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FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS:
| AR STUDY OF STUDENT NEWSPAPERS AND JOURNALISM
PROGRAMS IN OKLAHOMA HIGH SCHOOLS AND THEIR
RELATIONSHIP TO HUMAN RIGHTS AND HUMAN RELATIONS

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

During'the ﬁost-world War II years, and increasing
in the 1960s, a greater concern emerged for the rights of
America's youth in general, and for the rights of students
in parficular. This concern permeated all levelé of
public school eéucation, from primafy schools to colleges.

Fundamentally, the United States has been a
country functioning as 2 political democracy. Implicit
with this circumstance was the principle, that in order
to preserve the freedoms persons cherished, citizens
needed to know and exercise their rights as prescribed
by the Constitution. However, this was not regarded as
applicable to all persons, as millions have been denied
many of these basic rights., The Constitution never
stated thaf this was iimited to adults, the rich, to
those in positions of authority; or to those in the
ma jority, but it seemed to mean this, The years sinqe

1
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the mid-1950s, howéver, produced a general civil rights
movement. Many groups and individualé sought greater
protection of the human and civil rights they believed
were denied them, due to their minority and/or |
disadvantaged status, '

In short, the awareness that the Constitution
should protect all of the country's people grew
significantly; This awareness was no less significant
among the nation's youth. The Civil Rights movement of
the 1950s and 1960s gave impetus to dissent and violence
on college campuses, over the nation. Ackerly (1969)
suggested:

. . . student demonstrations of dissent --
be they lengthy sit-ins, teach-ins, boycotts,
walkouts, walk-ins, or full-scale riots --
concentrated attention on the prerogatives of
students, especially their right to be heard.?

It was predictable that with such a model to
follow, the right to be heard ultimately became a major
issue.of the public high school as well., A raft of court
cases involving various rights of high school students --
many decided in favor of students -- verify that this

happened.

Although the principle that students should have

1Robert L. Ackerly, The Reasonable Exercise of
Authority, (Washington, D.C.: The National Association
of Secondary School Principals, 1969), p. 1.
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rights was not new -- indeed it preceded the Middle Agss
-- the rationale behind the current ciamor for the
increased rights of high school students was relatively
new, Basically, this rationale said that if society
expected its citizens to exercise their constifutionally
guaranteed rights responsibly, then the schools needed
to provide a climate in which youth could learn those .
desired behavibrs. This could best have been achieved
adequately, if schools had aided students in actively
exercising the righté about which they wished them to
learn,
The American Civil Liberties Union (1968) offered

the Foilowing quideline on this matter:

. . . freedonm implies the right to make mistakes

and that students must therefore sometimes be

permitted to act in ways which are predictably

unwise, so long as the consequences of their acts

arg not dangerous to life and property, and_do

not seriously disrupt the academic process,
Unfortunately, high schocl students too often were not
accorded an opportunity to exercise many rights, let alone
to have made mistakes in the process. Nonetheless, the |

pressure to loosen the log jams which hindered students!

freedom to exercise their rights continued to mount.

2pmerican Civil Liberties Union, Academic
Freedom in the Secondary Schools, (New York: .ACLU, 1968),
p. 10,
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This pressure was directed mostly at achieving the
same civil liberties given all citizens, namely, freedom
of speech, press, assembly, association, religion, and
freedom from invidious discrimination. Generally, in one
manner or another, each of these freedoms was intricately
linked with the broad freedom of expression, Regarding
this broad concern, Lucas (1971) indicated the Supreme
Court had established that:

Educational authorities -- principals, deans,
boards of education, etc. -~- must make a showing
of "clear and present danger" posed by a student's
expression before curtailing action can be taken.
This standard derives, of course, from the
important role of expression -- even nonverbal
expression -- in a free society, the special

need to preserve free inquiry in the educational
setting, and tightly limited area_allowed for
government intrusion into speech.

Freedom of expression has been interpreted to
mean freedom of speech, of the press and freedom with
regard to appearance and dress. ﬁerhaps, the press has
been the most representative area within this broad
freedom. The rationalefor this is that in a political
democracy, it has been crucial to maintain a free press.
A free press has been the personification of freedom of

expression. Implicit in the very nature of the press has

been the responsibility to be a vehicle for various forms

SRoy Lucas, "The Rights of Students," The Rights
of Americans: What They Are -- What They Should Be, ed.
by Norman Dorsen (New York: Random House, Inc., 1971),
p. 575, '




S
of expression and ihereby provide people with access to
the truth. |
Iﬁ was no less incumbent on public high schools
than on society at large, to provide an atmosgheré in
which the press -~ in this case the student pfess -
could function freely. By so doing, it could provide a
vehicle for students to learn how to exercise an
important righf responsibly, Such a student press could
serve a second meaningful function, namely, to provide
access for varying viswpoints existing within the school.
In other words, the high school press could have
served 28 pertinent human relations functien by providing
a voice for all divergent groups within the school.
Moreover, this function may have been realized if the
student press had been allowed to exist in a climate of .
freedom, without prior censorship because the right of
free speech and press has always bsen based on a prior
commifment to a search for the truth,
There was considerable support for these notions.
The ACLU (1968) suggested:
The right of every student to have access to
varied points of view, to confront and study
controversial issues, to be treated without
prejudice or penalty for what he reads or
writes, and to have facilities for learning
available in the school library and the
classroom may not be derogated or denied
e o o The student press should be considered

a learning device., Its pages should not be
looked upon as an official image of the school, .
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always required to present a polished appearance
to the extramural world. Learning effectively
proceeds through trial and error, and as much or
more may sometimes be gained from reactions to
a poor article or a tasteless publication as
from the traditional pieces, groomed carefully
for external inspection.

Unfortunately, there was little direct evidence
to suggest that the high school press was free, in the
sense described abeve, Nor did it appear that the high
school press was viewed and/cr used as an effective human
relations vehicle., This situation applied to student
newspapers as well as classroom journalism programs. In
a broader sense, this was inconsistent with democratic
values in public, secondary education, It was at least
a show of indifference toward students' right of free
expression,

fMluch of the responsibility for this phenomenon
must be borne by the adult leadership in high schools.
Largely, this was dependent on the recent shift in
attitude toward student rights in general. Dolce (1971)
assessed this change by suggesting:

Tkis shift in consensus concerning the nature
of the child, including a change in concept of
minors as having an active, self-initiating
nature rather than simply a passive reflective-

of-=adults nature is responsible in large part
for the differing opinions concerning the

4ACLU, Secondary Schools, pp. 10-12,
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rights of students. Some adults have made this
intellectual transition; others havenot . . »
To those who value individual rights above the
orderliness of society, the problems of control
~.of behavior are_secondary to the primacy of
student rights.5

Campbell (1970) related this notion to high school
journalism specifically:

What does it matter if the principal fails the
minority of the students in journalism and
student publishing? To be sure, principals
have been confronted with unrest -- racial
problems, drug problems and others. Some of
the unrest may have been eliminated had there
been effective communication, And, this kind
of communication cannot be achieved through a
monthly newspaper . . . The inescapable truth
is that many principals simply are not doing
for student journalism what they do for other
curricular and co-curricular activities.

If human rights were to be better understood by
high school students, in the hope that this would lead to
the improvement of human relations attitudes and behaviors,
then this understanding needed to be conscientiously and
actively facilitated. It was important that the approaches
to reéching this goal were comprehensive, It would have
been a mistake to isolate human rights - human relations

as entities within themselves, being quite separate from

Scarl J. Dolce, A Sensible Assessment of Student
Rights and Responsibilities (paper presented at the 103rd
annual convention of the American Association of School
Administrators, Atlantic City, N.J., Feb. 20-24), pp. 3-4,

bLaurence R. Campbell, The Human Equation and the
School Newspaper, (Iowa City, Iowa: Quilland Scroll
Society, 1970), p. 26.
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the total inner wofkings of a given high school system,

As Dolce and Campbell suggestéd, student rights
are fundamental to improving human relations problems, in
the school. Given the link between the right of free
expression and the nature of high school journalism, it
seemed reasonable to assume that opportunities were greater
here than in many areas of the education program, for the
development of attitudes and understandings regarding the

responsible discharge of this right,

Background of the Study

Before the 1960s, there was very little challenge
to the authority of secondary school administrators over
students' attitudes and behaviors. Much of this was
attributed to the fact that "in loco parentis™ thinking
remained dominant., This philosophy suggested that
students were in school to learn and séhool authorities
were in the best position to determine what they should
learn and hcw that should be accomplished. Little
attention was given to the notion of constitutional
rights; nor were students generally accorded much ffeedom
to exercise any such rights unfettered,

The decade following the mid-1960s, however, sauw
an increase in the number of court cases tending to
reverse many of these tréditioné. Gaddy (1971)

attributed this phenomenon to three factors:
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First, many of tha issues litigated in the courts

would not have arisen had administrators and

school boards been more attuned to the legal,

judicial, and social tenor of American socisty.

Second, secondary and elementary school students

'in recent years have becoms much more inclined

to challenge school rules and regulations.

Third, federal and state courts have become

more willing to accept cases invelving the

internal affairs of public education., The net

effect of these three factors has been a

dramatic increase in the number of court cases

involving precollege students during the 1960s.7.

An additional influence, of course, was the
aftermath of the Civil Rights movement. The attempts to
implement school desegregation, integration, and
non-discrimination guidelines brought a greater concern
for the total human relations concern in the public
schools. DPaying greater attention to individual and
group rights became a necessary outgrowth of this concern,
Consequently, there were many studies conducted and
programs devised which sought to improve human relations
- human rights practices in schools all over the nation,
This phenomenon was a consideration leading to

the conducting of this study., As noted earlier, it was
assumed that there was a relationship between improving
human relations and expanding students' opportunities to

exercise their right of free expression, This indicated

7Dale Gaddy, Rights and Freedoms of Public School
Students: Directions from the 1960s (Topeka, Kansas:
National Organization on Legal Problems in Education,
1971), p. 54,
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a need for such a study. Furthermore, whereas there had
been ﬁany studies dealing with human rights - human
relations, and studies on student newspapers and high
school journalism programs, there apparently had been no
investigation conducted on the problem identified here
in Oklahoma.

B second factor influencing this research was a
previous study conducted by Bennett in 1969, The results
of that study dealing with the nature of Oklahoma high
school journalism pregrams, indicated two strong, general
conditions:

1. The status and quality of high school
journalism in Oklahoma were quite low,

2. (0Oklahoma high séhool principals generally
held favorable attitudes toward high school journalism
programs but did little to ensure high quality,
particularly in regard to supporting student freedom of
expression through the school newSpaper.8

These two conclusions were supported by similar
findings from studies conducted in other states. These

studies are discussed in Chapter II.

Bpavid L. Bennett, The Status of Scholastic
Journalism: An Analytical Survey of the Nature of and
Attitude Toward Scholastic Journalism in Cklahoma
(unpublished liaster's thesis, University of (Oklahoma,
1969), pp. 62-66,
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Sparked by both the results of this research and
by the growing concern for improving human rights - human
relations in high schools, this study was conceived and

conducted,

Purpose of the Study

This study sought to explore the relationship
between high school journalism, the student newspaper and
the improving of human relations -~ human rights attitudes,
within the school, The assumption was that improving
human relations attitudes in the school depended largely
on respecting the rights of all students and of all people,
and on creating an atmosphere in which these rights could
be exercised freely and responsibly, It was believed that
high school journalism and student newspapers could.be
important in such a learning process.

To achieve this aim, the study investigated the
activities of the journalism courses and student
newspapers and the attitudes of principa;s, newspaper
advisers, and journalism teachers, toward human rights,
human relations and students' freedom of press. It
was intended that these findings would serve as indicators
'to what could be done to increase high school journalism's
importance and enhance its role as an integrating factor
in improving interpersonal and intergroup relations, in

the high school.,
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Statement of the Problem

The problem for investigation was£ Do student
newspapers and classroom joufnalism courses facilitate a
significant concern for human rights and effective human
relations in the high school?

More specifically, the study attempted to discover
answers to the Following secondary questions:

1. What are the major purposes of journalism
courses and student newspapers, in Oklahoma high schools?

2, How much press freedom and censorship exist:
in Oklahoma high school newspaper situations?

3. To what extent do high school enrollment size
and racial mix affect purposes of and attitudes toward
the high school newspaper?

4, To what extent are the fﬁnctions and valuss
taught in the journalism courses practiced by the

student newspapers?

Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were proposed for
the study of this particular problem and related questions:

Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference

between the attitudes of high school principals and
newspaper advisers with regard to the role of the student

newspaper in advancing effective human relations and a
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concern for human rights in the high school,

Hypothesis 2, There is no significant difference

between high schools in four enrollment classifications,
with regard to advisers' and principals' attitudes toward
the role of the student newspaper in advancing human
relations and a concern for human rights in the high
schoel,

Hypotheis 3, There is no significant difference

between physically desegregated and physically segregated
high schools, with regard to.advisers' and principals!
attitudes toward the role of the student newspaper in
advancing human relations and a concern for human rights
in the high school,

Hypothesis 4, There is no significant difference

between the attitudes of high school principals and
newspaper advisers, with regard to students' exercising
of freedom of press,

Hypothesis 5, There is no significaht difference

between high schools in four enrollment classifications,.
with regard to high school principals' and newspaper
advisers' attitudes towarc students' exercising of freedom
of press. |

Hypothesis 6, There is no significant difference

between physically desegregated and physically segregated

high schools, with regard to advisers' and principals!
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attitudes toward students' exercising of freedom of -

press.

Significance of the Study

Several aspects of this study had sigqificant
implications for future use. First, this study was
designed to provide information in an area where very
little information based on research data had existed;
Second, this study was conducted, in part, to give
principals and journalism advisers valuable insight into
improving the role of high school journalism programs as
human relations facilitators., Third, this study was
conducted, in part, to provide information concerning
the quality of existing journalism programs in GCklahoma
high schools, Ffourth, this study was conducted, in part,
to provide additionai information on the increasing
concern over students' right of free expression in public
high schools, Fifth, this study was conducted also to
provide some indication of whether or not the quality of
high school curricula -~ in this case journalism -- varies
among high schools with differing enrollments and racial
mixes; and finally, this study was conducted to provide

a base on which future studies might be developed.

.Definition of Terms

Human relations was defined as the sum total of
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relationships betwéen individuals and between groups. The
basic determiner of good or bad human relations was the
.degree to which groups and individuals were willing to
grant and respect the rights of others,

The definition of human rights used was that

formulated by Phi Delta Kappa (1971) as follows:.

The human rights most prized by our society grew
out of struggles celebrated in the history of
Western civilization, Man's unending search for
human rights produced the tenets of Judaism and
Christianity; the principles of Graeco-Roman
philosophy and law; the fMlagna Carta; the Petition
of Right; the Declaration of Independence; the
Constitution of the United States; the
Declaration of the Rights of Man; the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights of the United
Nations; and a long list of other declarations,
documents, proclamations, legislative enactments,
and judicial decisions, the proud product of
democracy.

Among the rights these landmark statements seek
to secure are life; liberty; security of person;
equality of opportunity for every individual in
every facet of life; freedom of speech; freedom
of press; freedom of (or from) religious belief;
the right of due process; freedom of assembly,
petition, and redress of grievances; protection
against unreasonable search and seizure; freedom
from self-incrimination; the right to trial by

a Jjury of peers; the right to privacy; the right
to fair and equal representation in government;
the right to own property and enter into
contracts; the right to select leaders through
the exercise of the franchise; and the right

to dissent,

In this study, the rights of free speech and free press

%phi Delta Kappa.Teacher Education Project on
Human Rights, A Guide for Improving Teacher Education in
Human Rights (Norman, Oklahoma, 1971), pp. 3-4.




were of primary concern,

Freedom of expression technicélly included

numerous behaviors. It was used here, however, in

reference to free speech and free press. Freedom of

speech and freedom of press referred to the baéic,

constitutionally guaranteed rights to express information,
opinions and ideas on any subject or issue, In the Phi
Delta Kappa guide, this concept was expressed as follows:
All students should have access to truth in
relevant published materials and must be free to
discuss controversial issues, with responsible

directica, in the classrocom or on the school
campus,)

Enrcllment groups referred to the four classifications

of high schools, which were identified according to the
number of students enrolled.

Journalism courses and classroom journalism were

interchangeably used to refer to formal in-class
instruction in various areas of journalism, They were
to be'distinguished from the mechanics involved in
producing a student newspaper:.

A high school newspaper was any school-approved,

student~staffed newspaper that came out periodically
during the school year.

Prior restraint referred to the act of censoring

certain kinds of newspaper copy before they appeared in

101bid., p. S.
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print, either throﬁgh direct or indirect control, by some
school authority figure, -

A journalism advisev was one who was responsible

for both teaching journalism courses and advising'the

high school newspaper. In all but one high school used in
this study, these two responsibilities were handled by
the same individual,

A physically seqregated high school was cne which

was predominantly white (Caucasian) and a physically

desegregated high school was one composed of both white

and non-white (Negre, American Indian and Mexican-American)
students, Ten per cent or more non-white students were
required to classify a high school as physically
desegregated, This figure was established after
consultation with Dr, Joe Garrison, Dr. Melvin Todd, and
Dr. ﬁlenn Snider of the Consultative Center for Equal
Educational Opportunity Studies, at the University of

Oklahoma.

Delimitations

The study included all of the 133 Oklahoma high
schools which offered journalism courses during the
1972-73 school year, as reported by the State Department
of Education.,

The study was cohcerned'only with the responses

of high school principals, high school newspaper advisers
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and high school jodrnalism teachers.,

The study involved a philosophical question
bbasigally; and even though the instrument used
investigated specific behaviors of high school joufnalism
courses and newspapers, it was possible that there were
discrepancies between what advisers said tock place and
what actually took place in the classroom and on the -
newspaper. This possibility could have been alleviated
perhaps, if personal contact followups had been used,
such as content analysis of newspapers and personal
interviews. However, time and cost prohibited such

activities.

Methodology

These concerns were approachéd through the
following steps: Fifst, two instruments were constructed.
These instruments were questionnaires which were comprised
of items based on an instrument previously constructed
by Bennett (1969), on an instrument from a pilot study
which preceded the investigation at hand (1972), and on
instruments from several high school journalism studies
conducted by Dr. Laurence R. Campbell at Florida State
University.

The instrument for this study was designed to
investigate the attitudes of hiéh school principals and

high school journalism advisers, with regard to the
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problem and the reiated questions of the study., Also, the
intrument was designed to obtain a wide range of factual
info:matidn relating to the quality and nature of existing
high school journalism programs in Oklahoma, |

Second, six hypotheses were formulated, based on
the central concerns of the study.

Third, the questionnaire was administered to -
principals and journalism advisers in all Oklahoma high
schools which had journalism programs. The questionnaires
were administered by mail, and two followups were used to
obtain maximum response.

Fourth, the data was collected, tabulated and
interpreted. For this phase, three statistical instruments
were utilized, Factor analysis was used to further
validate the study, It eliminated certain questionnaire
items which did not fit into the response patterns of the
respondents, and clustered the remaining items into
factors which made maximum psychological sense, A total
of six factors emerged and were labeled., The data was
then subjected to chi square goodness of fit tests, to
ensure the normality of distribution, and thereby ensured
that the significance levels derived through the |
discriminant analyses would be accurate. These factors
were then subjected tﬁ discriminant function analyses,

which were designed to determine how advisers' and
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principals! attitudes varied, with regard to the sik'factors,
when they were sub-grouped. Discriminant function analyses
‘mere_condﬁcted by comparing all principals to all advisers,
by combining these respondents into four high school
enrollment classifications, and by grouping them into
two groups identified as physically segregated and

physically desegregated high schools for comparison,

Orcanization of the Study

This study is divided into five chapters.
Chapter I contains the introduction, background of the
study, purpose of the study, statement of the problem,
methodology, hypotheses, significance of the study,
definition of terms, delimitations and organization of
the study., |

Chapter II consists of a review of selected and
related literature.

Chapter III deals with the design of the study,
the selection of subjects, procedures, instrumentation,
administration and scoring of the instrument, and
statistical treatment.

Chapter IV presents the analysis and
interpretation of the data.

Chapter V contains the summary, major findings,

conclusions and recommendations,



CHAPTER IIX
REVIEW OF SELECTED AND RELATED LITERATURE

Prior to the 1960s, the role, the rights‘and the
responsibilities of the high school student press and"
high school journalism had not been sub jects of widespread
debate., Likewise, the status of high school students!
rights generally -- and the right of freedom of
expression specifically -- had not been the subject of
much debate, That condition had been altered, during the
1960s and early 1570s. fiuch of this change may be
attributed to an overall change in the educational
climate of public hiéh schools, which in turn resulted
chiefly from the Civil Rights movement of the sixties,
The overall student rights movement and the push by
students for greater participation in all phases of their
educational program was, therefore, a net result of this
social and political movement. Plasco (1969) reflecﬁed
this change:

Until recently, the general public and the legal
profession have had little concern about the
civil rights of ‘the individual student in our
public educational system.  The student has been
forced to fight his own battle against the
procedures by which these requlations have been

enforced. The resqlt often has been the loss of

21
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some of his personal freedoms, ']

Increased numbers of court cases emerged as the
result of clashes between high school authorities and
studénts over freedom of expression and press issuss,
These judicial cases supported the notion that these
freedoms were no longer non-controversial areas, in the
public schools, High school administrators, teachers and
students had thus become increasingly concerned with the
issue of students! freedom of expression, Simultaneously,
the courts had made ‘decisions which loosened traditional
school controls, regarding this right,

This increase of attention to student freedom of
expression should not be viewed as being isolated from
other social phenomena. Certainly, it was a part of the
broader student rights movement. Similarly, the student
righfs movement emerged as the result of multiple
contributing factors. Many writefs suggest that two of
these factors which significantly influenced the rise of
the student rights movemen£ were: (1) The Civil Rights
movement of the 1950s and 1960s which was complemented
by certain national and international issues and problems,

the most notable of which were the Vietnam War and racial

Mmarvin R, hlasco, "School, Student and
Appearance Regulations,” Cleveland-Marshall Law Review,
18 (Jan., 1969), p. 143,
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strife; and (2) thé gradual dissipation of "in loco ’
parentis" thinking in the public schobls.
| Tﬁ better understand the current demand for
student freedom of expression and press, and to bé able
to relate it to the broader perspective of the student
rights movement, these two factors needed to be briefly

examined,

In Loco Parentis

This doctrine had been an integral part of the
American public school fiber, for many generations. It
was a common law concept which said that the school
assumed the same responsibility and authority over the
student as the parents would have, in the absence of those
parents, Although it predated well into antiquity, I; W,
Blackstone, the famed English jurist of the 18th Century
provided the first formal usage of this concept: ", . .
to protect individual tutors and governesses in ths employ
of a household so that they might operate in a disciplinary
fashion similar to that of the parents,"iZ

Originally, the doctrine was used to support.the
public school's right to administer corporal punishment

to the student., However, through the years it provided

12gichard Farson, Birth Rights, (New York:
Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1974), p. 118,
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wide ranging authority for school officials over virtually
all aspects of student life, within tﬁe school, One 19th

Century case -- Lander v, Seaver, 1859 -- concerning

student disciplinary action, reflected this early
expansion of the doctrine., In its sweeping oﬁinion, the
Vermont court said:

Acts done to deface or injure the schoolroom,
to destroy the books of scholars, or the books
or apparatus for instruction, or the instrument
of punishment of the master; language used to
other scholars to stir up disorder and
insubordination, or to heap odium and disgrace
upon the master; writings and pictures placed
so as to suggest evil and corrupt language,
images and thoughts to the youth who must
frequent the school; all such or similar acts
tend directly to impair the usefulness of the
school, the welfare of the scholars and the
authority of the master. By common consent

and by the universal custom in our New England
schools, the master has always been deemed to
have the right to punish such offenses. Such
power is essential to the preservation of order,
‘decency, decorum and good government in schools, 13

This degree of harshness may have abated in more
modern times, but the evidence seemed substantial that
the "in loco parentis® phiiOSOphy prevailed long after
this early case. A 1970 Syracuse University study
verified the long existence of this practice:

Historically, the public schools have had the

very special function of certifying for the
young what is "right", what is customary, what

13_ander v. Seaver, 32 Vt. 121 (1859) as quoted
in Gaddy, Directions from the 1960s, p. 8.
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is legitimate, what is expected, what is laudable,
and what is "wrong" in the American society.

The study further suggested that this historic function was
no longer viable,

Triezenberg concurred (1971). He suggested that
the protective armor "in locoparentis," which had provided
schools with a rationale in discipline matters, hiad been
torn . away.15 . The Educational School Boards Associatibn
(1970) concluded: *In terms of setting limits to student
rights, then, 'in loco parentis' no longer provides
satisfactory authority -- if, indeed, it ever did."16

Gradually, court decisions turned the tide of
thinking from the extremes expressed in the 1859 Lander
v, Seaver ruling, to the more "liberalized" thoughts
expressed above, Kleeman (1972), citing Chicago school
law authority Allen Schwartz, noted that "in loceo
parentis" was traceable to the Code of Hammurabi in the
18th Century B.C., and that it came to this country via

common law, He said: "Recent court rulings . . . have

14Ackerly, Authority, p. 9.

