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ABSTRACT

relationship between properties of organizational structure and
certain personality traits of organizational members, and how the
resulting interaction between these two factors relates to the
organizational climate of elementary schools., Two hundred and
ninety-six southern California teachers responded to three
questionnaires which provided measures of (1) the organizational
climate of schools as measured by the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire developed by Halpin and Croft; (2) the
personality characteristics of the respondents as measured by Cattell
and Eber's Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaizre; and (3) the
schools' structural properties in terms of the degree of
formalization, centralization, complexity, and autonomy as perceived
by the respondent. Results indicated that teachers' perceptions of
organizational climate may be seen as functions of the interplay
between teachers' personalities and the structure of the organization
in which the individual functions, thus supporting and extending the
Getzels-Guba Social System Theory. Tables, copies of questionnaires,
and a bibliography are included, (Author)
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‘The purposé Of this study was to investigate the relatfonéhip bé-
‘tweéen_the properties of o;ga'gij.zatignglj‘sgtuctu:'e and’ certain Ferson-

P s

~ ality characteriStiés‘of organizationsl ‘némbexs, and how the -
resulting interaction between these two fadtors related to the’
: ..,Organizational climate of elsuentary schools. ”
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A Sample-of g hundréd’ ninety-six tédchers was drawn’fiom £ifteen
el’g‘g*,gi;t;ifygngpdls‘loqg‘ted”,in“u'gvic"qp;gied‘s’ch’qql districts“in - -
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.. .Southern California. 'These glementgx;g’ teéachers responded to three
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. questionnaires which’ provided measiires of;‘-;\
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1. The organizational climate of schocls as measured by the

..Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire develdped
- By Hpleln and Croft, © TTTTUTTT EEIEETT L

« o

Nehs
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2. The personality characteristics of the“resporidents as measired
by Cattell and Eber's Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire.

3. The schools' structural properties in terms of the degree of
formalization (rules and requlations) ¢+ centralization (decision-
making hierarchy), complexity (specialization), and autonomy
(self-determination) as perceived by the respondent.

Using Principal Component Analysis, the personality and structural
property scores were intercorrelated, resulting in a twenty by
twenty correlation matrix. The matrix was analyzed and a complete
set of twenty principal components was obtained. On the basis of
the loadings it was possible to identify independent components of
variance associated with the structural components, the personali-
ty components, and those components demonstrating an interaction
between the structural property and personality variables.

The relationship between the resulting components and the climate
profile subtests which represented the teachers' perceptions of
organizational climate was determined by subjecting the set of
component scores and the set of climate profile scores to Canonical
Correlation Analysis.

The results of Principal Component Analysis identified independent
sources of variance in components comprised of primarily personality
variables, and also to components containing contributions from both
the personality and structural property sets of variables.

In the Canonical Correlation Analysis between the twenty components
and the eight subtests of the organizational climate profile, the
first two canonical correlations proved to be significant beyond
the .002 level. These two canonical functions revealed saven
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components which were closely related to the climate profile subtests.
Five of the seven components were comprised of both personality and
structural property variables such as 9ependent, conservatwe, son~

,-vcrete.,.and p:acticel personality trar,l:s sha;'ing ti'x van.'iriéé”v’vitﬁ n

a component with h;g;.lx ﬁoma?,iz ”&iidh :.ghIJy cet;txalized s'crucﬁufal
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-r:: o © ey

The findings indicated ‘that’ personal:.ty in J.n%eracti.on w:ith perceived
gtructure was xelated to. teachers' perceptions of orqanizat.ionai g;li-

0t el

mate more. olosely than eithe: personality Qr, pergeived si:rpctu

g $15355 "‘

taken sepa;'ately . Thus, teache:q perceptions of organiziiiignal cli-

mate may be viewed as a funct:.op cf the, interpiay between ,ja‘c_t’ éch:ér s
personality and the structuré of’ the oz‘gam.zation ‘in’ wh:tch‘ ¥re “indi-
vidual fungtions. .. . o oo 0 oianiin Do tpriarese car Ll
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The results of this" study"suppéftedwéh;'é "z“ki_;-éiibc'“SOci it System
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Theory and extended the theory by operationali’z:.ng ‘the fomothetic
dimens;.on as, orqangzat}onal gtructg: L .
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Contemporary Western soc:.ety is primar 1y an orgam.zational somety.l
Etz:.oni reminds us' “"that ‘we are* bBi'n J.hoorganlzatmns, éducated by:

organizat:ions, work for- organiza%ionw “8pend-oiir-leisure- time. in or-
gam.zat:.ons, ‘die” in organizations“and-*are buried oy an‘6¥danization.
Our sbciéty'depends heavily -upoi® organizata;ohs as’the:most rational
and efficient®means’ of”’coordmatiﬁg ‘Human activities'and material

resources towards the achieveient:og: spécific .goalsy ‘Publdecrschools
are no except;on.
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In rev:.ewing the- literature 7 Ohe’ f:Ends no: deatth of: studies. regard-
ing organizations in’terms ‘Of - the:.r'structures--and considerable
attention has been féocused: ‘upon- ‘humaii‘béhavior:within:. the: -setting
of organizational structures. However, as Bidwell points out, there
is an obvious-gap”ih’ the field of edueation: regarding-research re-
lated to“the’ ofganiZzational’ structité of schools. and ‘the:yesulting
mterplay ‘betiwees 'organizatzorga]:”sttucture an’d the professional
behavior of -’the ?taff.3 e s, l‘f;.{ FEX T o f ,.” ‘;-.al.f % \"."'s.‘: ’_ ..

