 20.50 9.66 
42 M 56 34.39 12.50 

43 E 60 46.15 22.26 
43 s 52 41.71 22.50 
43 SS 52 33,83 19.33 
43 M Not U$ed see school number 40 

44 E 68 59.60 42.00 
44 s 57 28.15 10.92 
44 SS 56 33.94 16.55 
44 M 59 37.50 20.75 

45 E 50 53.28 20.94 
45 s 56 45.64 20.68 
45 SS 71 37.26 22.23 
45. M; 58 34,70 17.52 

46 E 61 39.15 11,50 
46 s 57 37.25 14.62 
46 SS 54 39.62 22.10 
46 M 62 30.83 13.00 
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