15George Triezenberg, "How To Live with Due
Process," The Bulletin of the NASSP, No. 352 (Feb., 1971)
p. 62,

6Educational School Boards Association, Policiss
That Clarify Student Rights and Responsibilities, (a school
board policy development kit prepared by the EGBA,
waterford, Conn,, Oct., 1970), p. S.
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pointed to its narfowness and inapplicability to student
rights."17 |
Oneof the more notable and influential court

cases, in this regard was West Virginia Board of

Education v. Barnette (1943). The court ruled that the

school's authority to compel attendance and obedience of
school rules did not take precedence over students!
constitutional.rights under the Fourteenth Amendment.
The majority opinion asserted that this amendment:

. « « protects the citizen against the State
itself and all of its creatures -- the Board
of Education not excepted. These have, of
course, important, delicate and highly
discretionary functions, but ncne that they
may not perform within the limits of the Bill
of Rights., That they are educating the young
for citizenship is reason for scrupulous
protection of Constitutional freedoms of the
individual, if we are not to strangle the free
mind at its source and teach youth to discount
important principles of our government as mere
platitudes,18

Ackerly (1969) noted that the now famous In re
Gault spelled out specifically what the Barnette

decision had suggested 24 years earlier, when it said:

17Richard p. Kleeman, Student Rights and
Responsibilities: Courts Force Schools To Change, (an
Education U,.,S.A, Special Report, Washington, D.C.,
National School Public Relations Asscc., 1972), p. 4.

1BGordon Nelson, "Aspects of the Legal _
Relationship Between Students and the Public High
Schools,¥ unpublished paper, prepared for the
Consultative Center for Equal Education Opportunity,
University of Oklahoma, 1971, (mimeographed)}, introductory
page., ’
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"Whatever may be their precise impact, neither the
Fourteenth Amendment nor the Bill of Rights is for adults
alone.“19. The implications of this statement for "imn loco
parentis" were obvious, Kleeman (1972) suggested; as

have others, that it was the 1969 Tinker v, Des Moines

Independent Community School District case that struck

a further blow to "in loco parentis.“20 In this
landmark freedom of expression case, the court said:

First Amendment rights, applied in light of the
special characteristics of the school environment
are available to teachers and students, It can
hardly be argued that either students or teachers
shed their constitutional rights to freedom of
speech or expression at the schoolhouse gate.,
This has been the unmistakable holding of this
court for almost 50 years,21

On this decision, Kleeman reflected:

Tinker was decided, and the hoary doctrine
"in loco parentis" -- the theory that schools
and teachers could exercise total control
over students because they acted as parent-
substitutes and out of concern for studengf'
welfare -~ would never be the same again.

19Ackerly, Authority, p. 4.

20Kleeman, Responsibilities, p. 3.

21National Education Association, Code of Student
Rights and Responsibilities (developed by the NEA Task
Force on Student Involvement, Washington, D.C., 1971),
p. 21.

22Kleeman, Responsibilities, p. 3.
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Klahn (1971) contended that oecause of Tinkér,
"The 'in loco parentis' concept of the past has been
circumscribed as it relates to free speech and
nondisruptive types of protest.“23

Kidd, Schuyver and Scott (1973) cited the 1971

freedom of expression case, Turley v, Adel Community

School District, in which the court had further adverse

reflections on the "in loco parentis" doctrine specifically:
The Court firmly believes that it is the parents
who are primarily responsible for their child's
appearance, The shop-worn concept of schools
being "in loco parentis® is not accepted by this
court,

The "in loco parentis" doctrine was not dead,
however. Gatti and Gatti (1972) noted that it was still
used as one of the oldest and most valuable legal
defenses protecting teachers from liability in student
disciplinary cases. Even though its practical
applicability has narrowed, the following legal
guideiine was cited:

While acting within the scope of your [ the

teacher's ]} duty, you stand in the shoes of
the parent; therefore, you may generally

2:S.Richard P. Klahn, "The Tinker Case: A Principai's
View Two Years Later,” The Bulletin of the NASSP, No., 352
(Feb., 1971), p. 73. ,

24Gerald D. Kidd, Billye M, Van Schuyver, and
Lederle Scott, "The Students Right to Freedom of
Expression," Qklahoma Teacher, (March, 1973), p. 9.
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exercise such‘powers as the parent would exercise
over the student . . . you have the powers of a
parent in school related matters of: work
performance, student conduct; discipline; and
‘your students' immediate welfars.

Neither was it clear that this traditional
doctrine had disappeared from all aspects of phblic
school regulation. Temple University law authority H.C,
Hudgins (1971) noted: "It is clear that the courts have
left the doctrine of %in loco parentis' undisturbed with
| respect to locker searches,"26

However, it éppeared certain that the doctrine
no longer carried the same meaning as it once did, over
a century ago, Its gradual dissipation had been a
contributing factor to the increased challenges to
traditional school authority, concerning many student

rights areas. freedom of expression has been one of the

more predominant ones,

The Civil Rights Movement and Related Issues

As "in loco parentis” domination was lessening,
the Civil Rights Movement of the 1950s and 1960s, spurred

by other issues and problems, made it more difficult for

25paniel J. Gatti and Richard D. Gatti, The
Teacher and the Law, (West Nyack, N.Y.: Packer Publishing
Company, Inc., 1972), pp. 48-49,

26Kl eeman, Responsibilities, p. 24.
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schools to continue functioning in the tradition of this
doctrine, as they had historically., Parker, O'Neil and

Econopouly (1965) suggested that the 1954 Brown v. Board

of Education of Topeka decision by the U.S. Supreme Court,

"is to date, very likely the singlemost importént

decision of the twentieth century."27

On that date, the
court held that segregation of children in the nation's

public schools was in violation of the equal protection

' clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.,

Clearly, the Brown decision was important for a
myriad of reasons, The most obvious reason was its
impact on the "separate but equal" concept practiced in
multi~-racial school districts, But, it was equally
revolutionary to the student rights movement. For the
first time, it set in motion the forces which would
limit the control that school authorities had over
students' rights. Gaddy (1971) offered this analysis:

At issue is not the authority of school officials
to suspend, expel, or otherwise discipline
students; rather, the issue is the legal
limitations or modifications that school

officials can place on the constitutional
rights and freedoms of students,28

27ponald parker, Robert M., 0'Neil, and Nicholas
Econopouly, Civil Liberties: Case Studies and the Lau,
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1965), p. 79.

280addy, Directions from the 1960s, p. S.
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Nelson (1971) noted the emphasis the courts placed
on education being a "right%:

And the United States Supreme Court, in the
Brown v. Board of Education case, stated that
the opportunity of an education, 'where the
state has undertaken to provide it, is a right
which must be available to all on equal terms,'29

During the 20 years since the Brown decision, the
concept that students involved in the public school
education prodess were entitled to legal protection of
their constitutional rights had become firmly entrenched.,
Concurrently, it was established that any attempt by
school authorities to sever a student from the mainstream
of his peer group had to be accompanied by evidence of
appropriate due process,

Triezenﬁerg noted five cases that established
important precedents which had been cited frequently in

regard to this concept: Monroe v. Pape (1961), Madera v.

Board of Education (1967), Brown v, Board of Education

(1954), Esteban v, Central Missouri State College (1969),

and Dixon v, Alabama Board of FEducation (1961).30

Triezenberg made several concise analyses of these cases,
Monroe expanded the notion that students could

bring suit and seek redress, and that state action could

29Nelson, "Legal Relationships," p. 17.

30Triezenberg, “Due Process," p. 64.
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not violate the U.S. Constitution., Both Brown and Madera
established education as a right. Brown was discussed
earlier. In Madera, the court said:

It has long been clear that where a government

affects the private interest of an individual,

it may not proceed arbitrarily, but must observe

due process of law,

The Dixon case furthered the principle of due
process six years eariier. The court ruled that students
should be informed in a formal hearing, of charges brought
against them., Esteban pointed out that where such
procedural conditions had been‘met, the student did not
"enjoy an unfettered right to do as he wished. School
officials within a framework of constitutional standards
can regulate student conduct , "32 |

0f course, there were numerous other cases during
this two decade period which contributed significantly
to the concept that students' constitutional rights need
protection. Most of these cases arose from civil rights
related issues or other societal issues of the 1960s,
Students were rebelling over myriad causes.,

Hentoff (1971), Kleeman (1972), Westin (1969),

Fish (1970), the New York Times (1971), and others,

311bid., p. 65.

321bid., pp. 65-66.
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reflected this condition.33 Fish cited a 1969 speech by
Westin, in which the latter related a study he had
conducted to determine the principal sources of unrest
among high school students., Racial discrimipation,
political dissent (Vietnam and the draft primarily),
dress codes, discipline codes and educational reform
respectively, were listed as being the most prevalent
reasons for student dissent.4 This documentation lends
support to the aforementioned premise concerning the two
factors behind the student fights movement, Out of much
of this dissention came court cases, |
Cuban (1972) further reflected these conditions:

This burgeoning revolt by our sequestered youth

is rooted in diverse rebellions outside the high

schools that began in the early 1960s: the drive

for civil rights; the awakenings on college

campuses from the Free Speech Movement te the

1968 Battle of Morningside Heights;_and the
multi-dimensional antiwar movement.

33nat Hentoff, "Why Students Want Their
Constitutional Rights," Saturday Review of Literature
(May 22, 1971); Kleeman, Responsibilities, (1972); Alan,
Westin, "Civic Education in a Crisis Age," (a2 speech
delivered April 10, 1969); Kenneth Fish, Conflict and
Dissent in the High School (Milwaukee: Bruce Publishing
Ca., 1970}; Douglas E. Kneeland, "Youth Rebellion of 60s
Waning," New York Times, Oct. 21, 1971,

34Fish, Conflict and Dissent, p. 9.

35Larry Cuban, Youth as a flinority: An Anatomy
of Student Rights (Washington, D.C.: Natlonél Council for
the Social Studies, 1972), p. 36.
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The 1970 President's Commission on Campus Unrest
concluded precisely that racism, the war in Southeast
Asia and personal freedoms were at the root of student
unrest. The Commission suggested that the racial issues
of the larger society during the 1960s had filtered
through to the college campuses and on to the public
high schools., It also suggested that dissent over the
war fed from the fervor created by the racial issues,
and that both of these created a climate which influenced
the rebellion against rules,.discipline and loss of
personal freedom. The Commission concluded that
deprivation of individual rights was at the core of
untest and that it continued where the Civil Rights
Movement had ended.36

Trump and Hunt's (1969) study added more credence
to this line of thinking. They reported that the issues
raised by protesting students centered on school
regulations at a third of the respondent schools, race
relations and other social or political issues at a fourth
of the schools, and the instructional program at half of

the sc:hoc;ls.:"7

36Pr931dent'* Commission on Campus Unrest, The
Report of the President's Commission on Campus Unrest
(washington, D.C., 1970), pp. 5T-59.

37J. Lloyd Trump and Jane Hunt, "The Nature and
Extent of Student Activism," The Bulletln of the NASSP,
No. 53, (May, 1969), pp. 150-158.,
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Cuban gave the following assessment:

This unfinished revolution demands that the
excluded ~-- blacks, women, the poor, the ethnic
groups -- be granted the same rights, esteem
"and material abundance as affluent white
Protestants. The excluded are to be included.
This is a quantitative revolution, stressing
jobs, housing, education, income and rights.3

There was no doubt that many high school students
of the 1960s dissented in various ways over these rights

issues. Gaddy (1971) citing Newsweek, The Chronicle of

Higher Education and Anrig gave an indicator of this

phenomenon:

Indeed, according to Newsweek, some 6,000
incidents of protests were registered in
America's public schools in 1969. Compare
this with a 1968 study released by the
United States National Student Association
that showed only 221 collece demonstrations
on 101 American campuses the year before.
Antig avers that "the potential for
disturbances in high schools is impressive.
There are, after ail, no more than 1,600
four-year colleges and universities in the
country. But there are 26,000 high schools
with two and a half times the enrollment of
the colleges“.39

Many of these protests ended in court as freedom
of expression cases. The 1969 Tinker case, involving the
wearing of armbands in protest of Vietnam military

actions by the United States, often has been cited as the

-

38Cuban, Youth as a Minority, p. 55.

39caddy, Directions from the 1960s, p. 4.
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epitome of high school protest cases because of the ’
definitive ruling handed down by the court. However,
Kleeman illustrated that the protests had been going on
for some time, before this landmark case:

Even before Tinker, the Civil Rights movement

flourished; college students were asserting

their rights on campuses from Berkeley to

Bostong young people of all ages were 1ncrea51ngly

involved in antiwar and other protests -- at

the Democratic National Convention, for example.

Furthermore, extending the vote to 18-year-olds

was the subject of prolonged debate that

called attention to the rights of the 6oung

and culminated in the 26th Amendment.

Whatever the causes, whatever the reasons, the

end of the 1960s brought a new awareness of students'
rights on the part of both students, as well as of high

school officials., The New York Times (1971) reflected

the gradual shift to the students' rights movement:

With the war in Vietnam becoming less visible,

with the draft lottery accepted as more

equitable, with the 18-year-old vote a reality,

with a lagging of time some distinctly new

patterns are emerging among young people.
This emerging pattern to which the Times referred
consisted of the formal recognition of and formalization :
of students rights, by multiple forces.

In the late sixties and early seventies, numerous

40Kleeman, Responsibilities, p. 3.

41Kkneeland, "Youth Rebellion," p. 1.
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leading national ofganizations adopted statements in
support of specific students’ rights.' The American Civil
Liberties Union, the National Education Association, Phi
Delta Kappa, and the National Association of Seconﬁary
School Principals were among the leaders, in this regard.
There were many more, as well,

In 1971, the National Education Association's'
Representative. Assembly adopted a strong statement on
student rights and responsibilities -- an indication of
the trend toward gradual recognition of student rights
in the public schools, The same year, at the national
Parent-Teachers Association convention, U.,S, Commissioner
of Eduéation, Sidney P. Marland stated:

Urganizatidn and discipline are required to
maintain our institutions, but at every

point when they limit individual rights, they
should be re-examined.

The trend filtered into all levels of public
school education during the early 1970s. Students were
encouraged to participate in most phases of the school
process -- boards of sducation, departmental decision
making, personnel selections, advisory groups, among
others. By 1972, 15 states had adopted major students'

rights and responsibilities statements, with many others

-

42Kleeman, Responsibilities, p. 6.
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under consideration.

It was evident that with the fe-evaluation of
."in loco parentis" and with the strengthening of the
Civil Rights Movement, during the 1960s, continuing into
the 1970s, the demand for more equitable treafment of
students' rights, including the right of freedom of
expression, would continue. Concerning the demand for
mare protectioﬁ of and better opportunity for high
school students' freedom of expression and press, there
were two ma jor bodies of literature which were important:
(1) The large number of court cases and related literature
which strengthened students' constitutional right of free
expreséion; and (2) studies that reflected the status of
and nature of the high school student press and high
school journalism programs.

Literature Relating toIStudents'
Right of Free Expression

Although there was a wealth of literature which
demonstrated the trend toward greater recognition of
students! right of free expression, little scientific
data was available in this area. Not one ma jor study
was discovered which investigated specifically high
school students! righﬁ of free expression. However, a
review of selected, related pieces of literature did show

indicators of recent thinking, with regard to this matter.
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As illustrated previously, the students' rights
movement, in general, gained considerable momentum
during the 1960s and early 1970s. Because much of its
early thrust was evident in various forms of protest or
demonstrations designed to vent feelings on iséues, the
exercise of free expression became one of the early
battlegrounds.

Broadly speaking, any example of overt or covert
demonstration of feelings or views was considered a form
of expression. However, the opposition to the many
manifestations of student expression was varied. Dolce
assessed the situation as follouws:

Students have the right to express their
religious, political, and/or philoscphical
beliefs. They should have the right of
intellectual dissent. Those who oppose

such a conclusion do so usually on the basis
of one or two premises: (1) The assertion
of intellectual dissent and the right to
express religious, political, and/or
philosophical beliefs leads to uncontrolled,
disorderly conduct; (2) the ma jor function
of the school is to indoctrinate; consequently,
dissent is dysfunctional,.

Student freedom of expression was described
philosophically by Maclver (1955) as: " . . . the freedom
to express and to defend views or beliefs, and the

freedom to question and to differ, without authoritative

43Dolce, Sensiblé Assessment, p. 6.




40
repression and witﬁout scholastic penalization."44
This did not mean, however, that freedom of
exprgssioﬁ for high school students was absolute. Like
other citizens, students! right of free expression was
subject to limitations,

The Harvard Law Review (1968) asserted that a

state;

. « « may be able to impose much more severe
restrictions on demonstrative activity at the
high school level (and, presumably, at the
elementary school level) conducted during
school time because of its responsbility to
use limited student time most efFiciently.45

Ackerly (1969) suggested:

Students may freely express their points of view
provided they do not seek to coerce others to
join in their mode of expression and provided
also that they do not otherwise intrude upon
the rights of others during school hours.

The American Civil Liberties Union (1968) earlier
had stressed a similar notion:

Generally speaking, students have the right to
express publicly and to hear any opinion on any
sub ject which they believe is worthy of
consideration., Assemblies and extra-curricular
organizations are the more obvious, appropgriate
forums for the oral exchange of ideas and offer
the oppaortunity for students to hear views on

44R. M. Maclver, Academic Freedom in Our Time,
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1955), p. 207.

45"Developments in the Law: Academic Freedom,”
Harvard Law Review, 81, (1968), p. 1132. '

46Ackerly, Authority, p. 7.
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topics of relatively specialized interest.
Whatever the forum, the faculty should defend
the right of students to hear and participate
in discussions of controversial issues.
Restrictions may be tolerated only when they
are employed to forestall events which would -
clearly endanger the health or safety of members
of the school community or clearl; and imminently
disrupt the educational process.4 '

It was within the boundaries described above that
conflicts arose between students seeking greater freedom
of expression and school officials who sought to regulate
and restrict that freedom, At what precise point expression
became dangerous to others in the high school or when it
may have "clearly and imminently distupted the educational
process," was the crux of the problem,

The high school student of the late 1960s and
early 1970s souéht solutions to this dilemma partly
through open dissent but largely in the courts. Lucas

(1971) observed:

The corporate university or school board grants
students no voting power. The gains of students
have come from court decrees, negotiations of
undue length, and the use of force. Future

increases are most likely to come about in the
same way.

For more thorough understanding of this concept,
it was valuable to examine some of the major high school.

freedom of expression court rulings., Because of the

47ACLU, Secondary Schools, p. 11.

48| ycas, "The Rights of Students," p. 587,
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complexity of the érea of free expression, the caseé'
discussed herein were more simply subdivided into three
categorieé: Verbal and Physical, Symbolic and Written

Expression,

Verbal and Physical Expression

Gaddy (1971) contended that although there were
several cases which touched on the issue of verbal

expressicn, only two -- Byrd v, Gary (1960) and Brown v,
49

Greer (1969) -- faced it directly.
In Syrd, the courts upheld the school's
discretionary decision of sending a group of students
home for attempting to orgenize a boycott of the school
cafeteria, In Brown, Gaddy noted that:
. + o several students . . . had used profane
language in verbally assaulting school officials,
had been involved in altercations with fellow
students, had disrupted classes, and had
physically assaulted a teacher and the school
principal.
The courts upheld the subsequent suspension of
the students in both cases. Clearly, the courts were
concerned about the disruptive nature of the expression

involved:

« « o if actions of the type involved herein

49Gaddy, Directions from the 1960s, p. 10.

S01hid.
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. « « are not punished and discouraged, they
will not only lead to anarchy but will result
in a suppression of the liberty and autonomy
that are the lifeblood of a democracy and its
educational institutions.

Although these two cases did not result in any
relief to the high school students, it was clear that the
courts had supported the right of verbal expression as it
had occurred in sit-ins, student demonstrations, picketing

and civil cisobedience. GCatti and Gatti (1972) cited the

1966 Brown v, Louisiana ruling as evidence of this fact:

These rights [free speech and assembly] are not
confined to verbal expression. They embrace
appropriate types of action which certainly
include the right in a2 peaceable and orderly
manner to protest by silent and reproachful
presence, in a place where the protestant has
every right to be . . .22

Certainiy, high school students did not have
unlimited right to demonstrate, but neither were peaceful
demonstrations (and verbal expressions inclusive therein)
totally prohibited within school premises. Gatti and
Gatti noted the following legal guidelines:

1. Students have the right to assemble peaceably
in school buildings, but they have no right
to exclude or disrupt others from free

movement in the area or building.

2. Students may not engage in destruction of
property, riotous action or other unlawful

51'8rown v. Greer, 296 F. Supp. (Miss., 1969),
p. 602..

szcatti and Gatti, Teacher and the Law, p. 168.
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acts and éxpect protection through the First
Amendment.

3. If the demonstration deprives others of the
: right to pursue their studies in a relatively
tranquil atmosphere, it may be restricted.

4, Every student has the right te be interviewed
e o o by recruiters for membership in legal
organizations, but any student or qroup may
protest against the organization if he doss
not interfere with the other students! rlght
to have such an interview,953

Symbolic Expression

Traditionally, this area of expression was
synonomously linked with the wearing or displaying of
physical articles -- such as badges or armbands -- as
so-called "symbols" of students! feelings concerning a
particular issue., However, it often was enlargedto
include other areas such as hair styles and styles of
dress. These were cﬁnstrued as being symbolic
representations of racizl, cultural, ethnic or peer group
identificaticn,

The courts affected major changes in school
policies, in this area, during the preceding 50 years.

For example, the 1921 Pugsley v. Sellmeyer case illustrated

the hard line some public school systems took concerning

the personal appearance of students, In that case,

531hid., p. 169.
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18-year-old Pearl Pugsley was denied admission to a
public school in Clay County, Arkansag, for wearing
talcum powder on her face. It was a violation of a
board of directors' regulation., The policy read in part:
"The wearing of transparent hosiery, low-neckéd dresses
or any style of clothing tending toward immodesty'in
dress, or the use of face paint or cosmetics, is
prohibited.“sa The requlation was upheld by the state's
supreme court as being reasonable.

That sort o?‘illustration demonstrated ths
depths of the "in loco parentis? thinking discussed
earlier. ODespite that doctrine's gradual dissipation,
its effects were still evident by the 1960s, in the area
of symbolic expfession. During that period, for example,
there was a deluge of freedom of expression cases
involving student hair styles.

Kidd, Schuyver and Scott (1973) cited the 1965

Leonard v. School Committee of Attleboro as the beginning

of this pheonomenon. They stated that this case, "which
was decided in favor of the school's right to regulate

hair styles, was the first of 68 nhair style and clothing
cases to be heard by the nation's high courts within a |

period of seven years."s5

S4Gaddy, Directions from the 1960s, p. 8.

55Kidd, Schuyvef, and Scott, "Freedom of Expression,®

p. 8.
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A ma jority of the hair style cases up through
1970 wére decided in favor of the school's right to
regulate Students' grooming behaviors. However, 1971 and
1972 saw a gradual shift in the court rulings.
Kidd, Schuyver and Scott (1973) and GCatti and

Catti (1972) both contended that the 1973 Karr v. Schmidt

ruling was the case which changed the tide in favor of
the students. The court ruled that the school could not
deny students the right “to present himself or herself
physically to the world in the manner of his or her
choice," unless there was a "compelling subordinating
interest in doing so, w26
As to what those *“compelling subordinating
interests" were, the courts offered the following legsl
guidelines:
1. Appearance must yield to the demands of
safety. For example, the wearing of long
hair near machinery in vocational *“shop®
classes is necessarily subject to regulation,
2. Appearance yields toc the requirements of
health, For example, if the student's hair
is dirty and infected with lice, he may be

sent home.

3. Appearance which does not conform to the
rudiments of decency may be regulated.

4, Appearance which causes actual substantial
disruption may be restricted.5?

S6Gatti and Gatti, Teacher and the Law, p. 177.

S7ibid., pp. 177-178.
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The late 1960s saw a rash of symbolic expression
cases brought on by students wearing external symbols, in
protest over such issues as the Vietnam War and race. The
tone waé set by two Mississippi cases in 1966 -~ Burnside

v. Byars anc Blackwell v. Issaguena County Board of

Education. BSoth cases involved race and the students’
wearing of "freedom buttons," but the outcomes were
different.

In 2urnside, the court issued an injunction against
the school, prohibiting it from denying students the right
to display the buttons. 1In Blackwell, the courts upheld
the school's suspension of the students for wearing the
buttons. In affirming a lower court's decision tc uphold
the suspensions, in the latter case, the federal court
spelled out the difference between the two:

The proper operation of public school systems

is one of the highest and most fundamental
responsibilities of the state., The school
authorities in the instant case had a legitimate
and substantial interest in the orderly conduct
of the school and a2 duty to protect such
substantial interests in the school's operation,
Acain we emphasize the difference in the conduct
here involved and that involved in Burnside.

In this case, the reprehensible conduct described
above [loud disturbances in the halls during
classes, further disturbances in school after
students had been suspended, and displays of
hostility toward school officials] was so.
inexorably tied to the wearing of the buttons
that the two are not separable, In these
circumstances we consider the rule of the school
authorities reasonable, As we said in Burnside,
"It is not for us to consider whether such rules
are wise or expecient but merely whether they
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are reasonable exercise oF_%he power and discretion
of the school authorities,”

The court had spelled ocut a harbinger of things
to come when it chose to define what constituted a
“reasonable exercise of power and discretion." Three

years later in Guzick v, Drebus, the court denied

student Thomas Guzick .injunctive relief when the school
suspended him for wearing an antiwar button. In
vpholding the school's authority to prohibit such
displays, the court noted that the regulation prohibited
the wearing of all symbols and not just objectionable
ones., As in ZBlackwell, the court viewed the prohibitioh
acainst all symbols as reasonably related to the
prevention of disruptive conduct.59
That same year, the court ruled on the first

and most important of three "armband” cases -- Tinker v.