S BLS o "’“f’v‘a““z SR LG LT sa

The purpose of this study was to mvest:.gate the structural propex-
ties of elementary schools,* ‘cértain personalzty charactéristics of
teachersy ~angd- to determine’ whether or ot ‘the’ interaction of-these
two measures-was:- related +6* teache’rs"’-percepuon of: the «otqanvza-
tional %limate of thelr Yespactive sthoolsi -i o7 EREFERN
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g . Background of the Problem ,
AU, AT ¥ 3 TEa v. e . . X
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'ljhe Bureaudra%ic and Sti'tictu’ral~‘Dimensiomo’f£ubli.c«~5ehoo‘ls
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'I'here is probably nomnecessity,.for:presenting ‘a c“ase *for oons:.dering
public-schools: as” bureaucratic organ:.fzations.'~‘3ureaticracy is dn
integral part of the anatomy of the organizational blilepriit: of

most public schools, and these instxtutions, by design, are adopting
several ‘organizationdl p'fopei‘tz.es into ‘thei¥ Structiival’ ‘domains; which
caxi be readilymidentzf ed both.,,tneoretfdally ‘and empirically. 1AS a

. . ) [P -
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(New. York :iVintage.:-
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Books, 1"9‘6’5) , : CRAD te creedenl ol
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2 A * "Eé?.ioni, Nodern Organizations (N&W. Jersey: - P‘rent:.ce-‘uall,
‘Ine. § 1964y "pps 13 TEDLABTT A ) unuiten . aru, Leoeeen

. 3"}’ .i
3c. E. Bz.dwell, “The School as a Formal Organization,” found

in J. G. March, ed., Handbook of Organization (Chicago: il

Rand ilcNally & Co., 1965).




point of departure, studentg-of-organizational theoxy generally
accept Weber's4 construct of the bureaucratic form which includes
the following characteristics:

i

LS LAa sttt {;ux FArA [ T Iki £y ‘s [ 5:“‘"”“
Ll

1. “A speoifio«sphere of. competogge. 22 Thi.s focuses upon aJYs-
. ntematic division of.labox.which, definesr the aotivities which '~
. the . incumbent must perform and. provldes the necessary aui:hor-
ity for the incumbent- to.perform . these spacified functioii‘é'.;“
_The .assignpent:of an incumbent.to a, ggec:.fic role.is. oased

~upon. expextise. . andrspeoialization. N S

AR A §

Y A
2. "A continuous organization of official functions bound by

g lat:i.ons governsdu offxcial decuions“and act:.ons insur-
ing uniformity -and; continuity of- operations.“ e .t GIx e

PR T den . on P [
- M., v bl }1. [ARRN ‘.‘ e T r( e ‘f AN T, e faoam e

NS T e e ,""L

3. "The. organization of- of fices followr the; prinoiple - S
‘hierarchy;: that:is,.each loyer office Ads- un;ler{ the., control R
‘and’ supervision of a-higher: ongz.,"", + Each, membet. of ghe orr. .. .,

ganization is held accountable for his actions and is a _go
responsible for the behavior of his subordinates.

. e Rk ‘.,. dew e - RO . 1
« * ] -
au.. "L(‘“}Y H e

4. - "'rhe rules. which regulate qhe conduct qf an office may be .
2+ . technical rules: or noxms... In both cases, if tpeir appli- ,f .
- cation is: to be. fully rat.ional, specialized ﬁtraining is _;, .. 3,
necessary. It is thus normally. true. that only a. peraon s

EER TOLOA IR O LG GRlNNE T,
4 Weber's classic theory““ﬁa"? ‘bé” fo*uﬁ(ii‘{in "two valumes~ M. Weber,
tions. .(Tranglated. by
a. M. Henderson and T. Parsons, Glencoo, Iuinois~ The Free
i Prass, 1947)..and 4., Weber,. Essays .in Sociology . (Translated by ..
Ha H. -Goxthe and C. W.. Mills, New York:., Oxford University
?!QQS, "1946)”0 fna ;"i FIABUE T Dol A0 vtmigeaai cL0 4 " . .