Des fMoines Independent Community School District (1969).

The majority held that the wearing of black armbands
protesting the Vietnam war, did not interfere with the
school's discipline., In its ruling, the court strongly
reaffirmed students' rights, in general, when it said:

In our system, state cperated schools may not
be enclaves of totalitarianism. School officials

5831ackuwell V. Issaquena, p. 754.

59Gaddy, Directions from the 1960s, pp. 12-14,
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do not possess absolute control over their
students., Students in school as. well as

out of school are "persons" under our
Constitution., They are possessed of
fundamental rights which the State must
respect, Jjust as they themselves must respect
their obligations to the State. 0

Moreover, Tinker established the most'definitive
guideline on such forms of expression. Ackerly (1971)
reflected on the court's landmark decision:

There can be no restriction on the wearing of
buttons or other insignia expressing a point of
view, but the rights of those not sharing that
opinion must be equally protected. Wearing
provocative buttons or distributing controversial
literature during regular school hours cannot be
permitted to disrupt the work of the school . . .
Restrictions on the wearing of buttons and
armbands and the distribution of literature have
been upheld only whera the practice materially
and substantially interfered with school
discipline, 61

This so-callgd “substantial disruption® guideline
had been cited and upheld in all subsequent, ma jor high
school expression cases since 1969, Twice more in 1969,
for example, the Tinker guideline was applied to armband

cases in Ferrel v. Dallas Independent School District

and Einhorn v. Maus respectively,

In Ferrel, the court interpreted the school's

barring of armbands as necessary to prevent disruption or

60Nelson, "Legal Relationships," p. 2.

61Ackerly, Authority, pp. 7-8



50

violence that the armbands' appearance probably would
have sparked.®? This was due to the prevailing
inflammatory climate in Dallas that day. 1In Einhorn,.
there waé no material or substantial threat of disruption,
and the court upheld the constitutional protection of this
form of expression, in this instance, 83

Symbolic expression cases delved into the area of
physical symbols being related to cultural pride as well,

In Hernandez v. School District Number One, Denver, Colo,

(1970), the court upheld a school regulation prohibiting
black berets., Evidence was presented in court that the
berets became signals of conflict, despite the fact that
the berets were also means of political expression |
related to cultural pride. In short, the berets brought
about real threat of disruption to the atmosphere of the
school, b4

In Agcuirre v, Tahoka Independent School District

(1971), on the other hand, the wearing of brown armbands

protesting the treatment of Mexican-Americans was upheld

62Ferrel v. Dallas Independent School District, -
261 F. Supp. 545 (Texas, 1966); aff'd 392 F., 2d 697 (1968);
cert. denied, 393 U.S. 856 (1968), p. 552.

63tinhorn v. Maus, 300 F. Supp. (Pa., 1969),
pp. 1170-1171,

64Hernandez v. School District Number One, 315 F,
Supp. 289 (Denver, Colo., 1970) as cited in Harry C.
Mallios, "Symbolic Expression: The New Battle Facing School
Administrators;% Intellect, 101:117-118, (1972).
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as an accepted symbolié B%pression ratatad £6 cuifufal
pride. Here, the students were orderly, and disruption

did not accompany the exhibited exbfeséioh.es

By 1972, the overall legal guidelines for
symbolic expression, seemed quite clear., Mallios (13872)
offered the following capsuled analysis:

.« « o individuals may desire to wear a particular
type of symbol or insignia, and the courts have
interpreted this as behavior constituting
communication of an idea which is subject to
protection of the Constitution. Nevertheless,
explicitly implied is that the rights of
students not sharing the expression exhibited
should not be abused and, therefore, they are
equally protected. uihen the expression exhibited
produces a disturbance or disruption to the
school or violates the legal rights of other
students, restrictions by school authorities

prohibiting this expression have been upheld.66

written Expression

Freedom of the press had been one of the most
long-standing and fiercely defended areas of free
expression in the United States' history. Trager (1970)
asserted that the same condition was true for the high

school student press, as for the professional press:
>
High school and college students are under the
same First Amendment protections as the rest of
the citizenry; they do not relinquish those rights
as a condition for school attendance. The courts

6SAquirre v. Tahoka Independent School District,
311 F. Supp. 644, (N.D. Texas, 1970), cited by Mallios,
“"Symbolic Expression,”™ p. 118.

661bid., p. 118.
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have said that the Bill of Rights guaranties
are not limited to any one class of people and
that Juveniles and students are not exceptions
to this. The Fourteenth Amendment applies to
all state educational institutions and protects
the rights of school children against unreasonable
rules and regulations, including restrictions
acainst freedom of the press . . . Particularly
are school officials forbidden to allow only
expressions of facts and opinions which they
wish to have read. The Court has said that
freedom of expression would not exist if allowed
only in specific places at specific times by '
a venevolent government. The Constitution says
no abridgement of free expression and "it means
what it says." The courts have mace clear that
free press does not mean freedom for approved
attitudes only, and that simply because school
of ficials do not wish to contend with dissident
attitudes or because those attitudes "may cause
trouble," schogl authorities cannot prohibit
such writings.

However, it was in this latter area alluded to by
Trager that several important court cases were decided
during the 1960s. - Gaddy (1971) 6bserved: "Unauthorized
or underground putlications have prompted most of the
legal action involving the written expression of
precollege students."68 Moreover, during this pericd, in
which student dissent was frequent, the sao-called
underground press in the high school was common.

Estimates vary on the number of high school

67Robert Trager, "Freedom of the Scholastic Press:
Landmark Legal Cases," unpublished paper presented to the
annual meeting of the Association for Education in
Journalism, Washington D.C., Aug. 17, 1970 (mimeographed),
pp. 12-13, .

68Gaddy, Directions from the 1960s, p. 16.
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underground newspapers, during this period, A 1969 article-

in Nation's Schools, for example, placed the total at

approximately 200 for the 1969-70 period.®® A New York
Times arficle in the same year, however, estimated the
total to be closer to 1,000 for the same period.70
whatever the precise number, they apparently were met
with less than open arms by high school officials, More
importantly, these student newspapers -- both school
sponsored and non-school sponsored -- that were cast
into litigation, produced several important guidelines
for high school press freedom.

Two cases were particularly noteworthy, in this

regard: Zucker v, Panitz (1968) and Scoville v. Joliet

High School District (1970).

Zucker v. Panitz was perhaps the landmark case

in freedom of the high school press. At issue, was the
right of the student newspaper to publish a group of
students! antiVietnam lWiar advertisement. The
advertisement was prohibited by the school's principal,

The publication was a school sponsored newspaper. A

69"High School Students Are Rushing Into Print --
and Court," Nation's Schools, 83 (Jan., 1969), p. 30.

7O eth s, King, "Defiant Students Keep The
Underground Press Rolling," New York Times (May 19, 1969),
p. 35,
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Federal District Court ruled that the principal's actions
were unconstitutional., The court concluded that since the
newspaper was open to free expression of ideas in the neuws,
editorial, and letters columns, then:

e o o it is unfair in the light of the free speech
doctrine, to close it as a forum to this specific
idea . . . It would be both incongruous and
dangerous for this court to hold that students

who wish to express their views on matters
intimately related toc them, through traditionally
accepted nondisruptive modes of $ommunication,

may be precluded from doing sa.’

In Scoville v. Joliet High School District (1970),

two students were suspended for distributing a nonschool
literary journal. Several items in the journal attacked
school regulations and various school officials, using
language that the court considered beyond constitutional
protection. 1In upholding the suspensions, the couft said:

Wnere speech takes the form of immediate incitement
to disrecard leqgitimate administrative regulations
necessary to orderly maintenance of 2 public high
school system . . . and where speech is directed
to an audience which, because of its immaturity,

is more likely to react to the detriment of the
school system, then that language is not protected
by the First Amendment, and any claimed First
Amendment rights must be subjugated to the good

of the school.

"7ucker v. Panitz, 299 F. Supp. 102 (5.D. N. Y.,
1969), quoted in Trager, “fFreedom of the Scholastic Press,”
p. 32.

7ZScoville V. Board of Education, 286 F. Supp.
988 (Ili., 1968); rev'd, 425 F 2d 10 (1970), quoted in
Trager, "Freedom of the Scholastic Press," p, 33,
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Further, tﬁe court echoed the philosophicalltone
set forth in the Tinker case when it said that First
.Amendment rights were as fully protected within the
educational system a2s cutside of it, subject to tﬁe
limitations enunciated in Tinker. The same principle

was articulated on the college level two years earlier,

in the Dickey v. Alabama State Soard of Education (1967).

The court had said plainly: "A state ceannot force a
college student to forfeit his constitutionally protected
right of freedom of expression as a condition to his
attending a state-supported institution,"73

That right was upheld for high school students,
as well., The fact that Dickey involved a university and
Scoville involved a high school was termed "of no
importance® by the court because the relevant rules and
principles of the First Amendment apply to both equally,

Other cases involving the high school press
tended to reflect the guidelines set in the Zucker and
Scoville cases, although not necessarily with the same
outcomes., Contrasting with Scoville, for example, was

Sullivan v. Houston Independent School District (1971),

73chkey v. Alabama State Board of Education,
273 F. Supp. 613 (Mm.D. Ala., 1967), as quoted in NEA,
Code of Student Rights, p. 23. -
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in which the suspensions of two students for distributing
underground newspapers were overruled. The court said it
appeared that the suspensions cccurred because the
administrators did not like the papers' contents, and
that rules had been formulated after the fact. The
.court issuec a2 permanent injunction against school
officials:
. « o from imposing serious disciplinary sanction,
in the a2bsence of precise and narrowly drawn
requlations, upon students who write, print,
distribute, or otherwise engage in the
publication of newspapers either on or off of
school premises, during either school hours
or nonscnool hours, unless such activities
materizlly and substantially disrupt the normal
operaticns of the school,
While the court reinforced the basic principleA
of Tinker in that case, it also ncted that if the school

drew "precise" rules, distribution could be barred.

In Schwartz v, Schuker (1969), a student was

suspended for flagrantly defying school authorities by
attempting to distribute a nonschool newspaper, despite
specific school regulations prohibiting such activity,
The court upheld the suspension and said in part: |

While there is a certain aura of sacredness
attached to the First Amendment, nevertheless

74s5yllivan v. Houston Independent School District,
307 F. Supp., 1346 (S.D. Texas, 1969) as quoted in Trager,
"Freedom of the Scholastic Press," p. 33a.
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these First Amendment rights must be balanced
against the duty a2nd obligations of the state
to educate students in an orderly and decent
manner to protect the rights not of a few but
of all of the students in the school system

e o« o« Gross disrespect and contempt for the
officials of an educational institution may
be Jjustification not only for susgension but
also for expulsion of a student.’

Shortly after Schwartz, a federal court in
Michigan reversed the expulsion of a student in the

Vought v. Van Buren Public Schools (1969) case. The

student had been expelled for possession and distribution
of a tabloid newspaper that was said to have violated the
school's obscenity regulations. The court ruled against
the school because evidence was introduced in court
illustrating that the four-letter words found in the
newspaper -- which had been the basis for its prohibition
and the student's suspension -- were also found in other
required readings available in the school's library.
The court concluded:

We are compelled to reject the position of the

defendants [school officials] in this case

because it is preposterous on its face. It is

contrary to any sense of fairness or consistency

-- a student, placed in the situation in which

this school has placed this student, is required
to make a judgment that we, as a court would find

7Sschwartz v. Schuker, 298 F. Supp. 238, 242 (U.S.
Dist. Ct. N.Y., 1969) as quoted in Gatti and Gatti, Teacher
and the Law, p. 173,
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difficult to make,76
Qut of these cases, and othefs, the courts were -

reasonably consistent in their adherence to the
nsubstantial disruption® principle found in Tinker. The
seeming inconsistencies of the rulings could have been
attributed to the unique technicalities of each individual
case, Gatti and Gatti (1972) summarized the lesson to
be gained from these high school press cases:

Where the schoaol has opened the newspaper as a

forum for the dissemination of student ideas,

broad censorship of editorial policy is not

warranted, Limited review is permissible, but

the students havea right to express their

criticisms or ideas when such expression will

not clearly materiazlly and substantially affect

the discipline and operation of the school, 77

Similarly, it was demonstrated that nonschool

newspapers -- the so-called underground newspapers --
were not absolutely barred from the high school, The
potential for such action appeared to be greater, but
the legal principles which applied to school-sponsored
newspapers were applicable -here also, Gatti and Gatti

of fered these conclusions:

1. In all cases, ideclogical censorship must be
avoided,

2. Underground newspapers may be restricted and

75Uought v, Van Buren Public Schools, 306 F,
Supp. 1396 (mich., 1969), as quoted in Gaddy, Directions
from the 1960s, p. 10,

77

Gatti and Gatti, Teacher and the Law, p. 172,
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the responsible students disciplined, if the
paper is libelous, clearly obscene, or is
such that it would reasonably lead school
officials to forecast material or substantial

disruption of the educational process or the
rights of others,

3. No publications may be totally prohibited;
but in the interests of safety, regulations
may be put on_the times and places for
distribution.

Much of the courts; thinking gradually was
incorporated into the various state students' rights codes
which were alluded to earlier in this chapter. One
reflection of this was noted by Glasser and Levine (1972).

The authors quoted the chancellor of the New York City

Schools, who commented on the Matter of Sklarsky, et., al,

case:

It should require little argument that the
preventing of publicztion of an article
because it "called into disrepute the school
administration® is to practice the very
censorship of ideas and stifling of criticism
and dissent that is prohibited by the Statement
of Rights and Responsibilities, as well as by
the First Amendment,’?

Overall, it was clear that students had the right
of free expression, Although the courts were reluctant

to intervene in the relationship between high school

781bid., p. 174.

791ra Glasser and Alan Levine, New York Civil
Liberties Union Student Richts Project Report on the
First Two Years, 1570-72, (New York: New York Civil
CiBberties Union, Sept. 1972), p. 72.
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students and school administrations, they showed a tendency
to do so when students! rights were abridged. In all
areas of free expression -- symbolic speech, demonstrations,
newspapers and personal appearance -- the courts showed
that freedom is relatively absolute. But, it was equally
clear that these rights of free expression could not be
infringed upon unless the schools demonstrated that the
activities "materially and substantially interfered with
the requirements of appropriate discipline in the operation
of the school,80 |

Literature Related to High School Journalism
and Student Newspapers

The fact that the courts considerably strengthened
high school students' right of free expression and press
did not necessarily mean that the status of high school
Jjournalism and student publications improved. Although
high school newspapers and high school journalism
coursework typically had been considered one.and the same,
in many high schools, the two served separate functions.

and needed to be examined individually,

High School Journalism Courses

The development and growth of the so-called

80Gatti and Gatti, Teacher and the Law, p. 172,
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“communications reﬁolution" during the 1940s and after
brought increased interest in the study of the mass
communications, their processes and their effects. It
was inevitable that the demand for greater emphasis of
this and the mass media it included would likewise
increase at the high school level, Such was the case at
least since the 1950s,

McLuhan (1956) pointed to the need to explore
the mass media more fully, in high school journalism

curriculum.81

Grieco (1967) and Gerbner (1968) suggested
that the study of the mass media should be 2 reguirement
in the high schoocl curriculum,8? Organizations such as
the Curriculum Committee of the Journalism Education
Association (1968) outlined extensive units in mass media
for high schoel journalism courses.

However, studies indicated that there was a lack

of emphasis on journalism coursework, in the high school,

81Marshall McLuhan discussed at length the need
for "maximizing the various features of our new media,®
in Educational Effects of Mass Media of Communication,®
Teachers College Record, LVII (#March, 1956), pp. 400-410.

82marie Grieco, "Communicaticns, the Undiscovered
Country," Library Journal, XCII (Feb., 15, 1967), pp. 845~
848; and George Gerbner, "Smaller Than Life: Teachers and
Schools in the Mass Media,” Problems and Controversies
in Television and Radio, ec., by Harry J. Skornia and
Jack William Kitson (Palo Alto: Pacific Books, Publishers,
1968), p. 205.
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Tebbel (1965), in calling for more emphasis, contended
that journalism education, in general, was nbt meeting the
demands placed on it By this communications revolutien,83
This basic argument was supported by Cranford (1960),
Boyd (1960), Perry and Jackson (1964), Campbell (1969),
Bennett (1965), Windhauser and Click (1972) and Gibbs
(1972).84

Campbell (196%), for example, in his study of
seven middle western states concluded that despite the
dictates of the times, little had changed in high school
journalism courses, in the last few decadés. He said,
in part: "There is relatively little evidence of the
existence of journalism courses which stress mass media

in society, as phenomena the consumer should understand.“85

83 john R. Tebbel, "Journalism Education: Myth and
Reality," Saturday Review, (Nov. 13, 1965), p. 95.

84Robert J. Cranford, "where Are Career Choices
For Journalism Made?" Journalism Quarterly, XXXVII (Summer,
1960), pp. 422-424; Johm R, Boyd, "digh School Journalism
Instruction in Indiana," Journalism Quarterly, XXXVII
(Autumn, 1960), pp. 586-587; ffurvin H. Perry and Rex
Jackson, "Career Guidance Problems in Kansas High Schools,*®
Journalism Quarterly, XLI (Autumn, 1964), pp. 587-588;
Laurence R, Campbell, Journalism in Middle West High Schools
in 1969 (Iowa City, Iowa: Quill and Scroll Society, 19639);
Bennett, Scholastic Journalism in Gklahoma; John W, Windhauser
and J. william Click, "Hign School Journalism Courses:
Teachers and Perceived Professional Needs in Indiana, Ghio
and Pennsylvania," (a paper presented at the Association
for Education in Journalism conference, Carbondale, Ill.,
Aug., 1972); and Annette Gibbs, Ten Guidelines for Principals
and a Free Student Press (Charlottesville, Va.: University
of Virginia, School of Education, 1972).

85

Campbell, Journalism in Middle West, p. 21,
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There were a number of reasons related to this
general lack of emphasis on journalism curriculum,
Bennett (1969) suggested the following analysis:

Lack of journalism curricula, journalism
teachers with inadequate backgrounds for
teaching high school journalism, lack of

common purpose between administrators and
teachers for the journalism program, too much
control by principals and not enough freedom
for advisers, numerous inconsistencies betuween
principals' attidues and the realities of
existing high school journalism situations, are
some of the ma jor conditions that are indicaE%ve
of a machine that is in dire need of repair,

Others supported that line of thinking. As far
back as 1935, Campbell was stressing the need for high
schogl journalism teachers with better training in
journalism. He noted that many authorities at that time
were recommending at least six college journalism
courses for teachers of high schoel journalism, In the
same study, Campbell said that high school principals
"apparently give little thought to their journalism
teachers specialized training in journalism."87

Cranford (1960), Boyd (1960), Balk (1966), Perry
and Jackson (1964), Bennett (1969), Campbell (1968, 1970,

1971) all found in separate studies that high school

Bsaennett, Scholastic Journalism in Oklahoma, p.60,

87Laurence R. Campbell, "Training Sponsors for

High School Journalism," Journalism Quarterly XVI (Dec.,
1939), p. 368.
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journalism teachers had serious background deficiencies,
in journalism.88 Boyd (1960), for example, discovered
that 58 per cent of Indiana journalism teachers did

not have journalism backgrounds.89 Bennett (1969) found
that 55 per cent of the high school journalism teachers
in his Oklahoma study had six hours or less of college
journalism cours_ework.90 Furthermore, Campbell's (1971)
study showed that only 55 per cent of the 612 principals
from six states attempted to employ journalism teachers

with journalism backgrounds.91

By comparison, the same
study revealed that in teaching areas such as physical
education, English, music, and others, principals

attempted to hire teachers with the appropriate expertise,

88Cranf‘ord, " journalism Made?"; Baoyd, "Instruction
in Indiana"; Alfred Balk, "Where Are Tomorrow's Journalists?"
Saturday Review Jan, 8, 1966, pp. 105-106; Perry and
Jackson, "Kansas High School*; Bennett, Scholastic
Journalism in Oklahoma; Laurence R. Campbell, The High
School Newsnaper a2s a fiedium of Good Will (Iowa City,
fowa: Quili and Scroll Saeciety, 1968); Laurence R,
Campbeil, Student Press Ccpes with High School Unrest,
1970 (Iowa City, Iowa: Quill and Scroll Society, 1970);
and Laurence R. Campbell, The High School Newspaper as a.
Dublic Relation Medium (Iowa City, Iowa: Quill and Scroll
Society, 1971).

89BOyd, "Instruction in Indiana," p. 587.

90Bennett, Scholastic Journalism in Oklahoma, p. 20.

91Campbell, Public Relations fledium, p. 5.



65

in more than 80 per cent of the cases, Campbell
concluded that not requiring journalism teacﬁers and
newspaper advisers to ﬁave journalism backgrounds was one
of the greatest failures of the high school principal,
in improving quality in this area,?

Similar studies found other factors which
contributed toc weaknesses of high school journalism
education, Perry and Jackson (1964) found that gquidance
counselors were poorly informed about the journalism
program.g3 Horine (1966) concluded that there was too

94

much control by authoritative administrators. Kimball

and Lubell (1396Q0) found that high school students viewed
journalism as being low in prestige.gs
In addition to these problems, evidence
demcnstrated that high school journalism lacked support
in other ways., £Zennett (1969) and 2oyd (f960) hoth faound

that a ma jority of hich school journalism teachers were

not given a lighter teaching load, in order to handle their

921bid.
93Perry and Jackson, "Kansas High Schools,®" p., 588,
94pon Horine, "How Principals, Advisers and Editors

View the High School Newspaper," Joutnalism Quarterly,
XLIII (Summer, 1966), p. 345.

95penn T. Kimball and Samuel Lubell, *High School
Students Attitudes Toward Journalism as a Career,”
Journalism Quarterly, XXXVII (Summer, 1960), p. 422,
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newspaper advisement responsibilities, received no release
time to work on publications during school hours and
received no extra-duty pay for advising student
publications.96
Campbell (1971) concluded that maost high schools
were very lax in meeting minimal journalism needs in the

areas of writing tools, typewriters, teaching aids,

library books and the budgeting of Funds.97

High School Newspapers

Ackerly (1969) emphasized the following:

School-sponsored publications should be free from
pclicy restrictions outside of the normal rules
for responsible journalism. These publications
should be as free as other newspapers in the
community to report the news and to editorialize

. « «» NOn=-school sponsored papers and other
publications, including an "underground press,"
should not be prohibited, assuming that they, too,
observe the_normal rules for responsible
journalism,

Manchikes (1972) echoing a similar theme contended

that:

It would seem that school publications are free to
express ideas of the students, even though they '
are controversial, unpopular or even criticize
school administrators so long as they are not
libelous, obscene, pornographic, or so

9630yd, "Instruction in Indiana,® p. S87.

97Campbell, Public Relations Medium, p. 4.

98Ackerly, Authority, p. 17,



67
inflammatory or irrespensible to such an extent:
that they endanger or disrupt orderly administration
of school activities, or create disciplinary 9
problems which result in or createsuch disruptian.9
These two statements were among many which supported
the basic free press principles articulated by the courts,
as was documented earlier in this study. Nonetheless,
the evidence suggested that the status of the high school
newspaper, in practice, was reflected in a different light.
Generally, the status of the high school newspaper
was inadequate. That condition was augmented by a number
of physical factors, as well as administrative attitudes
toward student newspapers. Campbell (1970) assessed the
situation as follows:
Student journalists often are handicapped in
producing a2 timely newspaper which provides
leadership that exhibits perception, maturity,
and responsibilities, for these reasons:
1. GCften their adviser is an English teacher
who never has enroclled in a college
journalism course.
2. facilities of the publication center are
not designed for journalism, thcugh other
curricular and co-curricular programs

have the facilities they need.

3. Financing the newspaper is difficult, for

about one~fourth face a deficit each year.100

Campbell (1971) provided further perspective on

the relationship between the newspaper adviser's background

9%1ice Manchikes, "The Role of the High School
Newspaper: Problems and Solutions," Kentucky Enclish
Bulletin, Vol. 22, No. 1, (Fall, 1972), p. 22,

100Campbell, High School Unrest 1970, p. 6.



68

and the status of the newspaper, in other studies. In
this study, he noted that the greatest weakness in
improving the high school newspaper was nsot requiring
newspapef advisers to have journalism backgrounds.101
In support of this, Campbell previously had concludéd in
a 1969 study of several states, that the higher the
number of hours in journalism an adviser had, the more
sound was his/her high school's newSpaper.102

In the same study, Campbell observed several
other weaknesses of the newspaper adviser. He noted that
it appeared the adviser had changed little in 40 years,
in terms of innovative approaches to his/her job. This
in turn affected the quality and status aof .the paper.

Perhaps the most critical problem area for high
school student newspapers was in regard to censorship of
the copy content, by either school administrators or

faculty advisers. Many of the court cases dealt with

earlier in this chapter, reflected this condition, in

several areas of expression. Bennett (1969), James
(1970), Campbell (1969, 1970, 1970, 1971) and Manchikes

(1972) all supported the notion that censorship was

101Campbell, Public Relations Medium, p,., 5.