.
PXFIABUE T D a0 ab’ WL LEN ey
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e ,5 These £ive cnaraoteriatics .of bureaucracy have been adequately
.~ -/nterpreted -by: Re XK. Mazton,..Social Theory. and ‘Social St.ruoture,

(New York:  The Free Press of Glencoe, 1957), P. M. Blau, The
_Dynamics of Bureaucragx in Modern Society (Néw York: ~Random™ -
House;;i(X956):i: s M« Blau, The. Dynamics of Bureaucracy (Chigcago:

The University of Chicago Prese, 1955), A. W. ‘Gouldner, Pate

texns. of Industrial Bureaucracy (New York: The Free Press 8s of
Glancoe;,1954): and :more recantly, B. M. 8lau and R. w.,,Soott. P

Formal Organizations (San Francisco:  Chandler” Publ(izghxng

~ -JL'

1962) o
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related to gsimilar concepts about . the -openness or closedness of an
individual’s personality. "28 He further hypotheszzes that -perhaps
the personality chr.zacter:.stics of tedchers predisposes then to
the -modes of behavior that’ charactoz‘tze climate. ‘Guba, Jacksof .
and Bidwell investigated the pérsonalities, of teacher-trainees and
experienced teachers and found ‘characteristics that.seem to fit the
cultural stereotype of thé teacher as- sexualiy impotent, obsequious.
externally patient, painstakingly demanding and socially inept. 2?
Halpin suggests that candidates who select a teachmq career: and '
wvho reflect characteristics similar to the mpdal’ types found,by,,, :
Guba, Jackson and Bidwell ‘are not: thoaa who arg likely to fac:.hm
tate .:penness in the Organizational CImate of thexr schoom

aoudS

ST Statement of the Problem .--,.:-:-.-' .

Although cons:.derable researc.h has been conducted in the investi-
gation &£ organizational.structure, persoualxty ttai..s of- or:gan;s-
zational-members, and organizational clmate, little attention.las
been focused upon the interplay between- measures, cf crganizat:.enal
structure and measuies of teacher personality traits. and, ‘more
particularly, little has been reported on the resultant- effect: of
the: iﬁ’te:actxon between these two measures upon o:gani'zati.cnal <14~
matew ‘Since;the introduction .of the OCDQ in 1963, well over one
hundred ‘studies .were conducted, attempting. to relate orqanizational
climate to.formal organizational variables,’ inforﬁal szatiables .and
personality variables.:.. However, this mvestiga‘.:ot failed to d:.scover
studies which considered Organizational Climate within the. cantext
of simultaneously existing, mutually interacting variables~ : As. both
Argyris3l .and -Ralpin32 -have cautioned, when investigating human: be-
havior in organizations, the variables under study do-not exi,sg. as
neat, separate compartments. Rather,.they are mteract:lve\ and must
be considered :simultaneously. _ txrgyris contends that’ orqmiaat.ional

-

28 A..w:.Halpin, M and Research in Adm.nist:at;on (New Yo*k
The iacmillan Co., 1966), p.-"233; )
29;2. G. Guba,. et al., "Occupational Choice and -the. 'reaching |
b 'Caréer,;™ Bducational ReSearch‘ Bulletin,: 38, No. 1 (January.
1959) I} Ppc 1-130 - _» - ,” T vao. %, B C-

et R : Tt t“ff

-
g .

-

I 4

“'-'—".x...‘ -;. ’
-"31- Argyr;ls W Prob];ems in donqaptuahzing quanizationai
) Climate. A Case Study of: a‘Bank." p. 502. :

Halpin, gheozx _aind_Resgcrch in Admnistration. PR 234—236.

-l oo
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-
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- 138 Halﬁin ifiary; and Reseat."”'.in.: n:.stration, p. 143.
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. .. discretion of role incumbents).is a means »f measuring variations
within the structural dimension. Talcott Parsons provides an
intexgsting conception in the analysis of formal organizations
through the application of his general, theoretical framework for
the study of social systems to organizations.13 chever. critics
of the scheme charge. that his theoretical framcxorkvis $O abstract
that it fails to generate any workable proposittons. Blau, .et et al.,
analyzed the interreiations among four structural attributes oﬁ
bureaucracy. and their implications for. organizat.onal operations. E
these were identified as (1) division of labor, (2) professional- (
ization, (3) hierarchy of authority. and (4). administrative starf .
of clerks.l? Golembiewski investigated the behavior patterns of 3
organizational participants within a, formal structure and presents
evidence that supports. the-growing contention that traditional
"Iive-staff" relations are increasingly inadequate in- conterporary

~organizations.. . iis contention is simiiar to Bennis' who predicts
the: damise of; bureaucratic structure and’ foresees “Adaptive. prob-

- _lem SOIVinq. temporary systems of diverse specialists linked to-

- - gether by coprdinatigg and: task evaluating executive specialists
in; an_organic flux" replacing present oureaucratic systems,
Hage16 and later, Hage and Aiken, 17 in an attempt to explore the
relationships between centralization and the dimensions of social
structures. inherent in organizations have formulated several em-
pirically useful concepts of crgsnizational structures. .Three, of
these structural.prooertaes which are germane to. this. study in—
clude formalization, centralization and comolexi*v. These. three
variables are theoretically sqund. in that they represent & wnlfi=d
concept.onalization»of the. more ﬁrsquently discussed.structural
characteristics of organizations as explicated by several classi-
cal organizational theorists referenced earlier in the chapter.

er

Hoda

13 o, Parsons. Structures and Process. in Hodern- Societies (Glencoe,
Illinois. ..She Free Prass,.1960), pp. 19-96.