102campbell, Journalism in Middle West, p. 19,
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prevalent in high school newspaper situations.103 James
(1970) indicated the nature of censorship, as it was
practiced in Arizona high schools:

Pre-publication censorship typically takes one

or more of the following forms: (1) By “"understood®
prohibitions developed throuah previocus years;

(2) By specific prohibitions issued yearly by

the administration; (3) By reading of pre-published
copy by an administrator; (4) By cutting off or

a threat of cutting off funds . . . That problem
becames still more explicit as one reads the
accounts of pcst-publication censorship. One
courageous journalism teacher (whose paper won

a national first place in feature writing recently)
reported that funds were cut off in 1968 for
speaking out against existing school policies.104

In his 1970 assessment of the high school newspaper
situation, Campbell commented on the censorship role of
principals:

Worst of all, principals at times insist on }
censcrship of any content with which they disagree,

in effect frustrating students taught to think
for themselves and support their convictions, 103

1Dssennett, Scholastic Journalism in Cklahoma;
lax James, "Propaganda or Education? Censorship and
School Journzlism," Arizona Enclish Bulletin, Vol, 13,
No., 1 (Cct. 1970); Ibid., p. 22; Campbell, High School
Unrest 1970, p. 6; Campbell, Human Equations, p. 32;
Campbell, Public Relations liedium, p. 5; and Manchikes,
"Broblems and Solutions," p. 18,

104James, “Propaganda,® p., 38.
105Campbell, rnigh School Unrest 1970, p. 6.
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Campbell (1971) cbserved the repercussions df
censorship actions taken by the principal:
Représsive measures alienate staffs, sometimes
‘impelling them to stress the adversary role of
the newspaper or to shift to underground
newspaper staf‘fs1 Censorship alway; damages
internal morale.
fluch of the reason for censorship appeared to
lie in the basic attitudes held by principals and
advisers, toward the role of the high school newspaper.
For example, regarding the possibility that repression
by administrators contributed to underground newspapers
springing up, one of Campbell's (1970) studies concluded
that principals and advisers did not perceive this, A
large ma jority of both groups indicated that they did
not believe they were to blame for the presence of
underground newspapers, in high schools, 107
Cther attitude studies and scurces gave further
insight inte why there was a discrepancy between students!
right.oF free press and repressive behaviors by
administrators and advisers., Wolseley and Campbell (1954),
Bentel (1956), the Committee on ficdern Journalism (1962),

and the American Civil Liberties Union (1968), all stressed

the need to z2llow high school journalists to have the

106campbell, Public Relations Medium, p. S.

107Campbell, Human Equation, p. 45.
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freedom to make errors and function independently.108
Wolseley and Campbell (1954) stated the position in these
terms:

If students with proper instruction and

guidance cannot develop enocugh good judgment

themselves to decide what should or should not

be printed, there seemg to be little excuse for

secondary education.]’

However, the evidence suggested that principals
and advisers saw the situation differently. Horine (1966)
and Atwood and MacLean (1967) both revealed that principals
viewed the high school newspaper as serving primarily a
public relations function, for the school. These same two
studies showed that principals believed that criticism of
the school and/or the administration, by the newspaper,
should bte avoided.110
Bennett (1969) concluded that:

it appears that most principals in this sample
favor prior censorship of student publications,

Eighty-three per cent of the principals in this
study agree that the student newspaper . . .

108Rroland E. liolseley and Laurence Campbell,
Exploring Journalism, 2nd ed. (New York: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1554;; Dwight Bentel, "College Press Also Should
Have Freedom," Editor and Publisher, April 14, 1956;
Committee on flodern Journalism, [odern Journalism, ed.
by Seigfried Mandel (New York: Fittman Publishing Corp.,
1962); and ACLU, Secondary Schools, '

9
Wolseley and Campbell, Explorinc Journalism,

p. 441,
1o, . .. . .
Horine, "How Principals, Advisers and Editors,"
p. 343; L, Erwin Atwood and fMalcolm S. MaclLean, Jr., "How
Principals, Advisers, Parents and Pupils View Journalism,"
Journalism Quarterly, XLIV, (Spring, 1967), p. 78.
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needs to be aqproved by the administration before
publishing.11

Horine (1966) revealed a similar finding and noted
that many principals, in his study, read copy, exercised
censorship over the copy and influenced editorial policy,
prior to publication.112

Campbell (1970) revealed that both advisers and
principals opposed newspaper copy that dealt with
controversial issues, opposed copy that hurt the school's
image and believed copy should be censored that either
the principal or the adviser did not like., Campbell
added that advisers appeared to support free press for
students, theoretically, but that they maintained
authoritarian controls., He concluded:

If we are to teach students to think, how can
we advise them never to question the principal?
Is the adviser infallible -- or is he so
ineffectual that he cannot teach students to
exercise judagment in editing copy,., Certainly
the adviser who says the staff should eliminate

content he does not like is an autocra% -=- not
someone teaching American citizenship, 13

111Bennett, Scholastic Journalism in Cklahoma,

Pe 49-

112Horine, "How Principals, Advisers and Editors,"

p. 344,

113Campbell, Human Equation, p. 44,
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Earlier, Cémpbell (1957) had reflected on the
importance of the principal’s role in aiding the student
newspaper: "Superior student publications usually are
produced only in schools in which the principal gives
student publications sustained public support.'"114

In his 1971 study, Campbell further assessed the
importance of the principalfs involvement in these te:ms:

If high school newspapers are to improve, the
principal must take active, positive, constructive
steps to improve it. He must set up the conditions
under which the staff and adviser can make it a
success.

Campbell listed the conditions referred to above
as being: (1) Develop a set of policy guidelines that are
brief, clear and flexible; (2) promote the news function
and see that the money is available ‘to do it well; (3)
insist on truth to enable the body to be informed about
school matters; and (4) avoid censorship.116
One additional, important manifestation of high

school press censorship lay in the area of human

relations. Censorship deters student journalists from

114 aurence R, Campbell, A Principal’s Guide to
High School Journalism, (Iowa City, Iowa: Quill and Scroll
Society, 1957), p. 6.

115

Campbell, Public Relations Medium, p. S.

1161p14d,
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dealing with social problems and group interrelationships
within the school., Concerning this potential human
relations function of the high school press, Campbell
(1970) suggested that student unrest was a challenge to
American hich school newspapers. He contended, however,
that efferts by the high school press to give leadership
"have elicited both criticism and censorship."117

In further dealing with the "human equation,®
Campbell (1970) emphasized the following:

What does it matter if the principal fails the
minority of the students in journalism and
student publishing? To be sure, principals have
been confronted with unrest, racizl problems,
drug problems and others., Some of the unrest
may have been eliminated had there been
effective communication. And this kind of
communication cannct be achieved through a
monthly newspaper.?

No definitive studies were found which investigated
this specific relationship between the high school press
and the human relations needs in the high school. However,
some studies offered a glimpse at its potential.

Schrader (196S) noted that in a disadvantaged
high school, a newspéper with an unbiased policy of

focusing on the school'!s conditions, problems, activities,

and other information relevant to the studentsf interests

117Campbell, High Schogl Unrest 1970, p. 1.

j18Campbell, Human Equation, p. 26.
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would help to build the students' sense of self respect,
pride and participation in the school,119

Gaddy (1971) supported this, in tone, by stating
one condition for improving the value of the newspaper
in the high school as being:

Endorsing humanism as 2 right -~ i.e., the
right of all individuals (including students)
to be treated with the same ?ianity and respect
as other members of society.

Cne possible indication of why principals did
not appear to encourage this kind of role by the high
school press was offered by Guilliams (1972). He
concluded that the majority of educators either did not
understand the relation between student rights and the
principles underlying the demccratic process, or they
did not feel the students should be given the same
121

rights as other American citizens.

The long-range importance of such an understanding

119t even Schrader, "The Role of the Newspaper
in a Disadvantaged School," Bulletin of the Columbia
Scholastic Press Advisers Association, Vol., 26, NG. 3
(Jan., 1969), pp. 3-5.

120

Gaddy, Directions from the 1960s, p. 55.

121 john D. Guilliams, Educators! Attitudes
Concerning Rights of Students and Thneir Relationship to
Teachers' Assessment of Student Classroom Sehavior,
(unp;blished td.D. dissertation, University of UOklahama,
1972).
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was noted by Maynard (1955). He concluded that attitudes
and feelings of pupils of democratically run schools uwere
proved different from the attitudes and feelings of
pupils of authoritarian schools, in that the former
students expressed a more favorable attitude toward their
school, The study contended that whether or not a
principal worked in an authoritarian or democratic
manner, with regard to students' rights, was an important

factor, in this sitqation.122

12246n0r E, Maynard, A Study of Pupil Human
Relations Within the School as Influenced by the
Principal's Fattern of sSehavior, (unpublished Ed.D.
dissertation, University of Flordia, 1955).




CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PRCCEDURE

Sub jects

A list of 133 Oklahoma high schools, which
of fered journalism coursework, was provided by the State
Department of Education. This represented a complete
list of all high schools offering journalism in the
entire state, as reported tc the State Department of
Education, For this study, the principals and
journalism advisers were contacted in each of these hiéh
schools, It is important to note, that the journalism
.teacher and newspaper adviser were considered one and
the same, in each of the 133 schools, desbite the fact
that they were two distinct responsibilitiés.

In each case, the principal and the journalism
adviser were sent separate questionnaires containing
items which investiga@ted the concerns of this study. A
response was received from at least one of the two
basic respondents, in all but 13 of the 133 high schools
contacted (90 per cent). GCf thié total there @ere 98
responses from principals (73.6 per cent) and 94
responses from journalism advisers (70.7 per cent).

71
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For the purpose of analysis, these respondents
were further subdivided and grouped in two ways, First,
each high school was placed into one of four enrcllment
classifications; and secondly, each high school was
grouped according to whether it was physically
segregated or desegregated. This information was
provided either by the high schools themselves or by the
State Department of Education.

of the 120 high schools which responded, through
one or both of the questiondaires, 53 were classified as
seqregated high schools and 67 were classified as
desegrecated high schools. These were basec on the
previously indicated definitions of those two
classifications.,

The four enrollment classifications were
determined by consulting the Oklahoma Secondary School
Activities Association, Based on information provided
by that organization, the following enrollment groups
were determined:

Group 1 - 1,000 students or more,

Group 2 - 450 to 999 students.

Group 3 - 225 to 449 students.

Groups 4 - 224 students or less.

The totals of these various groupings were recorded in

Table 1 and Table 2.
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TABLE 1
PERCENTAGE OF Ti0 2RIMARY GRCUPS OF RESPCONDENTS BASED

ON THE TCOTAL NUMBER ?F HIGH ?CHUULS IN THE STUDY
N =133

Principals Advisers

N | % N %

g8 73.6 84 70.7

Number of nign schools responding in one or both
groups = 120

TABLE 2

ENROLLMENT AND RACIAL CLASSIFICATION BREAKDOWNS
SASED Udn ALL RESPONDING HIGH SCHOOLS

(N = 120)
Enrollment Racial
Classifications Classifications
1,000 450 225 224 Physically Physically
or to to or Segregated Desegregated

More 999 449 less Total High Schools High Schools Total

33 20 37 30 120 53 67 120

The rationale behind subdividing and grouping
the subjects into racial and enrollment classifications
was that high schools with differing compositions and

characteristics might have problems that were unique unto
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themselves. A high school that had 2 substantial récial
mix would probably have problems and concerns that
differed frOm those schools which were more racially
homogeneous., This appeared to be true even thougﬁ
psychologically integrating the members of a student
body needed to be accomplished whether the minority
individuals constituted less than ten per cent or more
than ten per cent of the student body. However,
psychological integration appeared much more difficult,

the higher the percentage of minority students.

Construction and Description of Instruments

All subjects in the 133 high schools (principals
and journalism gdvisers) were mailed questionnaires
containing information and attitude‘items and were
asked to complete thé questionnaire, by responding to
each item. All principals were sent one identical
questionnaire, and all journalism advisers were sent a
separate questionnaire. Both questionnaires consisted of
items designed to provide information regarding the two, -
ma jor concerns of this study, namely, freedom of |
expression and press, and the role of student newspapers
and journalism courses in advancing human relations and
human rights. Many of the items were derived from three
sources: (1) Bennett's 1969 stﬁdy; (2) Bennett's 1972

pilot study on the same area; and (3) definitive studies
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by Dr. Laurence Campbell, eof Florida State University,
during the 1960s and early 1970s. These studies werse
discussed in Chapter II.
The principals' questionnaire consisted of two
sections of rating items, using a five-point scale
throughout. Figure 1 provides an example of a typical

rating item used.

FIGURE 1
SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE RATING ITEM

Strongly Strongly.
Agree Raree Neutral Disagree Disagree
High school 1 2 3 4 4

students have
the right GF_
free expression

Section A of the principals' questionnaire was
one of the two sections desioned to probe attitudes
concerning the major hypotheses of the study and
contained 58 items originally., Section 8 was the second
section designed to resolve the hypotheses and consisted
of 10 descriptions of realistic human relations-human
rights problem situations, which could have arisen in a
high school., The situations, although contrived, were
based on actual cases reported by the American Civil
Liberties Union, or ones originated from the researcher's

personal experience in public high schools, Each

principal was asked to rate each situation according to
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the extent to which he felt each should be explored 
and discussed in the student newspaper. The same five-
point scale was used for rating.

| The journalism advisers® questionnaire consisted
of four sections., All sections containeq rating items,
This questionnaire was more extensive than the principals’,
whereas the priqcipals' questionnaire consisted entirely
of attitude items, and items about actual contents of
both the student newspaper and the journalism coursework,

Section A consisted of the same identical 58

attitude items contained in the principals' questionnaire,
Section 3 consisted of the same 10 realistic, human
relations-human rights problem situations, that uwere
contained in section B of the principals' questionnaire.
Section C consisted of 25 items designed to describe ths
actuél contents of the journalismicoursework. Advisers
were asked to rate each item according to the amount of
emphasis it was given in the coursework. The following
five-point scale was used in this section: Chief
Emphasis (1), High Emphasis (2), NModerate Emphasis (3),
Little Emphasis (4), No Emphasis (5). Section D
contained 34 items designed to reveal the actual contents
of the student newspaper. Advisers were asked to rate
each item according tb the degree of frequency with .

which each item appeared in the newspaper. The following
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five-point scale was used for rating: Always (1),
Frequently (2), Occasionally (3), Rarely (4), Never (5).

Three steps were utilized in validating this
instrument., First, the form and stfucture of the
questionnaires were based largely on previous
questionnaires utilized in a 1969 study by Bennett, which -
had been both pretested and post-tested at the time.
Secondly, a 1972 summer pilot study had been conducted
by Bennett, utilizing principéls and students at the
University of Oklahoma. That study was designed to
investigate the same ma jor concerns which were investigated
in this research study. In that pilot study, a group
of 10 non-participants were asked to indicéte those
items which best explored the concerns of the study and
which ones did not. fMany of the attitude items were
subsequently used in the present instrument, after
appropriate revisions had been made. Thirdly, factor
analysis‘was employed to eliminate those items which did
not measure the major concerns of the study.

Later, chi sﬁuare goodness of fit tests were
utilized to ensure the normality of population
distribution and‘the subsequent validity of the
significance tests. The final statistical tests employed
were stepwise discriminant function analyses., These

further illustrated that the content validity uwas
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sufficient because they correctly classified the
respondents, in more than 75 per cent of the cases. The
combination of these three, ma jor steps, and the
subsequent statistical tests referred to here, produced
an instrument and a study which were valid in this

instance, and for future studies in this area,

Procedure

The procedure of this study was the testing of
the hypotheses, by administering the twoc gquestionnaires
to the major groups of respondents -- advisers and
princinals -- in all of the participating high schools,
These two groups were defined as:

1. High school principals in thaose high schools
which had both student newspapers and journalism cﬁurses
of fered,

2. High school journalism advisers, in the
same high schools.

These two groups were administered an
instrument totaling 68 identical attitude items. These
items were later condensed into six clusters (factors),
through the use of factor amalysis, These factors served
as the primary basis for formulating and testing six null
hypotheses. The advisers' questionnaire also contained
two other information seétions, discussed earlier in this

chapter, which were intended to shed additional light on
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the results of the’primary attitude study.

The 68 attitude items were Fifst analyzed by
factor analysis, in order to determine statistically
which items would best describe what all 68 were intended
to do and eliminate the unnecessary items in the process.
The factor analysis threw out 31 items and concluded
that the concerns of the study would be described most
parsimoniouslf through the remaining 37 items. These
37 items clustered into six distinct factors {a factor
is set of items which share a pattern of relationship).
These six factors were subsequently labeled in the
following manner:

Factor 1 Reporting Human Relations Problems

in the Newspaper |

Factor 2 - Basic Human Relations Beliefs

Factor 3 - Basic Human Righte Seliefs

Factor 4 - Reporting Conflict and Intergroup
Relations in the Newspaper

fFactor 5 - Censorship and Control of the Student.
Newspaper

Factor 6 - Basic Freedom of Expression and Press
Belief's |

Factors 1, 2? 3, and 4, were used to test

hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, which dealt with the human

relations-human rights role of the journalism program,
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Factors 5 and 6 were used to test hypotheses 4, 5, and §,
which dealt with the students' right to exercise freedom
of press. |

These six factors -~ described as hypothetical
constructs -- were then used as the basis for constructing
‘the six null hypotheses to be tested, that were alluded
to above, Chi sguare goodness of fit tests were applied
as discussed earlier in this chapter. Stepwise discriminant
function analysis was next utilized to test these
hypotheses, using the six factors as independent variables,
In this manner, significant differences between the two
groups were determined, with regard to their attitudes
toward the two major'concerns of the study -- i.e., thé‘
human relations-human rights role of high school
journalism and students' exercising of freedom of press.
It also determined the relationship and significant
differences between advisers and principals when
combined and classified into high school enrcllment size
groups and racial groups, with regard to the group .
attitudes toward the same six factors.,

The results were then interpreted and used to
accept or reject the nuil hypotheses. The results of
the data from the other two sections of the advisers!
questionnaires -- which provided additional insight into

the ma jor questions of the study -~ were recorded and
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discussed in relation to the ma jor attitude findings.
In the spring of 1975, the discriminant function
analyses were redone because .of an original error in
programming procedure. The results were reinterpreted

accordingly,

Administering the Test

The questionnaires were mailed to principals and
journalism advisers, in each of the 133 sample high
schools, during the spring of 1573, Each gquestionnaire
mailing included a cover lettef and a2 pre-addressed
and stamped return envelope, After one month, approximately
35 per cent of the subjects overall had responded, and the
first followup letter was mailed, including all meterials
again., This produced an increased response rate uh to
approximately 53 per cent, by May. A second and final
followup was employed, by telephoning each sub ject who
had not yet responded. This effort, raised the return
percentage to its ultimate levels of 73.6 per cent and
70.7 per cent, for principals and advisérs respectively,

All collection of data was completed by mid-June
and was recorded for statistical analysis. This material
was then placed in appropriate tables,

fach questionnaire was marked with a number,
prior to being mailed to the respondents. This procedure

enabled one to determine which subjects, in which high



88
schools, had not résgonded and which one had respéhded.
This information was necessary for Foilowup purposes.
A master flow chart was maintained as returns came in,
for all participating high schools, This chart récorded
which high schools had responded, which of the two
ma jor respondents in each high school had responded,
whether the responding high school was a physically
segregated an& desegregated high school, and what the

enrollment of each responding high school was,

Design

This investigation employed a mail gquestionnaire
method, with subsequent utilization of factor analysis,
chi square goodness of fit tests, and stepwise discriminant
function analysis techniques,

Factor analysis helped to validate the study,
as discussed earlier, |

The literature of several multivariate
statistical sources, the assistance of Robert Black of the
University of Oklahoma's School of Education, and the
assistance of Dr., Thomas Bement of Northern Arizonal
University's [Cepartment of flathematics, were employed in
the completion of this technique. Cattell's (1964) method
of labeling factors aided in the six factors being
labeled, in a manner coﬁsistent with the concerns of the

study.
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Using the six factors as variables, they were
subsequently subjected to stepwiée discriminant function
analysis, as detailed earlier. This procedure determined
the significance of difference between groups used in
relations to each factor separately, and in relatiﬁn to
all the factors working together at each step of the
analysis,

The discriminant function analysis had a nhmber
of advantages over analysis of variance, which could also
have been used to test the hypotheses. First, only the
original 68 indexes could have been compared for variance,
on an individual basis, and could not have been examined
in terms of their working together, if analysis of
variance had been used., The stepwiss discriminant
function analysis, however, allowed each factor -- which
represented maximum communality -- to be examined by
itself and in relation to all other factors that were
being used to test the hypothesis at hand.

Second, analysis of variance would have done
nothing toward further validation of the instrument. The
combination of factor analysis and stepwise discriminant.
function analysis did contribute to content validity.
Discriminant function analysis iliustrated how'many
of the originél variables would measure what they were
intended to measure.

Third, analysis of variance would have provided
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no information on the power of differences, in terms
of practical significance between the original groups
of items in the questionnairef Discriminant function
analysis, however, provided a classification matrix and
a function for each group of usable variables. These
became the bases of hypothetical constructs, This
nrocess allowed for predictimn in each group, with
considerable accuracy. This was particularly true when
multiple groups were involved, such as the four
enrollment size groups.

The .05 level of significance was adopted for

rejection or acceptance of the stated null hypotheses.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS COF THE DATA

Introduction

The primary purpose of this investigation was to
determine whether or not student newspapers and classroom
Journalism courses, in QOklahoma high schools, facilitated
a significant concern for human relations and human
rights within the high schools. This was approached
primarily through the examination of the attitudes of
nigh school principals and high school journalism advisers,
with regard to six variables, Those six variables were:
(1) Reporting Human ﬁelations Problems in the High
School Newspaper; (2) Basic Human Relations Beliefs; (3)
Basic Human Rights 3eliefs; (4) Reporting Conflict and
Intergroup Relations in the Newspaper; (5) Censorship
and Control of the Student Newspaper; and (6) Basic
Freedom of Expression and Press Beliefs. |

The comparison of differences in attitudes, with
regard to_the six factors, was of primary concern. It
was approached in three basic ways. First, all principals'
attitudes were compared.to adviéers' attitudes. Second,
all respondents combined were placed into one of four high

91
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school enrollment size classifications and the four group
attitudes were compared. Third, all respondénts combined
were grouped according to whether they were in a physically
segregatéd or physically desegregated high school, and
their group attitudes were compared. In addition tﬁ
sub-grouping all respondents collectively, advisers and
principals were separately divided into enrollment and
racial classifications, to test for within group
differences.

Cther important concerns, which were supplemental
to the above primary concerns of the study, consisted of
the following questions:

1. Wwhat were the major purposes of journalism
courses and student newspapers?

2. How much press freedom and censorship existed
in COklahoma high schools?

3. To what extent did hicgh school enrollment
size and racial mix affect the purposes of and attitudes
toward the high school newspaper?

4, To what extent were the functions and values
taught in the journalism courses practiced by the student
newspapers? |

Data included in this chaﬁter were obtained by
administering two separate mail questionnaires to the two

 primary groups of respondents -- advisers and principals.,
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Both questionnaires contained identical sets of attitude
items, on which the hypotheses to be tested were based,
after they had been grouped into facters. In addition,
the advisers' questionnaire contained behavior items
designed to reveal factual information on the secondary
concerns of the study. These results were intended to
provide further insight into the relationship betuween
the way school officials think things should be and the
way they actually existed, with regard to high school
journalish. |

The statistical treatments, employed for testing
hypotheses stated in Chapter I, were factor analysis and
stepwise discriminant analysis. Chi square goodness of
fit tests were also utilized to ensure the normality of
population distribution and the subsequent validity of
the significance tests.

Statistical calculations were performed at the
University of QOklahoma and Northern Arizona University.
The .05 level of confidence was selected to test for

significant differences between factor means.

Testing the Hypotheses and Analysis of the Data

Basically, there were two concerns which served
as the basis for hypotheses: (1) The human relations-
human rights role of student newspapers, and (2) high
school students' right of free expressionand press.

The three hypotheses relating to the first concern were
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tested through factor 1 (human relations reporting,‘Factor
2 (buman relations beliefs), factor 3'(human rights
»beliefs), and factor 4 (conflict and intergroup relations
reporting). The three hypotheses relating to the.second
ma jor concern were tested through factor 5 (cehsorship
and control of the newspaper and factor 6 (freedom of
expression and press beliefs). The results of the
supplementary sections from the advisers' questionnaires
were presented and discussed separately, with regard to
the above ma jor concerns.,

The results of these tests are presented in four
sections, in this chapter. The first section records the
results of two discriminant function analyses. These
tests were used to determine whether or not the attitudes
of all principals differed sionificantly from the attitudes
of all advisers, with regard to the six factors used in
the testina of two hypotheses. These tests were used to
test Hypotheses 1 and 4 specifically., These hypotheses
were designed to determine if advisers' and principals'
attitudes differed significantly, with regard to the
human relations-human rights role of student newspapers
(factors 1, 2, 3, 4,), and with regard to students’
right of free press (factors 5 and 6), respectively.