14 p, M. Blau, et al., “The Structure of Small Bureaucracies.“
American Sociolegical: Rev.ieyz. Vol. 31 (February. .1366) ..

. ""15 ! G. Bennis. “The COming Death of Bureaucraci." Think (Nbvember-
Decembe*. 1966) .

16 J. Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory of Organizations." Administrative
Science Quarterly, Vol. 10 (December, 1965).

17 J. Hage and ii. Aiken, "Relationships of Centralization tclékher

Structural Properties," Administrative Science Quarterlz. Vol.
12 (June, 1967). ' >
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A review of the organlzat1ana1 de51gn represented within typical
.public schools reflects a rapid growth of the structural charac-
teristics discussed above. Generalists in education, specifically
in the teacher core, are very much on the decline. The atomic age
has heralded an era of "knowledge explosion" contributing towards
increased demands upon public institutions to assure more diverse
and specialized functions whldh zneV1tanly lead to a higher gen-
eral level of training and more complex .educational systems.

The degree of-spec1a11zat10n, the dzvers1ty of functions, and the
increased:size of school systems have resulted in more highly
stratified levels of hierarchical control.?8 Organizational
charts:of typical systems reflect a chain of command defining
funcétion, responsibility, and authority for:each succeeding super-
visory level. The trend has been ‘an increase in administrative
stratification that is proportional to the expansion of education-
al facilities and services. The power distripution in terms of
the proportion of individuals who particinate in decision-making,
or the degree of latitude alloued in which decisions are made, has
become more centralized. Role specification or job definition is
generally more specific and standardized, and the range of varia-
tion or the degree of individual discretion allowed each role
incumbent has become limited and ‘constrained. Thus, the bureau-
cratic characteristics of school-sysStems and the extensiveness
of their organizational structure-seems apparent.

The Problem of the Professional in thewstructurél Dimension

As increasing numbers of professionals seek careers in formal organ-
izations, social scientists are directing- nore attent;on ‘towards
examining the conflicts between the demands of the organlzation and
those of professional standards. Blau and Scottl identify three
basic differences which contribute to the growing conflict. First,
the professional is bound by professional ethics to represent the
:’ interests of his clients rather than the organization; second, the
professional's authority 'is rooted in his technical expertness
rather than on a legal contract backed oy -formal sanctions; and

" ‘third, the professional's decisions are governed by internalized

- professional standards rather than compiiance with directives

from superiors. They indicate that "studies of professionals or
semi~professionals in. formal oxganizations have cons1¢tently found

18 g, 3. Hartley, “Bureaucracy, Rationality., and Educational
Innovation," The Clear1n3>House, vol. 40, Number 1 (September,
1965), pp. 397..

19 Blau and Scott, Fomnal Organizations, pp. 24%5237.




that the conflict between bureaucratic and professional orientation
js a fundamental issue."”20 willower refers to the growing litera-
ture on the emerging educational professionals which "highlights
the potential conflict between bureaucratic . . . or oxganizational
demands on the one hand and professional ones on the other.” 21
Miller's study which investicated conflict between professionals
and their employing organizations.found that alienation from work
is primarily "a consaquence of the professional-bureaucratic di-
iemma . . ."22 Bidwell suggests that organizational structure of
schools may vary in accordance with the type of teacher racruited.
Systems which are highly bureaucratic and consequently lean heavily
upon "administration by rules" will alienate the professional-ori~
ented teacher who desires autonomy and collegial forms of control,
whereas, the teacher whose professional orientation is weak is

more likely to respond {aveorably to an organizational structure
that adginisters by rules, defining the teacher's role in explicit

-~

terns.*

The Problem of the Structure-Personality Dimension and-
: Organizational Climate

The major thesis of this study proposed that organizatioral climate
was affected by the degree of conflict that develops when personal-
ity characterietics of organizationsl members are not congruent with
the demands and expectations of a particular organizational structure.
This approach is similar to Argyris' conceptualization of organiza- '
tional climate in which he bagsed his model upon a study of inter-
perscnal relations in a bank.%4 He interrelated three systems of
variables: the formal struct. -2 of the nrganization evidenced by

the rules, zegulations, rzocedures and j.olicies; personality traits
of the organizational members reflzcting their individual needs.

20 1pid,, p. 246.

21 p, Willower, "The School as'a 80¢ial ,System.“ Educational Admin- i
igtration Quarterly, Vol. 1 (Autwmn, 1965). :

22 6. a. milles, “Professionals in.:sureaﬁcficy: " Alienation Among "
Industrial Scientists and Engineexrz," American Sociological
Review, Vol. 31, No. 6  (December, i966), pp. 775-768.

23 piawell, "The School as a Formal Organization." '
24 ¢, Argyzis, “Some Problems in Conceptualizing Organizational

Climate: A Cass Study of a Bank," Administrative Science -
Quarterly, Vol. 2 (June-March, 1957-58), pp. 501~520. -




values and abilities; and the.variables associated with the indi-
vidual's abilities to accommodate his ends with those of the or-.
ganization. It was Argyris' contention that the interaction of
these three systems of variables provide a measure of organiza-
tional climate. Golembiewski reflected a similar concern re-
..'garding the-necessity for réseawch that analyzed organizations
by considering as many of the interacting variables as possible,
simultaneously. He criticizes the generally. accepted notion
that the personality characteristics of crganizational members
are homogeneous. "Men are riot homogeneous in critical senses;
the heterogeneity of individual personality characteristics
outstrips the capabilities of nomolithic structural arrange-
ments and managerial techniques generated by the traditional
theories of organization; and both individual and organization
pay a price when man is bens in ways he has not gzown."25 Merton
expresses similar concerns. Recognizing the trend. toward in-
creasing bureaucratization in Western society, he encourages
further empirical studies of the interaction of bureaucracy .and.
personality in order that we nay increase our understanding of
social structure.

In 1963, Halpin and Croft »developgd. the Organizational Climate
Descriptive Questionnaire (hereinafter reported as the OCDQ).<'
Halpin's objective was to dimensionalize the behaviors of organ-
_ izational members which define- the Organizational Climate of

_ elementary schools and he identified empiricaily six distinct

_ Organizational Climates. The six:climates were arrayed along

* " a’'continuum defined as Open at one end and Closed. at the other..

. The Open Climate characterizes an organization that is “moving."
" Teachers obtain considerable job satisfaction, work well to-

" gether and accomplish their ‘tasks. The Closed Climate is the
converse of the open situation. Teachers obtain little sgtis-
faction to either task-achievement or social-needs, nox do they
work well together. Halpin suggests chat "the concept of open~
ness versus closedness in organigational climates -is directly

25 g, Golenbiewski, "Personality and Organization Structure:
staff Models and Behavioral Patterns,” Acadg_mz of Management
Journal, Vol. 9 (September, 1966). .

26 r. K. Merton, "Bureaucratic Structure and Personality." found

in C. Kluckhohn, et al., ed., Personality in Nature », Society,

and Culture (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1967), pp. 376-385.

27 . W. Halpin and D. Croft, The Organizational Climate of
Schools (Chitago; . Midwest Administration Center, University
of Chicago, 1963). o




related to similar concepts about the openness or closedness of an
individual’s personality. "23 pe further hypothesizes that .perhaps
the personality chazactenst:.cs of teachers predisposes them to -
the modes of behavior that’ charact;erize climate. Guba, Jacksoh.
and Bidwell investigatéd the pe"sonalit;ies of teacher-trainees and
experienced teachers and found ‘characteristics that seem to fit the
cultural sterectype of thé teacher as sexually impotent, obsequious ’
externally patient, painstakingly demanding and socially inept.*; 29
Halpin suggests that candidates who select a teach:i.né career: and ’..,'
who reflect characteristics similar to the mpdal types found. by, :
Guba, Jackson and B:.dwell ‘are not t.hoae who are “likely to facxh-»-.»
tate gpenness in the Orgam.zational CImate of the:... schoom.-w

Statement of the Prohlem - -

Although considerable research. has been conducted in the mvesti-
gation 5f organizational structure, perscnah.ty tra’i.s of ‘organi-
zational members, and organizational clmate. little attention. has
been ‘focused upon the interxplay between measures, of ozgamzat:.enal
structure and measuies of teacher personality traits, and, more
particuiarly, little has been reported on the resultantf effect: of
thé ‘ifikeraction between these two measures upon organizaticnal cli-
mate../ Since ;the introduction of the OCDQ in 1963, well over onme
hundred "studies .were conducted, attempting. to telate organizational
climdte to.formal organizational variables,’ infortéal szatiables .and
personality ‘variables.:. However, this investigator, "failed to d:.scover
studies vwhich considered Organizational Climate withm the caongext
of smultaneously exmtmg, mutually interacting variables...: As. both
Argyris' 31 ana ‘Halpin 32 have cautioned, when 1nvestxgating humran: be~
havior in organizations, the variables under. study -do-not exist as
neat, separate compartments. Rather,.they are :.nteractive\ and must
be considered simultaneously. tsrgyris contends that’ organizational

28 a..w:.Halpin, 'Rheoq and Rescarch n Admmisttauon (New Yo X2
The idacmillan Co., 1966), p.-~233, : .. o

[ .
- +

29 E. 8. Guba,. et al., "Occupational Choice -and -the. Teaching
~~iiCaréer ™ Educational’ Research Bulletin,- 38, No. 1 (January,

1959), Pb' 1“130 SRS ‘.'.-.., . 5,
30 Halpin gh_ g gd Research "n Adm:.nistrauon. PR 234-236.