The second séction of this chapter records the

results of three discriminant function analyses for each
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hypothesis, or a total of six discriminant function
analyses., The first three analyses were used to test
hypothesis 2. The first of these tests was used to
determine whether or not the sombined attitudes of all
advisers and principals differed significantly, when
the respondents were grouped into one of four high
school enrollment size classifications. The second of
these tests was used to determine whether or not the
attitudes of advisers separatély differed significantly,
with regard to factors 1, 2, 3, and 4, whgn the advisers
were grouped into one of four higﬁ school enrollment
size classifications, The third of these tests was used
to determine whether or not the attitudes of principals

separately differed significantly, with regard to factors

of four high school enrollment size classifications, The
same three-analyses procedure was used to test hypothesis
5, using factors 5 and 6. These two hypotheses were
designed to determine if advisers! and principals' attitudes
differed significantly, with regard to the human relations-
human rights role of student newspapers, and with regard'
to students' right of free press, when the respondents
were grouped into four different enrollment size
classifications,

The third section of this chapter records the

results of three discriminant function analyses, rslated
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to the testing of hypotheses 3 and 6, a total of six
analyses, The first three analyses were used to test
hypothesis 3. The first of these tests was used to
determine whether or not the combined attitudes of all
advisers and principals differed significantly, with
regard to factors 1, 2, 3, and 4, when the respondents
were grouped into one of two high school racial
classifications., The second of these tests was used to
determine whether or not the attitudes of advisers
separately differed significantly, with regard to factors
1, 2, 3, and 4, when the respondents were grouped into
one of two high school racial classifications. The
third of these tests was used to determine whether or
not the attitudes of principals by themselves differed
significantly, with regerd to factors 1, 2, 3, and 4,
when the respondents were grouped into one of two high
school racial classificetions. The same procedure was
used to test hypothesis 6, using factors 5 and 6.
Hypotheses 3 and 6 were desigred to determine if advisers!
and principals! attitudes -~ when grouped into two high
school racial classifications -- differed significantly,
with regard to the human relations-human righﬁs role of
students newspapers, and with regard to students' right
of free press, respectively,.

The fourth section of this chapter is a
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supplementary analysis of data taken from the secondary
two sections of the advisers' questionnaire., It includes
.information that revealed the contents of both the high
schools' student newspapers and the Jjournalism coﬁrsework.
The section includes means and standard deviations, for
each of the content areas being considered. This data
allowed for further comparison between advisers' and
principals, expressed attitudes toward high school
Jjournalism and the existing realities. It was important
for final discussion of the basic questions of the study.

For each analysis, in all sections, a similar
procedure was used. Respondents were divided into the
appropriate number of groups -- depending on the
hypothesis being tested. ODiscriminant function analyses
were applied, using the appropriate factors as variables,
and as the functions for discrimination between the
groups. In this manner, the factor which was most
imporﬁant in discriminating between the groups uwas
entered into the analysis first (step one). Subsequent
steps entered each of the remaining variables,
individually, according to the order of importance of
each in discriminating. An f value was computed for each
step at which a new variable was entered, and an overall
F value was computed.For.all variables, when they had

been entered and were discriminating between groups
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together,
The general format for each section consists of
a statement of the hyﬁotheses to be tested, followed by
tables describing the results of the primary statistical
treatment used and an interpretation of the applied
.statistical method, with reference to the hypothesis
tested., This is followed by tables which contain the
means and standard deviations, used as indicators of the.
nature of the respondents' expressed attitudes toward
the concerns of the study.
Findincs Bertaining tc a Comparison of Principals! and
Advisers' Attitudes Toward Students' Freedom of

°ress and tne Human Relations-Human
Riaghts Role of Student Newspapers

Hypothesis 1 and hypothesis 4 were tested in this
section,

Hypothesis 1 stated that there is'no significant
difference betueen the attitudes of high school principals
and newspaper advisers, with regard to the role of the
student newspaper in advancing effective human relations
and a concern for human rights in the high school.

Hypcthesis 4 stated that there is no significant-
difference between the éttitudes of high school principals
and newspaper advisers, with regard to studenté' exercising
"of freedom of press.

For these hypotheses, respondents were divided



g9
into two primary groups for testing -- advisers and
principals.

Hypothesis 1. The results of the stepwise

discriminant function analysis of 94 advisers' and 98
principals' attitudes toward factors 1, 2, 3, and 4, are
contained in Tables 3 and 4. The F values for
significance at the .05 and .07 levels varied from step
to step because the cdegrees of freedom changed with each

step. Hypothesis 1 was rejected because the results

indicated that with all four variables entered and
working together, advisers are discriminating from
principals, with regard to their attitudes toward this
concern. Table 3, moresver, reveals that factor 3 ues
the most discriminating of the four factors and'waé
therefore entered first, UWhat this heans, simply, is
that advisers and principals differed more with regard
to their views toward human rights than they did on the
other threse variables. [iost important, however, Table
4 illustrates that there was significant difference

between the cgroup means of advisers and principals, at

the .05 level or better. This was true with regard to
each of the factors. Table 4 contains the F values for

all four factor means, before they were entered into
discriminant analysis, Advisers' and principals' F

scores for factors 1, 2, and 3 were greater than the 6,81



100

Table 3

Summary of Discriminant Analysis of Human Relations-
Human Rights Attitude Differences
Between Advisers and Principals

Factor Degrees of
Step Entered Freedom F
1 3 1,190 22, 40%*
2 2 2,189 12.93%*
3 1 3,188 8.77%*
4 4 4,187 6.66%%

*xSignificant at the .01 level
needed to be significant at the .01 level, The scores for
factor 4 were greater than the 3.91 needed far significance
at the .05 level.
| Table 4
Human Relations~Human Rights Factor Mean Differences

Between Advisers and Principals
Before Discriminant Analysis

Degrees of

Factor Freedom F
1 1,190 8.19%x
2 1,190 12.09%*
3 1,190 - 22.40%%
4

1’190 4064*

*¥Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level
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Despite the fact that there was significant
difference between advisers' and prineipals! group means,
for each of the four factors, the respondents tended to
hold generally favorable attitudes. Table 5 contains the
means and standard deviations for each of the four
‘factors. The group means indicate that the respondents,
collectively expressed favorable attitudes., Closer
examination, however, reveabdtwd important findings.
First, respondents expressed considerably more favorable
attitudes toward factors 2, 3, and 4, than they did
toward factor 1.

One possible explanation for why the respondents
expressed less favorable attitudes toward factor 1 is
that it was composed of items that concerned the
reporting of realistic human relations preblems, whereas
2, 3, and 4 dealt primarily with basic attitudes toward
general human relations-human rights concepts. Factor
1, in effect, provided a check on the attitudes expressed
in the other three; i.e., it dealt with the extent to
which advisers and principals believed that high school
newspapers should act as human relations-human rights
facilitators through their reporting of such problem
situations.

The second important finding concerned the

difference in attitude between advisers and principals,
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Clearly, principals expressed less favorable views than
advisers, with regard to all four factors. Furthermore,
with regard to factor 1, principals held unfavaorable
views as a group.
Table 5
Human Relations-Human Rights Factor Means,

Standard Deviations and Grand fMeans
for Advisers and Principals

ARdvisers . Principals
(N=94) (N=98)

No, of - - Grand

Factor Items X SD X SD Mean
1 11 30.16 9.82 34,85 12,63 32.55

2 5 8.13 2.31 9.51 3.12  8.83

3 4 7.07 2.37 8,03 3.26 8.07

4 4 %.94 3.67  11.11 3.88 10.54

Hypothesis 4, The results of the stepuise

discriminant function analysis of 94 advisers' and 98
principals'! attitudes toward factors S énd 6 are contained
in Tables 6 and 7. Factor S was concerned with basic
attitudes toward the censorship of high school student
newspapers and restrictions on student freedom of press.
Factor 6 was concerned with basic attitudes toward high

school students' right of free expression and press.

Hypothesis 4 was rejected because the computed F value
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Table 6
Summary of Discriminant Analysis.OF Freedom of

Expression and Press Attitude Differences
Between Advisers and Principals

Factor Degrees of
Step Entered Freedom F
1 5 1,190 | 39,08%%
2 6 2,189 31.94%%

*%Significant at the .01 level

of factors 5 and 6 working together indicated significant
difference between advisers and principals. Table 6
revealed that, with both factors enfered, an F value of
31.94 was computed., This was much more than the 4.75
needed to be significant at the .01 level. Factor 5 was
the most discriminating of the two factors, with an F
value of 39,08, Table 7, howevem‘shows that both factors
individually discriminated far beyond the 6.81 needed to
be significant at the .01 ievel, and that there was little
difference in the relative importance of the two variablés.
In practical terms, this indicated that advisers and
principals expressed different views toward high school
students exercising freedom of expression and press, at
a highly significant level.

As to whether or not the respondents held

favorable or unfavorable views toward these concerns,
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Table 7
Freedom of Expression and Press factor Mean

Differences Between Advisers and Principals
Before Discriminant Analysis

Degrees of

Factor Freedom £
S 1,190 39,08**

6 - 1,190 36,92%*

**Significant at the .01 level
Table 8 contains the means, standard deviations and
orand means for each factor. Comparisecn of mean scares
suggested that advisers and principals, collectively,
tended to hold favorable views, with regard to factor 6,
‘which concerned students having the right to exercise
free expression. However, this was overshadowed by the
fact that they appeared to favor the use of censorship
and control more than they did the right of free
expression, The grand mean for factor 5, concerning
censorship and control, is 21.57, or a generally middle
point of view. The grand mean for factor 6, concerning .
students' right of free expression and press, is 11.30,
or slightly favorable in attitude toward this right, It
should be noted, that the items included in factor 5
were worded in a positive manner. Consequently, the

agreeable response mean indicated an attitude supporting
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the use of censorship and control,
An example of such wording is illustrated in

Figure 2. This explains why advisers registered less

FIGURE 2
SAMPLE ITEM FRCM CENSORSHIP FACTOR

Strongly . Strongly
Agree Aoree Neutral Disagree Disagree

High school
Journalists
should be
tightly con-
trolled because
they are still
immature and
need to learn
responsibility
first, 1 2 3 4 5
favorable responses than principals, with regard to
factor S and more favorable responses toward factor 6,
the factor containing the items which were worded more
negatively., This was borne out by the fact that
advisers had a group mean of 24.39, and principals had
a group mean of 18.86, with regard to censorship and
control, Clearly, principals favored the use of
censorship and control to a greater degree than did
advisers.,

This data accounted for the highly significant
amount of difference between the two groups. The same

held true, generally, with regard to attitudes toward

freedom of expression and press. The grand mean clearly
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indicated that all respondents collectively favored
students' right of free expression and press, However,
.advisers agreed more strongly that high school students
had this right., This was evidenced by their grouﬁ mean

of 9,55, as compared to principals' group mean of 12,98,

Table 8

Freedom .of Expression and Press Factor fieans,
Standard Deviations and Grand fieans
for Advisers and Principals

Advisers frincipals
(N=94) (n=98)
No, of - : Grand
Factor Items X SD X SD Mean
5 8 24,39 6.05 18.86 6.21 21.57
5 5 9.55 3.38 12.98 4,35 11.30

Findings Pertaininec to Respondents! Attitudes
Toward Students! Freedom of Press and the
Human Relations-Fuman Rights Role of
Student Newspapers, knen Crouped into
four tnroliment Classifications

Hypothesis 2 and hypothesis 5 were tested in this
section,

Hypothesis 2 stated that there is no significant
diFferencelbetween high schools in four enrollment
classifications, with regard to.advisers' and priﬁcipals'

attitudes toward the role of the student newspaper in
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advancing human relations and a concern for human
rights, in the high school, |

Hypothesis 5 étated that there is no significant
difference between high schools in four enrollment
classifications, with regard to advisers! and principals’
-attitudes toward students' exercising of freedom of press.’

For these hypotheses, advisers and principals
were combined and then cgrouped into the following high
school enrollment classifications: group 1 (1,000 or
more); group 2 (450 to 999); group 3 (225 to 449); and
group 4 (224 or less)., Three separate stépwise
discrimipant function analyses were conducted, for each
of the two hypotheseé.

In the first analysis, all advisers and principals
collectively were grouped into the four enrollment
classifications and were compared, with régard to their
expressed attitudes toward the six factors used in the
two hypotheses. In the second analysis, all agvisers
separately were grouped into the four enrollment
classifications and were compared, with regard to their
expressed attitudes toward the six factors used. In the
third analysis, 21l priﬁcipals separately were grouped
into the four enrollment classifications and were
compared to their expressed attitudes toward the six

factors used. These last two separate analyses provided
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a closer examination of the attitudes of adviser and
principals, with regard to the effects of enrollment
grouping on attitudes toward the concerns of the study.
They also provided a basis for determining whether the
attitudes of advisers or principals were affected by the
size of total enrollment grouping.

Hyoothesis 2.  The results of the stepuwise

discriminant function analysis, far all advisers and
principals combined and crouped into four enrollment
classifications, are contaiﬁed in Tables 9-13. Table 9
contains the summary of F values, as each factor was
entered step by step. Table 10 contains the F values of
the mean differences before they were entered into
analysis, Tables 11-13 contain the F matrices, which
illustrate the deqree of difference between the four
enrollment groups, with recard to each of the four
factors applicable to this hypothesis. As with hypothesis
1, the critical variables here were factors i, 2, 3, and
4,

Hypothesis 2 was rejected because the results

indicated that, with all four variables entered and
~warking together, there was significant diffefence
between the four enrocllment groups, Table 9 records an
F value of 3.88, for all four factors working together,

which is more than the 2.23 needed to be significant at
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the .01 level., Table 9 also revealed that factor 4 Qas
. the most discriminating of the four factors and was
therefore entered into analysis first,

What this revealed, simply, was that there was
more discrimination between the four enfollment groups,
with regard to conflict and intergroup relations
reporting than there was with the other three variables.
It should be noted, however, that there was significant
difference between the enrocllment group means, with
regard to factors 1, 3, and 4, at the .01 level, as
shown in Table 10, There was no significant difference

between the groups, however, with regard to factor 2,

Table 9

Summary of Discriminant Analysis of Enrollment
Groups' Human Relations-Human Rights
Attitude Differenceswith Advisers
and Principals Combined

Factor . Degrees of
Step Entered Freedom E
1 4 3,118 14.20%*
2 1 6,374 7.76%%
3 3 9,453 S5.21%%
4

2 ' 12,490 3.88%*

*%*Gignificant at the .01 level
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Table 10

Differences Between Enrocllment Groups' Human
Relations-Human Rights Factor Means
Gefore Discriminant Analysis, with
Advisers 2nd Principals Combined

Degrees of

Factor Freedom F
1 3,188 9,63%*%
2 3,188 0.69
3 3,188 6.84%*
4 3,188 ‘ 14,20%*

**Significant at the .01 level

Tahles 11-14 indicated that emrollment groups 1 and.
4 were the most discriminating groups. There was
significant difference betweeh entrollment group 1 and
enrollment groups 2, 3, and 4, at the .01 level, as each
of the four variables were entered into the analysis,
The only deviation from this condition appeared at step
4, Table 14 shows that group 1 differed from groups 3
and 4 at the .01 levél. However, the F value of 2,72
for the difference between group 1 and 2 indicated that
it was enough to meet the 2.43 necessary to be significant
at the .05 level or better, with regard to all four
factors, Croup 2 did not differ significantly from

enrollment group 3, with regard to any of the four
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factors. Tables 11-14 also showed that enrollment
groups 3 and 4 did not differ significantly, with regard
to any of the four human relgtionsehuman rights factors
used for this hypothes.’ s,

These findings suggested that the greater the
difference in enrollmgnt size of high schools, the more
significant the difference between the expressed attitudes
of advisers and principals with regard to the human
relations-human rights functions of high school newspapers.
It was also apparent that in the very large high schools
these differences were most significant, as evidenced by
the fact that the degree of sicnificant difference

-

between group 1 and the other three groups was greater
than the difference between any of the other enrcliment
groups.

Concerning whether the respondents held
favorable or unfavorable views toward these four factors,
Table 15 indicated that a pattern similar to that
presented in the preceding tables prevailed. Table 15
contains the summary of group means, grand means, and
standard deviations, for each of the four enrollment
groups, with the advisers and principals combined.

Generally, the data suggested that the larger the

high school, the more favorable the collective, expressed

attitudes of both advisers and principals, toward the
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Table 11
Step 1 F Matrix of Enrcllment Groups' Human

Relations-Human Rights Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Combined

Factor Entered = 4
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Degrees of
(N=55) (N=36) (N=54) Freedom
Group 2 10,23%%
Group 3 23.27%x 1.22
Group 4 38.08x** 5,95% 2.31 1,188
(N=47)

#Gignificant 2t the .05 level
*¥%5ignificant at the .01 level

Table 12
Step 2 F fMatrix of Enrollment Croups® Human

Relations-Human Rights Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Combined

Factor Entéred =1

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Degrees of
(N:SS) (N:Sﬁ) (N=54) Freedom
Group 2 5,15%%
Group 3 - 12.,05%#* 1.38
Group 4 271 .14%% S.42%% 1.78 2,187
(N=47) : '

%*%5ignificant at the .01 level
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Table 13
Step 3 F matrix of Enrollment Groups' Human

Relations-Human Rights Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Combined

Factor Entered = 3

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Degrees af
(N=55) (N=36) (N=54) Freedom
Group 2 3.671%
Group 3 B.14%* 0,92

Group 4 14,37%% 3.60% 1.23 3,186
(N=47) : ‘

#Significant at the .05 level
*¥Significant at the .01 level

Table 14

Step 4 F fMatrix of Enrollment Groups' Human
Relations~Human Rights Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Combined

Factor Entered = 2

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Degrees of
(N=55) = (N=36) (N=54) Freedom
Group 2 2.72%
Group 3 6,08%* 0.70
Group 4 18, 72%* 2.71% 0.92" 4,185

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level
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human relations-human rights concerns. Conversely, the
smaller the high school enrollment the less favorable
and in some instances the more unfavorable the attitudes,
For example, the means for factor 1, which dealt with
the reporting of human relations problem situations in
the high school, indicated that group 1 high schools
expressed slightly favorable views toward this role. As
the high schools decreased in size, however, attitudes
tended to become less favorgble, so that when the means
of groupvd high schools were examined it was clear the
respondents held generally unfavorable views toward this
role.

A similar but less pronounced pattern occurred
with factor 4, which dealt with conflict and intergroup
reporting. A comparison between factors 1 and 4 shoued
that there was an unfavorable tendency expressed. Group
3 means illustrated a slightly positive group attitude,
Group 4 respondents, however, registered negative group
means for both of these factors, even though the
respondents were more negative toward factor 1 than
factor 4, With factors 2 and.3, which dea;t with human
relations énd human rights beliefs respectively, the
same pattern of variance between large and shall high
school groupsprevailed. However, the basic attitudes

tended to be favorable,
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These results suggesteda conclusion similar to
that discussed under hypothesis 1. Thét is, advisers
and principals tended to hold generally favorable
attitudes, with regard to basic beliefs concerning.the
human relations-human rights role of student némspapers,
but when confronted with realistic problem situations
" their views were considerably less favorable toward the

student newspaper reporting them,

Table 15

Enrollment Groups' Factor feans, Standard Deviations,
and Grand fMeans of Human Relations-Human
Rights Attitudes with Advisers
and Principals Combined

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
a8 . (N=55) (N=36) (N=54) (N=47)
PER - - - - Grand
g _ﬁ X SD X SO X SO X SD Means
L - ‘

-3

11 27.22 9,87 30.56 12.82 34.39 10.29 38.21 10,91 32.55
2 5 8.38 2.50 8,97 2.56 8.94 3.51 9.13 2,54 8.83
3 4 6.73 2,33 8,03 3.14 B8.46 3,17 9.23 2.94 8.07
4 4 8.15 3,26 10.53 3.33 11.35 4.01 12.40 3.15 10.54

-

When advisers and principals were separated and
classified into the same four enrollment groups, the
resulting data generally followed the same basic pattern,

as when they were combined. Table 16 contains the summary
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of F values, as each step was entered, for both advisers
and principals separately., It tended to follow the same
basic pattern as when advisers and principals were
combined., For both advisers and prihcipals, there ‘was
significant difference when all four factors were
‘entered. However, the différencesamong principals were
greater than among advisers., liith all four factors
entered, advisers registered an F value of 1.87, which
was sicgnificant at the .05 leQel. Principals, registered
an f score of 2.30, which was more than the 2.28 required
to be significant at the .01 level. Apparently, then,
the degree of significant difference between the
principals' enrocllment groups was great enbugh to offset
that of the advisers' enrollment groups and create the
results presented in Table 9, when all respondents were
combined,

Tables 17-20 contain the [ matrices for each
step of the analysis and enables one to compare advisers
to principals, with regard to the degree of difference
between their enrollment groﬁps, at each step. Although
the basic pattern is essentialiy the same as when the '
respondents were combined, there were two different
findings worth noting., First, the factors were not
entered at the same step leVel. For both groups, factors

4 and 3 were entered first and last respectively, Factors
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Table 16

Summary of Discriminant Analysis of Enrollment
Groups' Human Relations-Human Rights
Attitude Differences with Advisers

and Principals Separate

Advisers Principals
(N=94) (N=98)
factor Degrees of Factor Degrees of

Step Entered fFreedom FE Entered Freedom F

1 4 3,90 5,88%% 4 3,94 7.50%*
2 2 £,178 3.27%% 1 6,186 4,29%*
3 1 9,214 2,45% 2 9,224 3,05%*
4 3 12,230 1.87% 3 12,241 2,30%%

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the ,01 level

1 and 2, however, were entered at different steps, as
shown in Tables 18 and 19, This simply meant that the
degree of difference between the four enrollment groups,
with regard to factors 1 and 2, varied between advisers
and principals, In practical terms, principals differed
more in their expressed attitudes toward the reporting of
human relations problem situations (factor 1) than did
advisers. Advisers, on the other hand, differed more in
their expressed attitudes toward basic human relations
beliefs (factor 2) than did principals.

A second important finding was that concerning a
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comparison of advisers and principals, with regard to
the degree of difference between enroilment group
attitudes toward the four factors. Generally, the
cettern for advisers and principals separately,
followed that of the combined discriminant Fuﬁction
analysis, with regard to each of the factors used here.
The most notable exception was that those respondents
in enrollment.group 2, for both advisers and principals,
did not differ significantly from group 4 respondents,
as was the case with.the combined analysis,

The most important aspect of comparing F matrices,
moreover, was that the degree of sionificant difference
between larce high schools! attitudes and small high
schools'? attitudes was much more prohounced in the
principals! analysis than in the advisers'. Both
advisers and principals differed at the same significance
levels through all four steps, and for all four
enrollment groups, except at step 3, Table 19 indicates
that group 1 differed from group 3 at the ,05 level for
advisers and at the .01 level for principals. Other
than that difference, the significance levels were the
same, However, the F values for principals were
consistently higher than those for advisers, despite the
likeness in significance lsvels.

This implied that principals in large high
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schools differed from principals in small high schools
much more, with regard to human relations-human rights
attitudes, than advisers in large high schools differed
from advisers in small high schools, with regard to the
same concerns, Table 17 demonstrates this point very
‘clearly, with regard to Factor 4, which was the most
discriminating factor. The F value of 14.31 for group
1 advisers differing from group 4 advisers, indicated
significance at the ,01 level; Similarly, group 1 and
4 principals differed significantly, at the .01 level,
for the same factor, but the F value of 20.84 was
considerably higher. 8oth, however, were well beyond

the 6.95 neaded for significance at the .01 level,

The comparison of means of the two groups, in
Tables 21 and 22 showed a continuation of the same
general pattern as that just discussed. In this case,
not only did hoth advisers and principals from large
high schools differ significantly from those of small
high schools, but also this tendency applied to the
group attitudes as well., That is, both advisers and
principals from small high schools tended to express
less favorable attitudes than those from large high
schools, Ffurther, principals expressed much less
favorable attitudes than advisers, with regard to the

four human relations-human rights factors. 1In fact,
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Table 17

Step 1 F Matrix of Enrollment Croups' Human
Relations-Human Rights Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Separate

Advisers : Principals
(N=94) (N=98)
Factor Entered = 4 Factor Entered = 4
({98 G
o E cE
2 (=]
® T & ¢ o
g 2 3 a2z 1 2 3 bl
: 3™ | g
© (N=30) (N=18) (N=27) © (N=25) (N=18) (N=27) O
2 4,72% 5,22%
3 10.63** (0,51 12.03** (0,71
4 14,31** 1,96 0.66 1,90 20.84%*% 3.31 1.19 1,94

¥*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level



121

Table 18

Step 2 F Matrix of Enrollment Groups! Human
Relations-Human Rights Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Separate

Advisars Principals
(N=S4) (N=98)
Factor Entered = 2 Factor Entered = 1
G G
QE cE
(s} c
n v N O
0 [0 1)) o Q
Q. Qo0 Qo
o | fa_.k 3‘4
a1 2 3 o= 1 2 3 o
) [ (o)
(N=30) (N=18) (N=27) (N=25) (N=18) (N=27)
2 2.38 2.66
3 5,39%x 0.53 6.45%% (.48

4 8,12*% 2,19 0,78 2,89 12.61%* 2,84 1,25 2,93
N=19, 28

**Significant at the .01 level



122

Table 19

Step 3 F Matrix of Enrollment Groups' Human
Relations-Human Rights Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Separate

Advisors Principals
(N=S4) (N=98)
Factor Entered = 1 factor Entered = 2

G- G
Og Og
o O U O

(0] L QQ

2 1 2 3 oQ 1 2 3 o

] ) O (w 5P

5 (N=30) (N=18) (N=27) 8 (N=25) (N=18) (N=27) 8

2 1.96 2.04

3 3.63* 1.07 4,26%% 0,53

4

5.42%% 2,07 0.52 3,88 8.42%x 2,56 1.00 3,92

*Significant at the .05 level
*%x5jgnificant at the .01 level
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Table 20

Step 4 F Matrix of Enrollment Groups' Human
Relations-Human Rights Attitude UDifferences
with Advisers and Principals Separate

Advisers ' Principals
(N=94) (N=98)
Factor Entered = 3 Factor Entered = 3
S e G e
(@] - 0
0 O 0 O
2 23 | 3
3 1 2 3 o 1 2 3 bl
2 gu. gu.
< (N=30) (N=18) (N=27)0 (N=25) (nN=18) (N=27) o
2 1.46 1.62
3 2.70% (.80 3.27% (.39
4 4,19% 1,64 0.48 4,87 6.32%*% 1,91 0.74 4,91
N=19,28

*Significant at the .05 level
**Gignificant at the ,01 level
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with regard to factor 1, principals expressed generally
_negative attitudes toward the human rélations-human
rights role of the student newspaper, as evidenced by
their grand mean of 34.85., This was particularly true

for those principals classified into smaller enrollment

groups.