'-wl "‘-— EN - SR
31 Argyris "‘53}:\5 Problems in conqaptuahzing Organizationai
, Climate- A Case Study of a‘Bmk." ‘Pe- 502. .

.
"U

32 Halpi.n ‘1"eo in Admim.stxation, p. 143. f
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stracture and thé behavior of the pafticipénts "both go hand in .

hand" and should not be treated as separate entities.

In this study, it is assert2d that a teacher's perception of cli-
mate is a function of the degree of compatibility that exists-. :
between his own need disposztxons and the role expectation specx-.
fied by the organxzac;on. If the teacher®’s personality is com-
patible. with the role defined by the organization, the teacher
will perceive the climate as being open. Conversely, if the
teacher perceives the structural setting of the school as con-
flicting with his own need disposition, he will perceive the
climate as closed.

Significance of the Study. .
Halpin and Croft have provided social scientists with a very .use-

ful instrument that can contribute. .significantly. towards a better -
understandzng of teacher behavior An. organizational settings» '

Tneir conceptualzzation of Organxzat;onal Climate ;and the xesult- ;.

ing OCDQ which ‘they developed to- -measure the Organizational Cli-
mate of elementary schools has generated hundreds of subsequent -
studies’in which researchers have sought to identify the host of .
variables related to climate. .

.
. o

This particular study atiempts to add to the understaﬁding of Eﬁe
concept of climate. The major theoretical assumptions underlying

- o

this concept--in terms of the general factcos comprising this .. .::::

domain--were accepted. However, this investigation provided
evidence which suggested that climate cannot hest be des~vibed in
terms of the "main effects” of the variables associated with the
three general factors (Social Needs, Esprit, and Social Control)
identified by Halpin and Croft.

Rather, the results of this study indicated that an "interaction
effect” is observable among the variables concerned and the inter-
action among the variables is more closely related to the climate
phenomenon than the main effects of the sets of variables, taken
separately. This being the case, serious questions can be raised
regarding Halpin and Croft's definitions of the types of Organiza-~
tional Climates measured by the OCDQ. For exarple, the Open Cli-
mate is described in terms which connots characteristics indica-
tive of a healthy organizational setting. This definition is not
supported by the findings of this study. According to the evidence
presented in subsequent chapters, the argurent can be made that Or-
ganizational Climate, as measured by the OCDQ, describes the resul~
tant behavior of organizational participants on the basis of the

33 c. argyris, Interpersonal Competence and Organizational Effec-
tiveness (Homewood, Xllinois: Richard O. Ixwin, Inc., 1962).
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degree of compatibility that exists beiween an individual's needs
disposition and the organizational stxructure within which these needs
are met--or not met. These findirgs are discussed in greater detail
in the iollowing chapters. ‘ : '

An increased understanding of teacher behavior in an organizstional
setting is necessary, especially if educators are to bring about
necessary improvements in public education. This consideration is
especially germane in ar era that is witnessing major changes in

- the structure of educationsl organizations in order to accommodate

an emerging professional body of men and women who are assuming more
diverse ani specialized functions. Educators entertaining th2 adop-
tion of innovative practices, i.e., task force techniques, computer-
ized modular programs, team teaching, and so forth, which inveriably
~ffect changes in the existing structure of schools, cannot ignore

. the resulting interaction between the structure of the organization

and the need dispositions of teachers who must function within the
organizational setting. Aalso, considerable concern has been voiced

" ‘among many educators and sccial scientists as well, regarding the

anticipated incompatibility between an ewerging professional body
that must function in a highly formulistic institutional setting.
The success or failure of any educational program, be it innovative
or conventional, may be greatly dependent upon the degree of compat-
ibility that exists between the organizational stxucture and teacher
personality tra_it's. A greater understanding of this relationship
also Has implications that bear upon the recruitment, selection and

" training of teachers who must functicn within specified .structural
settings. ' - ' :

-~ et
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH

Organizational Climate

LI

In his review of modern organizations, Etzioni déscribes human be-
havior in organizational seXtings within the context of three
distinct traditions. The first of these traditions is the "Class-
ical” or "Scientific Management" approac:‘h.34 Organizational.
theorists embracing this approach viewed the organizational par-
ticipant as an individual who was motivated primarily by economic
rewards and if these rewards were closely related to his work
effort, he would respond to organizational demands to the limit
of his potential. Within the, industrial setting, the organiza-
tional participant was received as, pothing moré than an extension
of the machine. 'His organizational role Wwas clearly definediin a
formal setting which was characterized by a hierarchy of control
and a well established division.of labor. According to Etzioni,>>
the "Classical” or "Scientific Management" ‘approach is best gresentr
ed in the works of Gulick and Urwick,3© and Fredrick Taylor.-7

- .