Table 21

Enrollment CGroups!' fFactor Means, Standard Deviations,
and Grand Neans of Human Relations-Human
Rigiits Attitudes For Advisers

o Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group &
c o (N=30) (N=18) (N=27) (N=19)
r - - - - Grand
S 5 X SD X SD X SD X SD fieans

1 11 26.66 8.12 28,05 10.57 32.67 7.92 34,11 12.05 30.16
2 5‘ 7.90 2.06 7.67 2.00 8.19 2.54 8.84 2,59 8.13
3 4 6.17 2.26 6.78 2.32 7.44 1,83 8.26 2.81 7.07

4 4 17,90 3.29 10.11 3.43 10.85 3.89 11.68 2.79 9.94

Hypothesis 5. The results of the stepwise

discriminant functions analysis of 94 advisers! and 98
principals' combined attitudes toward factors 5 and 6 are
contained in Tables 23 and 24, Ffactor 5 was concerned
with basic attitudes toward the censorship of high

school student newspaperévand réstrictions on student

freedom of press. Factor 6 concerned basic attitudes
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Table 22
Enrollment Groups! Factor Means, StandardJDeviations,

and Grand Means of Human Relations-Human
Rights Attitudes for Principals

I Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4

S g (N=25) (Nz18) (N=27) (N=28)

o0 o _ - - - Grand ~
SR X SD X SD X SD X SD Means
111 27.88 11.78 33.06 14.61 36.11 12.16 41.00 9.27 34.85

2 5 B8.96 2.88 10.28 2.42 9.70 4.18 9.32 2.54 9.51

[#3]

4 7,40 2.27 9.28 3.41 9,43 3.88 6.89 2,850 9,03
4 8,44 3,25 10.94 3,26 1'.85 4,14 12.89 3.34 11.11

S

toward high school students' right of free expression and

press. Hypothesis 5 was rejected because the computed {

values of factors 5 and 6 working together showed
significant difference between the four emrollment groups.
Table 23 revealed that, with both factors entered an f
value of 4,82 was computéd. This was more than the 2,90
needed to be significant at the .01 level,

Factor 6 was the most discriminating of the two
factors, with an F value of 8.50, which was a reversal of
the order of importance indicated when advisers were
compared to principals without being orouped into
enrollment classifications (Tables 6 and 7). Nonetheless,

Table 24 showed that both factors individually discriminated
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Table 23
Summary of Discriminant Analysis of Enrollment Groups®

Freedom of Expression and Press Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Cowbined

Factor Degrees of
Step Entered Freedom F
1 6 3,188 8.50%*
2 5 6,374 4,82%%

*Gicgnificant at the .05 level
*¥Significant at the .01 level

significantly, The F value for factor 6 was 8.50, which
was more than the 3.91 necessary to be significant at
the .01 level, This indicated that when all 152
advisers and principals were combined and then groubed
into four enrocllment classifications, there was
significant difference between the four groups, with
regard to their views toward high school students
exercising freedom of expression and press.

The F matrices contained in Tables 25 and 26
indicated that enrcllment groups 1 and 4 were the most
discriminating groups, Jjust as they were with hypothesis
2. The F values in both tables, indicated significant
difference between enrollment group 1 and enrollment
groups 3 and 4, at the .01 level, with regard to both

factors. There was no significant difference between
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Table 24

Differences Between Enrollment Groups! Freedom of
Expression and Press Factor Means Before
Discriminant Analysis with Advisers

and Principals Combined

Degrees aof

Factor Freedom F
5 3,188 3.75%
6 3,188 8.50%*

#Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level

the respondents in cgroup 2 and the respondents in group

4, at the .05 level, with regard to both factors.
Enrollment groué 2 did not, however, differ significantly
from group 3, Likewise, enrollment group 3 did not differ
significantly from enrollment qroup 4,

These findings generally coincided with those
found in relation to hypothesis 2. They suggested that
the greater the difference in high school enrollment size,
the more significantly different the attitudes of advisers
and principals in those high schools were, with regard to
censorship of the high school student newspaper, and
with regard to basic beliefs concerning freedom of
expression and press. It alsoc appeared that group 1 high

schools was the most discriminating group, in that the
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the degree of significant difference between it and
other groups was greater than the differences between any

of those groups together.,

Table 25

'Step T F Matrix of Enrollment Groups' Freedom of
Expression and Press Attitude Differences with
Advisers and Principals Combined

Factor Entered = €

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Decrees of
(N:SS) (N=36) (N:Sd) Freedom
Group 2 2.68
Croup 3 14,44%% 3.07
Group 4 21.20%* 6.52% 0.89 1,188

(N=47)

*Significant at the .05 level
*xSignificant at the .01 level

Table 27 contains the summary of group means,
grand means, standard deviations, and F values, for each
of the four enrollment groups, with the advisers and
principals combined,Awith regard to the freedom of
expression and press factors. Concerning whether the
respondents held favorable or unfavorable views toward
these two factors, Table 27 suggested that a pattern
similar to the preceding discussion prevailed. Generally,

the data suggested that the larger the high school, the
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Table 26
Step 2 F Matrix of Enrollment Groups'! Freedom of

Expression and Press Attitude Differences with
Advisers and Principals Combined

Factor Entered = 5

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Degrees of
(N=55) - (N=386) (N=54) Freedom
Group 2 2.09
Group 3 8.23%* 1.53
Group 4 12,72%* 3.46% 0,67 2,187

(N=47)

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .01 level

more favorable the expressed attitudes toward freedom of
press and of expression. Conversely, the smaller the high
school the less favorable were the expressed attitudes
toward students' freedom of press and of expression and
the more favorable toward the use of censorship.

Overall, the data indicated that reSpondents‘in
all four enrollment groups held favorable vieuws toward
high school students! right of free expression and press.
But, respondents in all four enrollment groups tended to
suhport the use of censorship as well, Uihat this
suggests is that advisers and principals, in this study,

held ambiguous attitudes, for whatever the reason. That
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is, they both appeared to support students' right of
free press, but they both appeared to favor restricting.

that freedom, in practical working situations.

Table 27

Enrollment Groups! Factor feans, Standard Deviations,
and Grand fleans of Freedom of Expression and Press
Attitudes with Advisers and Principals Combined

Group 1 Group 2 Croup 3 Group 4

(N=55) (N=36) (N=54) (N=47)
_ _ - - Grand
X SD X SD X SD X SD Means

5 8 23.87 7.49 21.58 5,76 20.85 6.62 19.68 5.93 21.57
6 S 9.31 3.35 10.72 3.80 12.24 4.62 13,00 4.12 11.30

when advisers and principals were separated and
classified into thebsame four enrollment groups, the
resulting data cgenerally followed the same basic pattern,
that was revealed when they were combined. Table 28
contains the summary of F values as each step was entered,
for both advisers and principals separately., It tends to
follow the same basic pattern set when advisers and.
principals were combined. That is, the significant
difference between high schools with large and small
enrollments generally held true here as well,

floreover, there were tﬁree other important

findings., First, there was more significant difference
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between enrollment groups fdr advisers than_for principals,
with regard to both factors. With both factors entered,
at step 2, advisers' groups registered an F value of
3.31, which was more than the 2.92 needed to be significant
at the .01 level, The principals, however, alsoc with
‘both factors entered, regisﬁered an F value of 2.24,
which was more than the 2.16 needed to be significant at
the .05 level but below the 2.92 needed for .01
significance, 1n pratical tefms, it was inferred from
this that principals were more unified in their views
toward the use of censorship and students; right of free
expression and press, than were advisers. This inference
was supported by the second important finding which dealt
‘with the degree of diff erence between advisers!
enrollment croups and principals enrollment groups.

Tables 29 and 30 contain the | mafrices for each
step of the analysis and enables comparison of advisers
to principals, with reocard to fhe degree of difference
between their enrollment groups, at each step level.
Generally, the pattern for both advisers and principals
faollowed that of the combined'discriminant function
analysis, with regard to each of the two factors used
here. There was greater discrimination between
enrollment groups, for advisers at each step level, than

there was for principals.
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Table 28
Summary of Discriminant Analysis of Enrollment Croups?

Freedom of Expression and Press Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Separate

Advisers Principals
Factor Degrees of Factor Degrees of
Step Entered Freedom F Entered Freedom F
1 8 3,90 S,04%% 6 3,93 3.82%
2 s 6,178 3.31%% 5 6,186 2.24%

*¥*Significant at the .05 level
*¥Significant at the .01 level

Table 30 reveals, that with both factors entered
and workinc together, advisers!'! group 1 differed
significantly from groups 2 and 3 at the .05 level,
and advisers' groups 1 and 4 were sionificantly
different at the ,01 level. Principals! group 1, on
the other hand, differed significantly from both grcups
3 and 4 at the .05 level, and there was no significant
difference between groups 1 and 2.

This led to a third finding, which dealt with the
nature of the attitudes expressed by advisers and
principals separately, regarding factors 5 and 6, when
they were placed into en;ollment groups, Tables 31 and

32 contain the means, grand means, standard deviations
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Table 29

Step 1 F Matrix of Enrollment Groupé' Freedom of
Expression and Press Attitude Differences .
with Advisers and Principals Separate

Advisers Principals
(N=394) (N=98)
Factor Entered ='6 Factor Entered = 6
G- 4.
(s = Qe
o] [w]
0 T 0w T
(3] . O @D ‘ [
a 1 2 3 Lo 2 3 oo
2 gL e
2 2.36 0.72
3 7.14%% (0,68 8.29*% 3,11

4 13.60% 3,59 1,55 1,90 7.51%*% 2,65 0.03 1,94
N=15, 28

*%¥Gignificant at the .01 level
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Table 30

Step 2 F Matrix of Enrollment Groups' Freedom of
Expression and Press Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Separate

Advisers Principals
(N=94) (N=298)
Factor Entered = 5 Factor Entered = 5
G [
oE OE
=) 5]
[is B} N 0
2 3 8
g' 1 2 3 = 6 1 2 3 6
g gu. gu.
o (N=30) (N=18) (N=27) © (N=25) (N=218) (N=27) o
2 3.,13% 0.36
3 4,57% 0,57 4,79% 2,22
4 B.65%% 1,77 0.97 2,89 4,29 1.88 0.02 2,93
N=19, 28

*Significant at the .05 level
*¥5ignificant at the .01 level
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and F values for advisers and principals separately,
when placed into enrollment groups. The means indicats
that prinéipals followed the'pattern of the combined
orincipal and adviser analysis, discussed previously,
to a much stronger deagree than advisers, The tables
alss indicate that the above suggestion was correct --
that principals as a @hole differed less than advisers
as a whole, particularly with regard to the use of
censorship toward student newspapers. Table 31 reveals
that advisers in all four enroilment groups combined
have F values of 3.89 and 5.04, for factors 5 and 6
respectively, Both values were beyond the 2.72 necessary
to be significant at the .05 level, and factor 6 had an
F value that was more than the 4,04 necessary for
significance at the .01 level, The'same was not true for
principals, Table 32 shows that the F value for the
principals! means were 0.76 and 3.82, for factors 5 and
6 respectively. The former F value was insufficient for
significance at the .05 level, and the iatter was more
than the 2.72 necessary for significance at the .05 level.

Based on the above findings, it was conjectured
that principals rather strongly favored the use of
censorship and control, with regard to high school
student newspapers, and did not differ significantly in

this expressed attitude, from enrollment group to
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enrollment group. 'Principals also expressed support for
students' freedom of expression and pfess but differed
significantly in that view, from enrollment group to
enrollment qroup. Advisers, on the other hand, ténded
to be more supportive of students! freedom of'expression
and press than principals., They also supported
censorship and control of high school newspapers less .
than did prinéipals. In fact, group 1 and 2 advisers
tended to oppose the use of censorship and control,
ARdvisers in smaller'high school groups 3 and 4, however,
favored slightly the use of censorship. Advisers
tended to vary more in these views than did principals,
Again,'an examination of group means suqgested that this
variance occurred because of the significant differences
between large and small high school respondents.

Findings Pertaininog to Respondehts' Attitudes Toward

Students¢- Freedgom of Press and the Human Relations-
-Human Rights Role of Student Newspzpers, uwhen
Lrouped into #hysically Secregated and

Physically Desecrecated High
School Classifications

Hypothesis 3 and 6 were tested in this section,

Hypothesis 3 stated that there is no significant
difference between physically desegregated and physically
segregated high schools, with regard to advisers' and
principals! attitudes toward the role of the student

newspaper, in advancing human relations and a concern for
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Table 31 -
Enrollment Groups' Factor Means, Standard Deviations,

and Grand fileans of Freedom of Expression
and Press Attitudes for Advisers

Group 1 Croup 2 Group 3 Group 4
(N=30) (N=18) (N=27) (N=17)
- - - - Grand
X SD X SD X SD X SD fleans F

Factor
It ems

58 27.23 6.13 23.11 5.96 23.78 5.22 22.00 5.82 24,39 3.89%
65 7.83 2,60 9,39 2,59 10,19 3.43 11.37 4,03 9,55 5,04%*

Degrees of Freedom = 3,90
*Significant at the .05 level
¥%¥Gignificant at the .01 level

Table 32
Enrollment Groups' Fzctor Means, Standard Ceviations,

and Grand Means of freedom of Expression
and Press Attitudes for Principals

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
(N=25) (N=18) (N=27) (N=28)
- - - Grand
X SD X SO X SO X SD Means F

Factor
Items

58 19.84 7.06 20.06 5.27 17.93 6.66 18.11 5.57 18.86 0.76-
6 510,96 3.45 12.06 4.56 14.30 4.79 14,11 3.86 12,98 3.82%

Degrees of Freedom = 3,94
*¥Significant at the .05 level
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human rights in the high school,

Hypothesis 6 stated that there is no significant
difference between physically desegregated and physically
segregated high schools, with regard to advisers' and
principals attitudes toward students exercising of
freedom of press.

for these two‘hypotheses, advi sers and principals
were grouped into one of two classifications, depending
on whether they were associated with a high school that
was physically desegregated or one that was physically
segregated. A physically desegregated high school was
defined earlier as being one in which ten per cent or
more of the student enrollment consisted of Black,
American Indian, and/or Mexican-American students. Three
separate stepwise discriminant analyses were conducted,
for each hypothesis -- a total of six anpalyses., First,
all advisers and principals combined were grouped into
the two racial classifications and compared, with regard
to their expressed attitudes toward Factors 1, 2, 3, and
4, which dealt witn human relations-numan rights concerns.
Second, al; advisers separately were grouped into the
same two racial classifications and compared, with regard -
to their expressed attitudes toward the same four factors.
Third, all principals separately were grouped into the

same two racial classifications and compared, with
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reqgard to their expressed attitudes toward the same four
factors. These two lattér, separate énalyses provided
an additional closer look a2t the attitudes of theltwo
primary respondent groups used in the study, with regard
to the pattern of their responses when groupea intao
racial classifications. The same three-analyses procedure
was conducted for factors 5 and 6, which dealt with
censorship ané students! right of free expression and

press,

Hypothesis 3, The results of the stepwise

discriminant analysis, for all advisers and principals
combined, when grouped into the two racial classifications
are contained in Tables 33 and 34. Table 33 contains the
st ep-by-step suﬁmary of f wvalues, as each of the four
factors was entered into analysis. Table 34 contains the
F values of the mean differences, for all factors, before
gach was entered into the discriminant function analysis,

Hypothesis 3 was accepted because the results of the

analysis indicate that, with all four factors entered

and working together, tiere was no significant difference
between the two racial groups. Table 33 records an [
value of 0.42, fof all four factors working together,
which is bonsiderably less than the 2.43 necessary to

be significant at the .05 level., Table 33 alsa reveals
that although factor 3 was the most discriminating of

the four, there was no significant difference between
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the two racial groups, at any step in the analysis, This
indicated that there was no significant difference between
advisers and principais combined, when the respondents
were grﬁuped into physically segregated and desegregated
classifications, with regard to their attitudes to@ard'
the human relations-human rights role of the high
echool student newspaper. Table 34 supports this result.
Table 34 contains the F values for the differences
between the group means before they were entered into
discriminant function analysis, There was no significant
difference between the two racial groups, at the .05

level, with recard to any of the four factor means,

Table 33

Summary of Discriminant Analysis of Racial Groups!
Auman Relations-tuman Rights Attitude Differences
with Advisers and Principals Combined

Factor Degrees of
Step Entered Freedom F
1 3 1,190 0.80
2 1 2,189 0.65
3 2 3,188 0.56
4 4 4,187 0.42
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Table 34
Diff erences Between Racial Croups' Human Relations-Human

Rights Factor fieans Before Discriminant Analysis, with
Advisers and Principals Combined

Degrees of

Factor F reedom E
1 1,190 0.02
2 1,190 0.02
3 1,190 0.80
4 1,190 g0.08

In addition to there being no significant
difference between respondents in physically segregated
high schools and respondents in physically deseqgregated
high schools, Table 35 shows that respondents held
generally favorable views toward the human relations-
human rights role of high school student newspapers.
Table 35 contains the means and standard deviations for
each of the four factors., The group means indicate that
the respondents, collectively expressed favorable
attitudes.

Closer examination, however, reveals an important
fiﬁding. Respondents expressed considerably more
favorable attitudes towapd factors 2, 3, and 4, than

they did toward factor 1. In the case of factor 1, ths
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group mean of 32,55 indicated a more neutral attituds.
_This same basic pattern also was evident with hypotheses

1 and 2, which dealt with the same four factors. Again,

a possible explanation for why the respondents expressed
less favaorable views toward factor 1 is that it was
composed of items that concerned the reporting of specific,
realistic, human relations problems., Factors 2, 3, and

4, however, mére composed of items that dealt mostly

toward general human relations-human rights concepts.

Table 35

Racial Groups' Factor Means, Standard Deviations, and
Grand feans of Human Relations-Human Rights Attitudes
with Advisers and Principals Combined

Race Group 1 Race Group 2

(N=87) (N=105)
_ - Grand
Factor Items X sSD X SD fleans
1 11 32.44 11.93 32.65 11.29 32.55
2 5 8.80 2.94 8.86 2.75 8.83
3 4 8.29 3,13 7.90 2.93 8.07
4 4 10,62 3.87 10.47 3.79 10.54

lihen advisers and principals were separated and
classified into the same two racial groups, the resulting
datza followed essentialiy the same basic pattern, as

when they were combined. Table 36 contains the summary
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of £ values, as each step was entered, for both advisers
and principals separately. It reveals that the F value
pattern is the same, as when the respondents were
combined, but that the order of theAfactors being entered
into the analysis differed considerably. Regardless, the
f values of 0.33 and 0.25, for advisers and principals
respectively, with all four factors entered in the
analysis, indicated that both were well below the 2.48
neededto be significantly different at the .35 level.
dapparently, then, neither advisers nor principals
differed among themselves, when they were classified into

racial croups.

Tahle 358

Summary of Jiscriminant Analysis of Racial Groups!
Aduman Relaticns-duman Rights Attitude Differences
with Advisers anc Srincipals Separate

Advisers Principals
(N=94) (N=98)
Degrees of Factor Degrees of

Step Entered Freedom F Entered Freedom F

1 1 1,92 - 0.53 3 1,96  0.51
2 3 2,91 0. 48 2 2,95 0.38
3 2 3,90 0.41 4 3,94  0.29
4 4 4,89 0.33 1 4,93  0.25
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The comparison of means of the two groups is
contained in Tables 37 and 38. They reveal that principals
tended to hold less favorable views toward each of the
four factors than did advisers. This was already
discussed in relation to Table 5, which caontained the
same findings, with recard to the grand means for both
advisers and principals. These findings were alsa true
with regard to factor 1, which dealt with the reporting
of realistic human relations problems., Advisers!
attitudes, in both racial gfoups, tended to be not
agreeable toward this factor. The F values for differences
between these group means, furthermore, indicated that
there was no significant difference. These results
suggest that, as in other findings in this study, the
main differences lay between advisers and principals.
In this ca2se, there was no significant difference between
racial croups, regardless of whether they involved
advisers and principals combined or separately, Also,
principals tended to hold less favorable views than
advisers.

Hypothesis 6., The results of the stepuise

discriminant function analysis of 94 advisers' and 98
principals' combined attitudes toward factors 5 and 6
are contained in Tables 39 and 40. Factor 5 was

concerned with basic attitudes toward the censorship of
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Table 37
Racial Groups' Factor ffeans, Standard Deviations,

and Grand Neans of Human Relations-Human
Rights Attitudes for Advisers

Race Group 1 Race Group 2

(N=40) (N=54)
- - Grand
Factor Items X SD X SD Means
1 11 29.30 5.05 30.80 10.39 30.16
2 5 8.05 1.91 8.1 2.58 8.13
3 4 7.13 2.61 7.04 2.21 7.07
4 4 9,73 3.30 10.08 3.94 S5.94

Table 38
Racial Croups!' Factor feans, Standard Deviations,
' and Grand dieans of Human Relations-Human
Rights Attitudes for Principals
Race Group 1 Race Group 2

(N=47) (N=51)
- - Grand
Factor Items X SD X SD Means
1 11 35.11 13.44 34,61 11.96 34,85
2 5 9.45 3.49 9.57 2,78 9.51
3 4 9.28 3.21 8.80 3.32 9.03
4 4 11.38  4.18 10.86  3.61 11,11




146
high school students newspapers and restrictions on
student freedom of press., Factor 6 concerned basic
attitudes toward high.school students' right of free

expression and press., Hypothesis 6 was accepted because

the computed F values when both factors were entereﬁ and
were working together indicated no significant differences.
between the two racial groups. Factor 6 was entered |
first, as being the mast discriminating factor. Table

39 indicates that the F value 'of 5.28 was mare than the
3.91 needed to be significant at the .05 level., This
situation was changed at the second step, however, when
factor 5 was entered. WWith 5 and 6 working together, an

F value of 2.79 was computed, which was less than the

3.06 needed to be significant at the .05 level,

In practical terms, this suggested that when all
respondents were grouped into racial groubs, there was
significant difference between the groups, with regard
to expressed views concerning high school students
exercising freecom of expression and press. However, there
was no significant difference with regard to their
expressed views concerning the use of censorship and
control, In short, fhefe was more censensus toward
factor 6 than toward factor 5. But, taken togéther
there was no significant difference, so the hypothesis

was accepted., This marked a new development in the
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study. This was the first time that there was no
significant difference between groups, when both factors
5 and 6 were working together. The reverse was true for
findings relating to hypotheses 4 and 5, discussed

earlier in this chapter.

Table 39

Summary of Discriminant Analysis of Racial Groups!
Freedom of Expression and Press Attitude
Differences with Advisers
and Principals Combined

Factor Degrees of
Step Entered Freedom F
1 6 1,190 5.,28%
2 5 2,189 2.79

*5ignificant at the .05 level

Table 41 contains the summary of group means,
grand means and standard deviations, for both racial
groups, with the advisers and principals combined.
Concerning whether the respondents held favorable or
unfavorable views toward these two factors, Table 41
suggests that the combined respondents frém physically
desegregated high schools (group 2) held less restrictive
views towerd students freedom of expression and press

than did respondents from physically segregated high
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Table 40

Differences Between Racial Croups' Freedom of
Expression and Press Factor fleans Before
Discriminant Analysis, with Advisers
and Principals Combined

Degrees of

Factor F reedom F
5 . 1,190 1.59
6 1,190 5.28%

*Significant at the .05 level

schools (group 1). However, the group means for toth
factors revealed that the expressed attitudes found in
both récial greups were generally favorable toward
students!' right bf freedom of expreséion and press, but
they also favored the use of censorship and control, The
same apparent ambiguity had been found and discussed
earlier in this chapter, with regard to hypotheses 4 and
5. |

It could be conjectured from these findings, that.
advisers and principals, in high schools containing racial
mix, tended to have more favorable views toward students
exercising freedomvof expression and press, and they
differed significantly from advisers and principals in
high schools not containing a racial mix. Alsg, it

appeared that advisers and principals in high schools
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containing racial mix tended to be less in favor of the
use of censorship, than advisers and principals in high
schools not containing a2 racial mix, B8ut, the two
groups Jdid not differ significantly in that expressed

view,

Table 41

Racial Croups' Factor fleans, Standard Deviations, and
Grand fieans of Freedom of Expressicon and Press
Attitudes with Advisers and

Principals Combined

Race Group 1 Race Group 2
(N=87) (N=105)
- - Crand.
fFactor Items X SD X - SD ffeans
5 3 20.90 7.01 22.12 6.44 21.57
6 S 12.07 4,46 10.67 .3.989 11.30

When acdvisers and principals were separated and then
classified into the same two racial groups, the resulting
data helped to explain the discrepancies found in the
data relative to advisers and principals combined.

Table 42 contains the summary of F values as each step

was entered for both advisers and principals separately,
With both factors 5 and & working together, ainsers'
groups recorded an f value of 0.19, which was considerably

less than the 2.11 needed to be significantly different
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at the .05 level, Principals, on the other hand,
recorded much different results, With both factors 5 and
6 working together, principals were less uniform in their
expressed views than advisers, with regard to the use of
censorship and students' right of free expression and
press. It is worth noting, that the reverse was true
earlier in this chapter, when advisers and principals

were ciassified into enrollment groups.

Table 42

Summary of Discriminant Analysis of Racial Croups!
freedom of Expression z2nd Press Attitude
Differences with Advisers
and Principals Separate

Advisears Principals
(N=24) (N=98)
Factor Oegrees of Factor Degrees of
Step Entered Freedom F Entered Freedom F
1 6 1,92 0.37 6 1,96 5.18%
2 5 2, 8.19 5 2,95 3.18%

*Significant at the .05 level
The comparison of means of the two separate groups,
when divided into racial classifications, is contained
in Tables 43 and 44, The results tended to support the
general pattern established when advisers and principals

were combined. That is, respondents from physically
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desegregated high schools held less restrictive vieuws
toward students exercising freedom ofipress than did
respondents from physically segregated high schools,
This finding held true for both advisers and prinﬁipals
separately, However, concerning whether adviéers and
principals, when divided into racial qgroups, held
favorable or unfavorable views toward factors 5 and 6,.
the results wére much different.

A comparison of group means indicated that
advisers tended to feject slightly the use of censorship
and strongly favored students! right of free expression
and press. The F values of 0.11 and 0.37, for factors
5 and E respectively, indicated that advisers were
unified in thosé attitudes because the values were well
below the 3,96 needed to be significantly different at
the .05 level,.

Principals, on the other hand, tended to faver
the uée of censorship. The F value of 1.25 indicated
that they were also unified in that attitude because it
was below the 3,96 needed to be significantly different
at the .05 level., Like advisers, they tended to favor
students' right of free expression and press but not
nearly as strongly. Furthermore, the F value of 5.18
indicated that principals were not unified in that
attitude because it was more than the 3.96 needed to be

significantly different.at the .05 level,
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These findings agreed with those-of advisers and
principals when grouped together and generally paralleled
those relating to hypothesis 5, which involved the same
factors., That is, principals in that situation -- when
classified into enrollment groups -- held similar views
to principals divided into racial groups, and the same
held true for advisers, when divided into the same basic

groups.

Table 43

Racial Croups' Factor fleans, Standard Deviations,
and Crand fieans of Freedom of Expression
and Press Attitudes for Advisers

Race Group 1 Race Group 2

(N-_—.dﬂ) (N:54)
_ _ Grand
Factor 1Items X SO X SD . Neans F
5 8 24,15 6.00 24,57 6.14 24,38 0.11
6 5 9.80 3,35 9,37 3,42 g,55 0.37

Findincs Relatino to Actual Performances of High
School Student wWewspapers and Sub ject ldatter
Tauant in Hich School Journalism Courses

The findingsin this section provided
supplemental information, concerning the ma jor results.
of this study., The data was tabulated from two secondary

sections that were included in the advisers' questionnaires,
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Table 44

Racial Groups'Factor fleans, Standard Deviations,
and Grand fleans of Freedom of Expression
and Press Attitudes for Principals

Race Croup 1 Race Group 2

(N=47) (N=51)
' - ’ - Grand
Factor Items X SD X SO Means F
5 8 18.93  6.67 18.53 5.75 18.86 1.25
6 5 14.00 4.40 12.04 4.13 12.98 5.18%

*Significant at the .05 level

Advisers were asked to respond to the following concerns:
One set of items that investigated what was included
in their high school newspapers;'and another set of items
that investigated what was included in their high school
Jjournalism courses., The results of these two sets of
items were intended to shed further light on the primary
attitude study, by providing information on the realities
of existing high school journalism progfams, which could
then be compared to the results of the primary attitude
study.

As with the original attitude items, these two
sets of items were factor analyzed to ensure the validity
of the items that were administered., The factor analysis

supported the contention that the items were measuring
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what they were designed to measure. This involved.Five
factor groups in all, These factors were as follows:
Two factors related to the content of the student
newspapefs, and three factors related to the content of
the journalism coursework, The two relating to the
content of the student newspapers included: (1) The
reporting of student activity news; and (2) the reporting'
of human relations and human rights. problems. The
three factors relating to the .content of the journalism
coursework included the teaching of: (1) Mass media
issues and problems; (2) newspaper skills; and (3) human
relations values and responsibilities., A simple tabulation
of means and standard deviations was used for analyzing
the data.

Table 45 contains the means and standard
deviations of 17 items relating to the reporting of
human relations and school relations problems. Advisers
had been asked to indicate the extent to which articles
concerning each of the stated topics appeared in their
student newspapers., The following five-point scalé was
used for rating: (1) Always, (2) Frequently, (3)
Occasionally, (4) Rarely, and (5) Never. The results
revealed that with the exception of two items, advisers
recorded generally negative responses. What this meant,
simply, was that the student newspaper in these 94 high

schools rarely reported events and issues that concerned
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human relations and school relations problems,

It should be noted that the items which elicited
the most negative responses were those which dealt with
the covering of administration and faculty related areas.
It could be assumed that the lack of coverage of such
areas is a further reflection of the consistently less
favorable attitudes eipressed by principals, with regard
to the factors related to the six major hypotheses of the
study.

Items 16 and 17 were the two items which
produced the most positive mean scores of 2.87 and 2,54
respectively., One possible explanation for this
deviztion was that student feelings toward their school
and student grievances were very similar in nature, and
they could be interpreted to mean any number of things,
For example, student grievances could include a variety
of complaints about the school's faculty or administration.
If so, they would hardly be threatening and therefore
might be reported commonly in the school newspaper.,

Table 46 contains the means and standard
deviations of nine items which concerned the news
reporting of routine school activities and events,
Advisers were acain asked to rate these items in the
same manner as those discussed a2above., The results

clearly indicated that usual school activities were
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Table 45
Means and Standard Deviations of the Frequency

of Human Relations and Human Rights
Articles in Student Newspapers

r

Item SD
1. Teacher grievances 4,34 1,20
2. Administrative problems 4,15 1.16
3. Teacher-administration relations 4,13 1.27
4, Sexual standards and behaviors of
students 3.82 1.18
5. Administration's performance 3.74 1.25
6. doard of education's actions 3.60 1.27
7. Problems between student groups 3.38 1.25
8. Studeni-teacher relations | 3.38  1.26
8. .Community probléms 3.32 1.21
10. duality of teaching ‘ 3.19 1.18
11, School discipline policies 3.16 1.25
12, Student-administration relations 3,14  1.31
13. Rights of students 3.00 1.13
14, Strengths of school system - 3.00  1.25
15. Quality of school curricula 2.98 1.17
16. Grievances of students 2.87 1,09
17. Studeht feelings toward the school 2.54 1.10

Grand Mean = 3.40
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reported much more frequently in the student newspaper,
according to 94 responding advisers, Items.a and 9
resulted in means thaf indicated these topics appeared
somewhat less in the student newspapers than did other
seven news activities, It could be speculated that,
like items 16 and 17 in Table 45, they were somewhat
similar in nature, in that they dealt with the quality
of the system, Again, ultimate responsibility for the
quality of any public school system lies with the
faculty and administrative leaders. Therefore, it would
not be unusual for these areas of normal échool concerns
to be less frequently reported in the student newspaper.
This tono tended to coincide with the findings relating
to the decree of tolerance of school authorities, toward
.students exercising freedom of press.

The findings in these two groups 6f items,
dealing with the content of the student newspaper
suggest a definite pattern. In practical terms, it
appeared that areas of school life that were problematic
or controversial in nature were much less frequently
reported, than those school activity news areas that
tended to be routine and traditionally not problematic
in nature. Furthermore, these findings tended to
support the fiﬁdings discussed in the first three

sections of this chapter. That is, advisers and
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principals tended to hold favorable attitudes toward
the human relations function of the student press and the
right of students to exercise freedam of press. But,
advisers to some degree and principals to a much greater
degree also held much less favorable views toward the
reporting of human relations problems, while they

generally favored the use of censorship and control.

Table 45

Means and Standard Deviations of the Frequency
of School Events and Activities Articles
in Student Newspapers

Item X SD
1. Sports events 1.14 . 0.45
2. School-sponsored clubs and
organizations 1.49 0.77
3. Achievements of students 1.53 0.74
4, School sacial events 1.63 0.82
S. Drama=-music activities : 1.67 0.74
6., Student gouerhment actions 1.81 0.98
7. Student academic performances 1.97 8.95
8. School spirit - 2.06 0.97
9.‘ Career opportunities 2.51 1.16

Grand Mean = 1.76
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The findings contained in Tables 47, 48 and 49,
~concern the contents of journalism coﬁrsework. The
intention of utilizing these items was to determine the
relationship between what was stressed in the clagsroom
and what appeared in the newspaper. Table 47'c0ntains
the means and standard deviations of eight items which
were labeled mass media issues and problems. The results
show that theée eight areas received slightly more than
moderate emphasis in the Jjournalism classroom., All
eight of the areas,.individually, fell into that general
range, with libel and slander and freedom of press being
indicated as the most emphasized areas, with means of
2.%4 - or tending toward high emphasis.,

Table 48 contains the means and standard
deviations of eight items which were labeled newspaper
skills., The results show that these eight skills
received a group mean of 2.02, which indicated that high
emphasis overall was placed on those learning outcomes
in the classroom. All eight items, individually
recorded means indicating high emphasis in the classroom.

Table 49 contains the means and standard deviations
of five items thaf were labeled human relations values |
and responsibilities. The results indicated that these five
value areas received a group mean of 2,20 which indicated

that some emphasis was placed on those teaching areas
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Table 47
ffeans and Standard Deviations of the Emphasis Placed

on Mass Media Issues and Problems
in the Journalism Classes

Items X SD
1. Freedom of press 2.14 0.97
2, Libel and slander 2.14 1.083
3. Sccial responsinility of the press 2.31 0.93
4, Slanting and stereotyping the news 2.51 1.10
5. Public opinion formation " . 2.56 1.02
6. liass media and society 2.64 1.07
7. Forms of censorship - 2.66 1.d2
8. Pretection of news source 2.88 1.38

Grand Mean = 2.48

overall, All five items, individually, recorded
consistently high means, in that general range,

The findings contained in Tables 47, 48, and
49, suggested another definite pattern. Clearly,
newspaper skills were the most emphasized in the
classroom, followed by human relations values and
respansibilities and then mass media issues and problems,
respectively. This suggesfed that there was a discrepancy

between what advisers claimed they emphasized in the
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Table 48

Means and Standard Deviations of the Emphasis Placed on
Newspaper Skills in the Journalism Classes

Items X SD
1. News writing skilLs 1.59 8.67
2. Ethics of reporting 1.79 0.82
3. Feature writing skills 1.99 0.82
4. Editorial writing skills 2.00 0.80
5. Editing skills 2.06 0.97
6. Interviewing techniques 2.09 0.74
7. fiiakeup and design techniques 2.29 1.04

8. Headline writing skills 2.31 1.00

Grand Mean = 2.02 .

classroom ancd what they claimed was covered in the

student newspaper. That is, most skill and philosophical
aspects of newspaper performance were stressed in the
classroom, but when the events and issues in the high
school tended to be controversial or problematic, many

of the philosophical notions did not appear to be

practiced quite as strongly. This same pattern appeared

to emerge in the primary attitude study, when.both advisers
and principals expressed'strong attitudes toward human

relations-human fights functions of the student press,
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Table 49
Means and Standard Deviations of the Emphasis Placed on

Human Relations Values and Responsibilities
in the Journalism Classes

>t
wn
(w)

Items

1. Representing all groups in the school  2.01 0.83

2. Responsibilities concomitant with free

expression 2,03 1.08
3. Human rights . 2,12 0.97
4., Democratic values 2.25 0.87
5. Giving minority groups a voice 2.57 1.12

Grand Mean = 2.20

and toward the students! right to exercise press freedom,
but eXpressed less favorable attitudes toward the coverage
of sensitive human relations and human rights problems,

in the high school,



CHAPTER V

RESULTS

Summary

The high school students' rights movement has
gained great impetus, in recent years. The right of
students to express themselves freely -- particularly
through the high school student newspaper -- is one of
the most controversial and highly debated issues, in
the students' rights movement. During the late 1960s
and early 1970s, the courts tended to be more supportiﬁe
of this right. They cited the importance of and |
generally held that students should be accorded the
same constitutional rights as other citizens.

The purpose of this investigation was to determine
if student newspapers and classroom journalism courses
facilitated a significant concern for human rights and
effective human relations, in the high schaool., The study
concentrated on two primary concerns. The first was the.
human relations and human rights role of the student
newspaper and journalism classraom. The second concern
was with the exercising of students' right of freedom of
press, Etach of these concerns was examined in terms of

163
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three distinct situations, First, the attitudes of all
advisers were compared to all principals, with regard
to each of the two major concerns. Second, all advisers
and principals weré grouped into four classifications of
nigh school enrollment size, and the four group attitudes
were compared, with regard to each of the two major
concerns. Third, all advisers and principals were
grouped into two classifications of physically segregated
and physically desegregated high schools, and the two
group attitudes were compared, with recard to each of the
two ma jor concerns, These six, separate analyses provided
the basis for formulating the null hypotheses.

An investigation was also made of the following
four secondary questions that related to the major broblem
under consideration:

1. iwhat were the major purposes of journalism
courses and student newspapers, in Cklahoma high schoals?

2. How much press freedom and censorship existed
in Oklahoma high school newspapers?

3. To what extent did high school enrollment
size and racial mix affect purposes of and attitudes
toward the high school newspaper?

4, To uwhat extent were the functions and values
taught in the journalism courses practiced by the student

newspapers?
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The sample consisted of a total of 94 journélism
‘advisers and 98 high school principals (N = 192), from |
120 Oklahoma high schools. The sample was selected by
obtaining a list of all Oklahoma high schools which
offered high school Jjournalism, from the Oklahoma State
Department of Educaticen. A total of 133 high schools
were identified as offering high school journalism,
during the 1972-1973 academic school year. All
principals and journalism advisers, in each of the 133
high scheols were méiled the questionnaires which were
used as the instrument in the study. Those advisers
and princip2ls who responded constituted the final sample
usad iﬁ the study.

factor énalysis, stepwise discriminant function
analysis, chi square'goodness of fit tests, and comparison
of means were used to analyze the data,

liail questionnaires were administered in the
spring of 1973, to gather the raw data concerning
advisers' and principals! attitudes toward the major
concerns of the study, and concerning supplementary4
information relative to the four secondary concerns of
the study. This procedure entailed the initial mailing,
a followup mailing and a final followup by telephone,
in order to ensure maximum return on the instrument.

All questionnaires were hand tabulated, and the
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rasponses of each respondent were coded for later
computer analysis, |

Factor analysis was used to ensure the content
validity of the instrument, and to ensure that the.
instrument was measuring those concerns it was intended
‘to measure. It also eliminated those items from further
analysis which were not measuring the major concerns of
the study. This procedure produced six factor groupings
which expressed the ma jor concerns of the study, with
the greatest parsimony and with the greatest psychological
sense. These six factors included a total of 37 of the
original 68 attitude items contained in the mail
guestionnaires, The remaining 31 items were dropped
from further analysis,

The supplementary sections of the advisers!
questionnaires, which were intended to prbvide information
relative to the secondary questions of the study, were
also factor analyzed at the same time. This ensured
that the respondents mere’vieming those items relating
to actual newspaper content and journalism coursework
content, as they were intended to be vieuwed. Thoée items
which did not indicate fhis were eliminated from further
analysis, The factor analysis identified a tofal of 47
of the original 59 items, as being valid for answering

the secondary concerns of the study. Chi square goodness
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of fit tests were then applied to the data, to ensure the
normality of population distribution and the subsequent
validity of the significance.tests.

Stepwise discriminant analysis was used to test
for significant differences between the various groups?®
factor means.

The stepwise discriminant analyses ccmputed F
values for significant differences between the various
groups used. This was done for factor mean differences
individually, before they were entered into analysis,
It was also done for the factors collectively at each
step of the analysis., The .05 level of significance
was adopted for acceptance or rejection of the stated

hypotheses.

fla jor Findings

1. When all advisers (N = 94) were compared ta
all principals (N = 98), concerning their atfitudes
toward four human relations-human rights factors (factors
1, 2, 3, 4), the following resulted, with regard to the
.05 level of significance: |

a. Advisers as a group and principals as a
group differed significantly, with regard to their
expressed attitudes toward all four human relations and

human rights factors. This was true for each factor
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separately, and when all four factors were entered inte
the analysis and were working togethef.

b, Both advisers and principals expressed
generally favorable views, with regard to the humén
relations-human rights role of the student neﬁspaper, as
evidenced by an examination of the mean scores of each
factor. Hcwever, both groups expressed much more
favorable attitudes toward the basic belief that the
student press should assume a human relations and human
rights role (Factoré 2, 3, 4), than they did toward the
actual reporting of realistic human relations and human
rights problem situations (factor 1), when they were
faced with these situations,.

c. Advisers expressed more favorable views than
did principals, with regard to all four human relations-
human rights factors. Furthermore, with regard to the
actual reporting of realistic human relations and human
rights problem situations.(factor 1), principals
expressed unfavorable views.,

2. When all advisers were compared to all
principals, concerning their attitudes toward two
freedom of expression and press factors, (factors 5, 6),
the following resulted, with regard to the .05 level
of significance:

a, Advisers as a group and principals as a
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group differed significantly, with regard to their
expressed attitudes toward both freedom of ekpression and
press factors., This ﬁas true for each factor separately,
and when both factors were entered into analysis and
were working together,

b. Advisers and principals collectively
expressed slightly favorable views toward students' right
to exercise freedom of expression and press (factor 6).

c. Advisers and principals collectively expressed
favorable views toward the use of censorship and control,
with regard to the high school newspaper.-

d. When examined separately, principals
expressed considerably less favorable views than adviségs
toward students' right to exercise freedom of expresssion
and press. Also, principals favored the use of censorship
and control rather strongly, whereas advisers generally
favored the use of such actions, but more reluctantly,

3. When advisers and principals were classified
into four high school enrcllment size groups, and the
four group attitudes toward four human relations-
human rights factors (factors 1, 2, 3, 4) were compared
the following resulted,.with regard to the .05 level of
significance: | |

a, With advisers and principals combined and

grouped by high school enrollment size, there was
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significant difference between the four enrollment
groups, with regard to their expressed attitudes toward
the four human relations-human rights factors, when all
four factors were entered into analysis and were working
together. This did not hold true for each factor when
examined separately. There was no significant
difference between groups, with regard to their expressed
basic human relations oeliefs (factor 2)., There was
significant difference between the enrollment groups,
with regard to the other thfee factors.

b With advisers and principals combined and
grouped by high school enrollment size, there was
greater difference between high schools with enrollments
of 1,000 or more (group 1) and high schools with
enrollments of less than 225 (group 4), with regard to
expressed group attitudes toward the human relations-
human rights factors. The same wasnottmuefor any other
enrollment group comparison, |

c. The larger the high school enrollment, the
more favorable were the combined attitudes of advisers
and principals toward the human relations-human rights
concerns. This was true with each of thevfouf factors,
Furthermore, respondents from high schools with
enrollments of less than 225 (group 4) expressed

unfavorable views toward the reporting of conflict and
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intergroup relatioﬁs (factor 4)., Also, respondents from
high schools with enrollments of less than 450 (groups

3 and 4) expressed negative views toward the reporting
of realistic human relations and human rights proﬁlem
situations (factor 1), when they were confronted with
these situations, Except for those two deviations, all
enrollment groups recorded favorable attitudes toward
each of the fﬁur human relations-human rights factors.,

d. When advisers and principals were examined
separately and classified into four enrollment size
groups, there was significant difference betuween
enrollment groups, for both advisers and principals,
with regard to their expressed attitudes toward the
four human relafions-human rights factors. This was
true when all four factors were entered into analysis
and were workino together., Therz was greater
significant difference between the principals!
enroliment size groups, however, than between the
advisers' enrollment size groups.

e. When advisers and principals were examined
separately, and classified into four enrollment size groups,
there were greater differences between the high schools
with enrollments of 1,000 or more (group 1) and high
schools with enrollments of less than 225 (group 4), than

between any other two groups, with regard to all four
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factors, This was true for both advisers' and principals®
enrollment groups. However, the differences between
group 1 and group 4 respondents was much greater for
principals than for advisers.

f. Principals overall expressed less favorable
attitudes than advisers, with regard to the human
relations-human rights concerns of the student newspaper.
This was true with each of the four factors individually,
Furthermore, principals from High schools with
enrollments of less than 225 (group 4) expressed
unfavorable views concerning the reporting of conflict
and intergroup relations problems (factor 4). The same
was not true for advisers. Principals from all sized
high schools, except the largest ones (group 1),
expressed negative views toward the reporting of
realistic human relations and human righté problem
situations (factor 1), when they were confronted with
these situations. The same was true for only these
advisers from the smallest high schools (group 4)..

4, When advisers and principals were classified
into four enrollment size groups and the four group
attitudes toward the two freedom of expression and
press factors (factors 5, 6) were compared, the
following resulted, with regard to the .05 level of

significance:
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a. When advisers and principals-were combined
and grouped by high school enrollment, there was
significant difference between the four enrollment
groups, with regard to their expressed attitudes toward
the two freedom of expression and press factors, when
both factors were entered into analysis and were working
together. This was also true for each factor when
examined separately.

b. When advisers and principals were combined
and grouped by high school enrollment, there was greater
difference between high schools with enrollments of
1,000 or more (group 1) and high schools with
enrcllments of less than 225 (group 4), with regard to
expressed group attitudes toward the freedom of press
factors, than between any other two enrollment groups,
when compared on the same factors. Furthermore, the
views of these respondents from high schools with
enrollments of 1,000 or more were significantly
different from respondents from high schools with
enrollments of less than 450 (groups 3, 4), with regard
to both freedom of press factors,

c.} The larger the high school enrollment, the
more favorable were the combined attitudes of advisers
and principals, toward the freedom of press factors,

This was true for both factors individually, Furthermore,
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respondents from all four enrollment groups expressed
favorable views, with regard to students' exercising
their rights of freedom of éxpression and press (factor
6). At the same time, respondents from all high schools
with enrollment of 1,000 or less (groups 2, 3, 4)
expressed favorable views toward the use of censorship
‘and control, while réspondents from the largest high
schools (group 1) tended to express nsutral views. For
both factors, small enrollment high sci ‘s recorded
the most negative views.

d. When advisers and principals were examined
separately and classified into four enrollment size
groups, there was significant difference betwsen
enrollment groups, for both advisers and principalé,
with regard to their expressed attitudes teoward the two
freedom of press factors, when both factors were
entered into analysis and were working together.

There was greater significant difference between
the advisers! enrollment groups, howevér, than between
the principals' enrollment groups.

e. When advisers and principals were examined
separately, and classified into four enrollment size
groups, there were greater differences between the high
schools with enrollments of 1,000 or more (group 1) and

high schools with enrollments of less than 225 (group 4),
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than between any other two groups, with regard to the
freedom of expression and press factors. This was true
for both advisers! and principals' enrollment groups.
However, the diFFerenﬁes between group 1 and group 4
attitudes were much greater with advisers than with
principals, This was a marked departure from the
pattern found when the human relations-human rights
factors were involved.

f. Principals overall expressed less favorable
attitudes than advisers, with'regard to the freedom of
expression and press rights of students. This was true
with both factors, individually, Furtherﬁore, principals
in all four enrollment groups favored the use of
censorship and contrﬁl (factor 5) rather strongly.
Advisers, on the other hand, tended to disapprove of
such actions, Bocth groups of respondents expressed
favorable views toward students! right oflfree
expression and press, but advisers views were considerably
stronger, in this regard.

5. When advisers and principals were classified
into two racial groupé, according to whether the high
school was physically segregated or physically desegrecgated,
and their group attitudes toward four human relations-human
rights factors (factors 1, 2, 3, 4), were compared the

following resulted, with regard to the .05 level of



176
significance:

a, Respondents in physically segregated high
schools (race group 1) did not differ significantly
from respondents in physically desegregated high schools
(race group 2), with regard to their expressed attitudes
toward all four human relations and human rights factors.
This was true for eacﬁ factor separately, and when all
four factors were entered into the analysis and were
working together.

b. Respondents in both the physically
segregated and physically desegregated groups expressed
generally favorable views, with regard to the human
relations-human rights role of the student newspaper, as
evidencedby examination of the mean scores of all four
factors. However, both groups expressed mofe favorable
attitudes toward the basic beliefs that the student
press should assume 2 human relations and human rights
role (factors 2, 3, 4), than they did toward the
reporting of realistic human relations and human rights’
problem situations. Respondents in both racial groups
expressed a generally neutral, although a slightly
favorable, view toward factor 1.

c. When advisers and principals were examined
separately and classified into the same two. racial

groups, there was no significant difference between
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either the advisers' racial groups or principals? rabial
groups, with regard to their expressed attitudes toward.
the four human relations-human rights variables. This
was true when all four factors were entered into analysis
and were working together, and when each factor was
examined separately.