Following the Classical Theory and, in part, as a réaction to the
school of Scieantific Management, the Humzn Reélations™approach.gain-
ed prominence. -Théorists -shifted their emphasis from the - formal
structure of organizations-and focused their attention upon the
individual. The concept of an informal organization emerged and
emphasis centered upon the needs or organizational members’ that
went beyond -econoniic rewards. Several classic studies conducted
by social scientists resulted in firndings which contributed to-
wards the ‘view that the organizational merxber is_also motivated
by non-écoffomic fewards; 38 and social capacity;3? and that he
responds ‘to the formal structure as a member of a group rather

~

34 p, Etzioni, dodern Organizations (New Jersey: Prentice Hali,
Inc., 1964). '

35 Ibid.,. "

36 L. Gulick and L. Uxwick, Fapers on the Science Hf Administratiop
(New York: Institute of Public Administration, Columbia Univer-
sity, 1937). :

37 ¢, W. Taylor, Scientific

t

ianagement (New York: Harper, '1911).

38 F. J. Roethlisbergerxr éhd W. 2. Dickson, Méﬁagement and the
Worker (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1939).

39 1pia.
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than as an individual.éo The rationality of an organization was
directly zelated to the degree that the personal needs of the or-
ganizational member were compatible with the role expactations
defined by the formal structure.

These two concepts which evolved from the "Classical" and "Human
Relaticne” schools of {hought were diametricaily oppoged in terms
of their view of human behavior in an organizational setting. The
school of “Scientific iianagement” proposed that an individual would
derive the greatest satisfaction in an organization that was most
efficient and economically rewarding vhereas the "Human Rsiations"
approaca propesed that the most efficient organizatior would re-

sult when organizational stracture was related to the social needs

.. of its wembers. These two schools of thougnt represented bot

extremes in the arc of a pendulum. Although both recognized the
need for balance between the formal organization and the needs of
the organizational members, one focused attention,gximaxily upon
formal structure as the means for achieving compatibility by assum~
ing that man was foremost concerned with economic benefits, and

the otner focused upon the informal organization contending fhat
satisfying interpexsonal relationships would effect the desired
balance. ' T

Critics of these two approaches suggested that neither providad a
complete view of an organization. Etzioni identifies the traditiun
vhich emerged as the "Structuralist Tradition® and their approach
is\primgrilzlé'synthes;s of the "Classical" and "Human Relations"
approaches. . According to Etzioni, the structuralists weye the
first to fully recognize the organizational delerma:

The inevitable strains--waich can e reduced
but not eliminated~-between organizational
needs and personal needs; between rationality -
and ncn-rationality; between-discipli~. and
autonomy; between formal and informal relations;
" bétween management and workerxs; or, more'gener-
ically, between ranks and divisions.4?

The structuralists ‘Were mo¥e ‘Global in’ their dssessment of human

. behavior in drgahisacicons. They provide 2 more ctupiste view where--

in the organization is seen as a complex social organization in

R }

40 K. Lewin, "Grgup.Decision and Social Change,"” found in G. &,

Swanson, et al.y Readings in Social Psychology, (New York:

Hr'%, 1952).

41 Etzioni, ilodern Organizations.

42 1pia., p. 4l.
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which many groups interact. ‘The organizational beravior of a part~
icipant then, is the end product of a complex system of "simulta-
neously existing, multilevel, mutually interacting variables,"43"'
The observed behavior reflects the degree to which the individual -
is able to adjust tc the conflict that exists between. formal and
informal relations, subordinate and_supeiordinate, organizational ‘- .

-

needs and personal nesds, -rationality and non-rationality, disci- -
pline and autonpmy;. and ranks and divisions. Argyris defines this .
level of analysis of organizational behavior as reflecting the or-- .
ganizational climate of an crganization. His conceptualization .

of climate is that organizational behavior can be defined on the .
basis of the ability of an individual to accommodate to the organ=:. .-
ization in terms of comsidering the interrelationships occurring

among the dimensions of formal organizational structures, person- Do
ality factors of the individual concerned and the informal vari- = ...
ables related to the participants' attempts to adapt to the formal
organizeticn. This conceptualization is similar to Lonsdale'’s who
defines organizational climate ag "the giobal ‘assessment; of the
interaction between the task-achievement dimension and the needs-
satisfaction dimension within the organization, or, in other words,
of the extent of the task-needs integration."45 .