6. When advisers and principals were classified
into two racial groups, accerding to whether the high
school was physically segregated or physically
desegregated, and their group attitudes toward tuwo
freedom of expression and press factors (factors 5, 6),
were compared, the following resulted, with regard to the
.05 level of significance:

a., Respondents in physicaliy segregated high
schools (race group i) did not differ significantly
from respondents in physically desegregated high schools
(racevgroup 2), with regard to their expressed attitudes
toward students! right to exercise freedom of press.
This was true when both factors were entered into
analysis and were working together, but it did not hold
true for each factor separately., There was significant.
difference betweeﬁ groups, with regard to attitudes
expressed toward basic freedom of expression and press
(factor 6), but there was no significant difference

between groups, with regard to attitudes expressed
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toward the use of censorship and control (factor S).

b. The combined respondents from physically
desegregated high schools held less restrictive vieuws
toward students right of freedom of expression and press,
than did combined respondents from physically segregated
'high schools, However, while both groups expressed
generally favorable attitudes toward basic beliefs
concerning students' right of freedom of expression and
press, both groups also favored the use of censorship
and control,

c. When advisers and principals were separated
and classified into the same two racial groups, there -
was significant difference between principals' groups
but not between advisers' groups, with regard to
attitudes expressed toward students exercising freedom
of press., For both advisers and principals racial
groups, however, respondents from physically segregated
high schools held less favorable views toward students?
right of freedom of expression and press and favored
more the use of censorship and control, than did
respondents from physically désegregated high schoals.,

7. When advisers were asked to respond to two
sets of items, concerning the actual contents of their
high school's student newspaper and the actual contents

of the school's journalism coursework, the following
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resulted:

a., High school student newspapers rarely reported
events and issues regarding human relations and human
rights problems.

b. High school student newspapers regularly
reported news that could be considered routine,
noncontroversial schoél activities and events.

c. High school journalism courses moderately
emphasized the learning of concepts dealing with mass
media issues and problem areas.

de High schoal journalism courses gave strong
emphasis to the learning of skills important to
producing a student newspaper.

e. High school journalism courses gave someuwhat
strong emphasis to the learning of principles relating

to human relations values and responsibilities.,

Conclusions

The major findings in this study suggested that:

1. The purposes of high school journalism |
courses were to deal primarily with basic skills and
concepts necessary to produce a student néwspaper.

2. School newspapers rarely reported or dealt
with controversial issue; or problems, in the schools
studied. |

3. The purpose of high school student newspapers
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appeared to be to cover the routine, daily news dealing
with student activities and events. fhere appeared to be
little attention given to school situations which dealt
with administrative and/or faculty problems or relations.

4, Generally, principals were less sﬁpportive
than advisers of students' freedom of expression and
generally favored more censorship and control,

S. Sﬁall high schools were more likely than
large high schools to restrict the reporting of
controversial issueé and problems,

6. Segregated high schools were more likely to
be restrictive than high schools which were racially
desegrégated.

7. The.larger the high school the more likely
it was to believe that student newspapers should serve
a human relations function in the high scheol,

- 8. Advisers and principals, in both physically
segregated and desegregated high schools, believed that
student newspapers should serve a human relations
function in the high school,

9, This study failed to demonstrate conclusively
that student newspapers and classroom journalism courses
actually facilitated a significant concern for human
rights and human relations, within the high schoels,

10. The strong tendency toward the use of
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censorship, and the tendency to disapprove of reporting
on sensitive and controversial school problems and
issues, all suggested that both advisers énd principals

supported actions which were at variance with their views.

Recommendations

It was recommended that:

1. This study be duplicated but with the addition
of more content analysis of a .representative sample of
student newspapers, in order to obtain more empirical
evidence of what student newspapers actually print.

2. A study be done of the most effective way of
changing the attitudes of school authorities, to enable
them to perceive the potential value of student
publications as performing a vital human relations
function in the high schools,

3. Student newspapers and high school students
be given more freedom and encouragement to perform all of
the traditional functions that the professional press is
charged to perform, and that high school authorities be
encouraged to be more tolerant of the probability of
student mistakes because of the need to learn responsibility
through experience,

4, School administrators and journalism faculty

encourage the free and open discussion of sensitive and .
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controversial issues, which relate to student life and
activities, in both the student newspapers and the

Journalism classrooms,
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Instrument Used to Determine Attitudes
of Advisers and Principals

IMPORTANT: THE ASSUMPTION HERE IS THAT ALL STUDENTS.
SHOULD HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN ABOUT
THE VALUES AND RIGHTS PRIZED BY OUR
DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY. HOWEVER, IT IS ALSO
ASSUMED THAT THE RIGHT OF FREE EXPRESSION,
WHICH INCLUDES FREE PRESS, HAS CERTAIN
SPECIFIC LIMITATIONS WHICH MUST ALSO BE
LEARNED. 1IN PARTICULAR, THIS INCLUDES THE
AREAS OF LIBEL CBSCENITY AND PRIVACY. KEEP
IN MIND WHEN RESPONDING, THAT THESE
ASSUMPTIONS ARE BEHIND EACH ITEM.

RATING KEY: Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

1
2
3
4
S

PART A Please indicate the degree of your agreement
or disagreement with the following statements,
by circling the appropriate number.

SA A N

O
o
©

1. Students should be encouraged to
voice their views on anything they
wish, in the high school newspaper,
within a few basic gquidelines, 1 2 3 4 5

2. High school students should have
freedom of the press with a few
basic guidelines. ‘ 12 3 4 5

3. The high school newspaper should
seek out disadvantaged groups in
the school and give them a voice. 12 3 4 5

4, An important function of the high
school newspaper is to foster
better human relations within the
school, 1.2 3 4 5

198



.

10.

".

12,

13.

14,

15,

16.

199

Racial relations within the high
school should be discussed in the
student newspaper.

The student newspaper should cover
faculty meetings.

High school students should have
the right of privacy.

The high school newspaper should
cover student council meetings.,

A good high school newspaper
adviser should encourage staff
members to explore any aspect of
schogl life that does not violate
the privacy and basic human rights
of others in the process.

An important criterion for
withholding information from the
high school newspaper is the
principal's judgment regarding its
potential damaging effects.

High school students are not adults
and therefore do not have the same
constitutional rights.

High school newspapers should be
made to stick primarily to
printing the school neuws.

Portraying a positive picture of
the high school is an important
function of the student newspaper.

Underground newspapers should not
be allowed to exist within the
high schoal grounds.

Student staff members should be
encouraged to exercise their

right of free press by experimenting

with the school newspaper.

High school students should have
the right to dissent.

(&N

a



17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22.

23,

24,

25,

26.

200

Freedom of expression cannot be .
learned responsibly without the
opportunity tc practice it. 1

The ability to maintain ccontrol of
the newspaper is an important
competency for a hignh scheol
newspaper adviser, 1

High school journalists should be
tightly controlled because they

are still immature and need to learn
responsibility first. 1

High school students need to have
the opportunity to express their
views on controversial matters
because it is a valuable learning
experience. 1

The high school newspaper should
seek to represent all groups
within the school,. 1

The high school newspaper should
Bz prohibited from reporting on
dizcipline problems within the

school. 1

A high school newspaper adviser
invites trouble if he allows

staff members to function on their
own without his control, 1

All high school students generally
should have the right to a voice
in the student newspaper. 1

Providing for and encouraging free
and open expression among all
individuals and groups in the high
school is one way of helping equal
educational opportunity, 1

Many conflicts between student
groups should be discussed in
the high school newspaper. 1
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PART

28.

29.

30.
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Some conflicts between students and
administrators should be discussed

in the high school newspaper. 1 2 3 4 5

B - The following are possible high school problem
situations, Circle the number that indicates
the extent to which you believe each situation
should be explored and discussed responsibly
in the high school newspaper.,

SA A N D SO
Six American Indian students have

been suspended by the principal

for refusing to cut their long

hair, It is a direct vioelation of

school grooming rules. The Indians

claim their cultural pride is at

stake., If this happened in your

high school, the student newspaper

should explore the situation and

write an article if it wishes, 1 2 3 4 5

A girl has been suspended for

being in the sixth month of
pregnancy, That exceeds the school
board's reoulation governing
precnancies. The girl's parents
officially protested to the board :
that she should be allowed to finish
the remaining twe months of school,
They were turned down, If this
happened in your high school, the
student newspaper should explore

the situation and write an article
if it wishes, 1 2 3 4 5

A black student and a white
teacher got into an inclass
argument and exhanged blows as a
result. The student was suspended
on the spot for two weeks, by the
principal, There have since been
arguments flozting around about
who was at fault in the incident,
If this happened in your high
schoel, the student newspaper
should exploure the situation and
write an article if it wishes, 1 2 3 4 §



31.

32.

33,

34,
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Teachers are unhappy with their
salaries and are talkinc about
starting professional negotiations
over the matter, They are now
planning a three-day work

stoppage, calling it a professional
workshop. If this happened in

your high school, the student
newspaper should explore the
situation and write an article

if it wishes. 1 2 3 4 5

For several weeks now, there
have been rumors and informal
accusations concerning the
smoking of mari juana, by both
faculty and students, during

of f school hours. In fact,

some have said that certain
teachers are inviting students
into their homes to do it, If
this napoened in your high
schocl, the student newspaper
should explore the situation and
write an article if it wishes, 1 2 3 4 5

Students have been complaining
that they do not have enough input
into the decision-making processes
of the high school., Recently a
delecation of 37 students
approached the principal on the
matter, This was promptly
followed by a delegation of
parents who insisted that the
principal should run the school
and not the students, 1If this
happened in your high school,

the student newspaper should
explore the situation and write

an article if it wishes, 1 2 3 4 5

Locker searches have been a
practice in your high school
for 2 long time, mostly for
keeping them in order,
Unexpectedly, a graup of
students protest these actions,
They say it is an invasion of
their privacy., If this
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37.
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happened in your high school, the
student newspaper should explore.
the situation and write an article
if it wishes.

A recent Vietnam PCOW spoke to the

student body in an assembly. He
gave a stirring talk, supporting
U.S. efforts to stop communism in
Southeast Asia, A rather large
number of students subsequently
demand that aspeaker offering an
opposing point of view should be
invited to speak alsao, They contend
that it is fair to offer equal
time. The principal refuses. If
this happened in your high school
the student newspzper should
explore the situation and write
an article if it wishes.

Five teachers have been
complaining in classes that

the principal is dogmatic and
unfair because they have nothing
to say about ma jor policy matters.
It has arcused the students, so
tne president of the student
council privately talks with

the principal, who confirms this
pbut contends that he was hired
to make those decisions and not
pass the buck to the faculty.
Furthermore, the student council
president discovers that faculty-
principal dissension 1s growing.
If this happened in your high
school, the student newspaper
should explore the situation and
write an article if it wishes.

The other day, a student wanted
to see his personal record
folder because he was fearful
that certain teachers were
writing damaging statements
about him and entering them in
his file, The principal denied
him permission to do so because
the boy was a known troublemaker.

1

2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
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As it turned out the principal
was correct because the boy
"blasted" it all over school,
claiming his rights had been
violated., If this happened in
your high school, the student
newspaper should explore the
situation and write an article
if it wishes,

2 3 4 5
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Advisers' Supplementary Questicnnaire Rating Items
on the Contents of the High School Newspaper

PART C Please circle the appropriate number which
indicates the extent to which articles
concerning the following topics appear in
the school newspaper.

RATING KEY: 1 - Always
2 - Frequently
3 - Occasionally
4 - Rarely
S - Never
A EF O RN
1. Sports events. 17 2 3 4 5
2. Student feelings toward the schogl. 1 2 3 4 5
3. School social events, 1 2 3 4 5
4, Problems between student groups., 1 2 3 4 5
5., Student-teacher relations, 1 2 3 4 5
€. Sexual standards and behaviors of
students., 1 2 3 4 5
7. Administration's performance. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Rights of students, 1 2 3 4 5
9, Orama and music activities. -1 2 3 4 5
10. Quality of the school curriculum, 1 2 3 4 5
11, Board of education®!s actions, 1 2 3 4 5
12. School discipline policies., 1 2 3 4 5
13, Strengths of the school system. 12 3 4 5
14, Student grievances, 1 2 3 4 5
15. Student academic performances. 1 .2 3 4 S5
16. Student govefnment actions. 1 2 3 4 5
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21,
22,
23,
24,

25,

26.
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Teacher-administration relations.
Quality of teaching. |
Student-administration relations,
Community problems,

Teacher grievances,
Administrative problems,

School spirit,

Achievemeﬁts of students.,

School sponsored clubs and
organizations, -

Career opportur®ties,

NN N NN
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Advisers! Supplementary Questionnaire Rating Items on
the Contents of High School Journalism Coursework

PART D Please indicate the dearee of in-class
instructional emphasis placed on each

area of Journalism, By circling the
appropriate number at the right of each

item,
RATING KEY: 1 - Chief Emphasis
2 - High Emphasis
3 - NModerate Emphasis
4 - Little Emphasis
5 - No Emphasis

CE HE NE LE NE

1. Democratic values. : 12 3 4 5
2. News writing skills, 1 2 3 4 5
3. Editorial writing skills, 1.2 3 &4 5
4, FRepresenting all groups in the

school, 1 2 3 4 5
S. Feature writing skills, 1 2 3 4 5
6. GCiving minority groups a voice, 1 2 3 4 5
7. Editing skills, 1 2 3 4 &
8. Protection of news sources. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Responsibilities concomitant

with free expression, 1 2 3 4 5
10. Human rights, . 1 2 3 4 8
11. Makeup and design techniques. i 2 3 4 5
12. Ethics of reporting. 1 2 3 4 5
73. nHesdline writing skills, T2 3 4 5
14, Public opinion formation, 1 2 3 &4 5
15. Freedom of press. 1 2 4 5
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16. Libel and slander.
17. Interviewing techniques.,

18. Social responsibility of the
press,

19, Forms of censorship.
20, Mass media and society.

21. Slanting and stereotyping the
news.
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Table 50

Raw Scores of Advisers with Regard
to Six Attitude Factors

g.

Subject Enrollment Racial Factors
Number Group Group 1 2 3 4
1 1 2 31 8 6 14
2 3 2 37 5 4 13
3 3 2 38 6 8 10
4 2 2 28 10 7 10
5 3 2 25 7 5 8
6 1 2 11 5 2 4
7 2 1 22 8 6 6
8 4 1 17 6 5 9
9 4 1 43 7 14 20
10 3 1 27 g 8 7
11 1 1 34 11 7 - 15
12 4 1 37 10 10 13
13 4 2 £7 11 8 13
14 4 1 29 10 10 10
15 3 2 47 5 8 16
16 2 1 28 7 7 12
17 2 2 40 8 8 11
18 3 2 31 5 8 9
19 3 2 35 10 g 15
20 3 1 41 9 12 12
21 3 1 31 11 9 11
22 4 2 54 9 10 14
23 1 1 38 9 5 8
24 1 1 19 9 4 8
25 1 1 34 5 4 8
26 4 2 29 15 7 1
27 4 2 45 6 10 13
28 3 K 45 8 7 14
29 2 2 46 6 8 16
30 3 2 21 10 8
31 3 2 32 11 8 9
32 3 2 21 7 6 4
33 3 2 38 15 7 9
34 4 1 32 9 7 12
35 2 1 40 8 8 15
36 4 1 36 7 4 11
37 4 2 28 10 7 8
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Table 50 - Continued

Subject Enrollment Racial Factars
Number Group Group 1 2 3 4 5 6
38 1 2 32 8 6 10 26 10
39 1 2 31 10 &6 7 30 10
40 3 1 22 5 4 5 26 7
41 2 2 38 10 10 12 24 10
42 3 2 23 5 g 8 18 8
43 4 -1 50 10 15 14 13 20
44 2 2 30 10 11 9 29 12
45 1 1 17 7 4 6 30 5
46 1 1 25 9 8 8 28 9
47 1 2 40 5 13 17 18 5
48 2 1 27 g 8 9 21 10
49 3 1 33 5 4 7 19 11
50 4 1 44 5 6 12 28 8
51 3 1 33 9 8 S 22 8
52 1 1 29 11 8 8 3 g
83 4 1 29 10 8 10 21 10
54 1 2 38 6 S 8 22 6
55 1 2 16 10 5 6 32 7
56 1 2 34 7 5 7 28 8
57 1 2 15 11 7 7 34 7
S8 2 2 21 8 4 4 30 6
59 1 2 24 7 6 6 29 8
€0 1 2 35 10 11 11 1T 11
61 1 2 36 5 4 10 30 12
62 2 2 16 6 4 10 16 g
63 3 1 36 8 8 10 21 13
64 3 2 35 8 7 11 24 12
65 2 2 13 5 3 10 32 7
66 3 2 27 1M1 8 8 27 12
67 4 2 47 5 8 14 15 g
68 1 1 24 7 9 9 29 10
69 1 1 23 6 7 6 20 9
70 1 1 23 7 6 7 29 7
7 3 2 48 7 7 19 17 9
72 1 2 34 T 7 10 18 10
73 4 1 25 8 8 10 24 10
74 2 2 14 8 5 8 27 7
75 2 1 38 6 8 14 18 12
76 4 1 27 13 8 10 28 10
77 2 2 34 5 4 4 22 5
78 4 1 1 8 S .10 30 8
79 3 2 23 M 9 10 32 9
80 1 1 15 7 4 4 32 5
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Table 50 - Continued

Subject Enrollment Racial Factors

Number Group Group 1 2 3 4
81 1 2 25 5 7 01 2
82 1 2 27 12 8 9 11
83 1 1 25 8 4 4 5
84 1 2 13 10 4 6 7
85 1 2 26 10 6 7 8
86 1 2 25 7 7 6 6
87 3 2 30 7 8 13 11
88 2 1 18 5 6 10 9
89 2 2 38 12 10 14 13
90 2 2 14 7 5 8 6
91 4 1 12 9 7 8 7
92 3 2 44 5 9 18 13
93 3 1 217 7 5 8 7
94 3 2 32 9 8 10 12
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Table 51

Raw Scores of Principals with Regard
to Six Attitude Factors

Subject Enrollment Racial Factors
Number Group Group 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 2 4 15 11 14 21 15
2 3 2 38 2 4 9 0 8
3 2 2 23 10 8 11 27 12
4 1 2 28 7 6 9 26 7
5 2 1 23 10 10 8 22 10
6 4 1 43 9 6 g 21 18
7 4 1 40 6 10 14 18 15
8 3 1 34 11 10 8 15 12
9 3 1 22 7 8 8 26 14
10 1 2 31 1 6 11 19 17
11 4 1 39 12 11 13 21 14
12 4 2 25 7 7 5 22 7
13 3 2 44 15 18 15 13 13
14 4 2 44 12 8 16 21 16
15 4 1 27 10 10 10 18 10
16 3 1 51 8 10 14 16 13
17 3 2 40 11 10 16 23 18
18 2 1 55 11 16 18 g 25
19 3 1 21T 14 5 20 23 22
20 3 1 24 24 16 9 28 18
21 1 1 38 12 8 8 26 12
2 4 2 48 12 8 15 21 16
23 1 1 44 8 5 4 13 16
24 4 1 30 9 9 14 22 10
25 1 1 43 S 8 10 20 12
26 4 2 55 9 7 8 24 12
27 4 2 40 8 8 15 21 14
28 4 2 43 g 16 17 15 15
29 4 2 33 10 9 10 19 15
30 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
31 2 2 42 11 11 12 18 17
32 3 2 35 10 10 12 21 12
33 3 2 55 5 16 20 12 25
34 3 2 37 9 4 8 14 21
35 4 1 36 11 12 17 14 19
36 2 1 43 10 9 17 23 17
37 4 2 55 8 14 16 12 19
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Table 51 - Continued

Subject Enrollment Racial Factors
Number Group Croup 1 2 3 4 S 6
38 4 1 43 S 9 14 21 14
39 4 2 41 1 4 13 0 4
40 3 1 43 10 8 11 18 12
41 1 2 17 5 5 3 22 6
42 1 2 21 10 7 8 26 8
43 2 2 38 10 10 12 23 10
44 4 1 40 10 11 15 20 15
45 2 2 32 12 8 10 26 11
46 1 1 29 9 12 12 25 10
47 1 1 5 2 6 15 3] 6
48 3 2 36 10 7 14 22 10
49 3 1 54 9 8 16 18 20
50 2 1 54 10 14 10 14 14
51 3 1 44 10 10 14 22 18
52 1 1 23 8 6 4 28 9 .
53 4 1 55 6 13 11 g 20
54 1 2 4 8 8 1 15 10
55 1 2 45 10 8 10 21 11
56 1 2 33 13 8 11 23 10
57 1 2 45 g 8 13 19 10
58 2 2 20 9 6 8 27 10
59 1 2 25 11 8 8 27 12
60 1 2 31 10 11 11 18 12
61 2 2 43 g 12 9 16 10
62 2 2 47 10 12 11 19 13
63 3 1 36 10 8 9 23 12
64 2 2 32 15 2 10 13 9
65 4 1 27 9 7 8 30 8
66 4 1 53 14 12 12 14 16
67 3 2 29 11 14 10 22 10
68 1 1 9 10 2 4 16 117
69 3 1 36 8 10 10 19 15
70 4 2 53 10 8 15 15 10
71 3 2 24 10 8 10 23 12
72 3 1 41 11 10 11 18 11
73 1 1 10 2 4 8 0 4
74 1 2 34 10 8 8 21 11
75 4 1 46 10 13 9 22 15
76 2 2 28 10 6 8 20 10
77 2 1 49 11 8 15 15 13
78 4 1 29 10 10 .13 22 15
79 2 2 33 6 10 8 20 6



215

Table 51 -~ Continued

Sub ject Enrollment Racial Factars
Number Group Group 1 2 3 4 5 6
80 3 2 45 10 10 12 18 16
81 4 1 26 14 10 10 19 12
82 3 2 44 8 10 13 14 16
83 1 1 31 6 9 9 20 17
84 2 2 11 5 4 6 28 5
85 4 1 38 g g8 11 21 13
86 1 2 36 13 11 11 21 12
87 1 2 32 12 9 9 22 12
88 1 1 27 10 9 8 23 14
89 1 2 26 8 8 8 25 10
90 1 2 30 11 5 8 20 9
91 3 2 31 11 10 11 19 12
92 2 1 18 11 10 10 20 10
93 4 1 45 9 14 17 14 18
94 4 2 44 10 16 16 17 18
95 4 1 50 8 8 18 14 17
96 3 1 44 9 14 17 13 20
97 3 2 25 10 8 10 25 10
98 3 1 32 9 10 13 19 11
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Table 52 |
Factor Loadings for Each Item in Factor 1: Reporting

Human Relations Problems in the Newspaper
(See Appendix A)

Item Factor
Number Loading
30 .8488
31 . 7864
36 e 7712
29 : . 1703
37 . 7583
32 . 7336
28 7031
35 .6769
34 .6519
33 .6345
6 , .5085
Table 53

Factor Loadings for Each Item in Factor 2:
Basic Human Relations Beliefs
(See Appendix A)

Item Factor
Number Loading
21 ' .6486
9 B .6287
8 .5020
4 . 4869
13 .4209
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Table &

Factor Loadings far Fach Item in Factor 3:
Basic Human Rights Beliefs
(See Appendix R)

Item Factor
Numbar ' Loading
16 6147
15 .5733
24 . .4268
7 ' .4143
Table 55

Factor Loadings for Each Item in Factor 4:
Conflict anc Intergroup Relations Reporting
(See Appendix A)

Item Factor
Number Loading
26 .6264
25 .5149
27 L4721

5 .4248
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Table 56

Factor Loadings for Each Item in Factor 5:
Censorship and Control of the Student Newspaper
(See Appendix A)

Item . Factor
Number Loading
18 .6317
19 .6055
14 ) 5930
22 5907
11 «5723
23 .5697
12 T .5241
10 .4517
Table 57

Factor Loadings for Each Item in Factor 6: Basic
Freedom of Expression and Press Beliefs
(See Appendix A)

Item Factor
Number Loading
1 . 7196
2 .6463
20 4971
3 .4784

17 .4136
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Table S8

Factor Loadings for Each jtem in the Factor Concerning
the Reporting of Human Relations and Human
Rights Problems in the Student Newspaper
(See Appendix A)

Item Factor
Number Loading
22 . .8070
6 . 7543
11 . 7401
21 . 7387
7 . 7379
12 . 7287
S . 7132
2 .7100
4 . . 1027
17 . 6965
8 .6865
19 .6851
20 .6741
10 : .5915
18 5593
13 5042

14 . 4840
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Table 59

Factor Loadings for Each Item in the Factor Concerning
the Reporting of Student Activity News
in the Student Newspaper
(See Appendix A)

Item Factor
Number Loading
1 . 7250
15 ) « 7235
25 : . 6561
9 .6366
24 .6281
26 .6237
23 . 6051
16 .5778
3 .5502
Table 60

Factor Loadings for Each Item in the Factor Concerning
the Teaching of Mass Media Issues and
Problems in the Journalism Classes
(See Appendix A)

Item Factor
Number Loading
19 ‘ .7298
20 .6834
16 .6797
15 : «6742
18 . . .6428
21 .5954
14 .5620

8 «4125
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Table 61

Factor Loadings for Each Item in the Factcr Concerning
the Teaching of Newspaper Skills
in the Journalism Classes
(See Appendix A)

Item Factor
Number Loading
11 .80G4
13 .7018
7 .6677
12 . 5905
5 .5449
2 .5339
3 .4920
17 .4868
Table 62

Factor Loadings for fach Item in the Factor Concerning
the Teaching of Human Rights Concepts
in the Journalism Classes
(See Appendix A)

Item Factor
Number Loading
6 . 7521
1 .6663
4 6291
10 5577
9 .4418