Halpin and Croft "mapped" the' domain of organizational climate
empirically and identifiéd and described its dimensions.4® fthis
was accomplished by an analysis of the climate..of seventy-on¢ -
elementary schools selected from six different regions in the
United States. The teachers and principals of these schools
responded to a sixty-four item questionnaire and the item responses
were assigned to eight subtests which were then delir:.:ted by
factor-analytic methods. ' Four of the subtests:pertained to behav-
ioral characteristics of the faculty group as a group and the re-~ -
maining four to the behavioral characteristics of the principal as -
a leader. From these scores a profile was constructed for each

B \
LN L. e ..
S N

43 ¢, Argyris, "Some Problems in éonceptualizing dréénizationaf
Climate: A Case Study of a Bank) Administrative Science '
Quarterly, Vol. 2 (June-March, 1957-58), p. 501.

44 1pid. op...502-503. L T

45 R. C. Lonsdale, "Maintaining thié Organization in Dynamic
Equilibriun” found in D. Griffiths, ed., Behavioral Science -
and Edu¢dtional Administr ion, 63rd Yearbook of the NSSE,
Part II (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964),lp. 166.

46 a, w, Halpin, Theory and Research in Administration (New York:

The Macmillan Co., 1966).
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school :‘xepiot:.ng the sohool's Organizati.onal Clmate.

Halpin attrzbutes the major 1mpetus for thlB research ‘to his aware-
" ness of differences among schools and he describes this awareness
in texms of a “feel."47 Visito¥s ¢o &chools are able to sense’ the
" climate of a school .on the basis of therr-perceptions of the bahav-
ior of the etaff. In some schools, the staff appear to be eathu-
siastic; confident and purpogeful while in others they appear to
< he: “gozng ‘through the motions." Each school appears to have a per=~
- -sonZzikity of its own. This observatxon -led- to ‘the research which
‘fgcised upor.- Organi.zational Climate as a discrete and legltimate
¥Ilé¥el ‘of analysis' having different properties from the formal, the
pErsonality, and the idformal levels of analyzing x'ganlzations.

‘Fox the;purpose of this study, Wigglns' definztion of the conoept
of organzzational climate is most adequate. He states that-

. Conceptually, organxzational climate ‘is’
* that.state of the ‘organization which re-
- sults - from the interaction-that takes -
place between: organizational function-
aries as they fulfill their prescribed
> + rolés while- sat;sfying their 1ndiv1dua1
" -needs. :

In this study the or anzzational functionary is the elementary
teacher and th= OCDQ 9 .will be used.to describe the organzzat;onal
'='behavior of elementary teachers.

5’5 e Structural Properties

- Y S } ‘_‘.

Tt .

;as* indicatéd earlzer'in the Introductzon. gchools are complex social
organxzations eomprised of parsons in interaction who perform a nvm~
ber of differ.-. functions in a formal setting and structural char-
acteristics 1nherent in formal organizations are identifiable in the
organizational” Gesign cf schools. The literature abounds with re-
search findings Pased upon, measures of-.structurdl characteristics
of organizationS“aerived from ‘theoretical construcks of organlzational

47 Ibido' po 1310 4. - o t !
48 T.- e Wigg&ns, Leadershx Behavzor Cha actesistics of Flemeh:a

Principals‘ and Or;anizational Climate. (Unpublzshed dissertation,
Clarement Graduate School, 1968), P 20. :

9 KW, ~Halpin ‘and B Croft. The Organrzational Climate of Schools
(Chicago Midwest Administration Centex, University of Chicago,
1963).
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theorists who have imvestigated the structural properties of: formal
organizations other than schools. However, relarively little is
reported regarding research related to organizational structure of

schools. iloeller,d0 in investiYating: the organizational complexity
: of schools and .its human antecedents, Zocused upon the concept of

bureaucracy as: a means for identifying a number of interrelated

-organizational dimersions which might be found in schiools in com=

panv with various resulting effects upon teachers. In his search
of the literature, he failed to discover a suitable measure of

. bureaucratization that.could be applied to schools and found it

necessary to construct an instrument based upon the Weberian model
of bureaucratic organization. His findings indicated that teachers'
sense of power was not diminished in highly bureaucratic settings,
but rather was heightened because of the rationality .and predict-

.ability of bureaucratic systems.. Hartley,5l in investigating .the

teachers' perceptions.of the degree of bureaucratization -of their
schools “found that these perceptions did not serve as prﬂdxctors
of teacher satisfaction, effectiveness, or conformity- sthop5
investigated the relationship between the bureaucratic structure
of schools and adoption of educational innovation and the findings
indicated a direct relationship between the degree of bureaucracy
and the extent to which innovative practices were adopted. “

The relatively few studies which were conducted in educational or-
ganizations viewed structural properties primarily within the con-
text of variations of the Weberian concept of bureaucracy, stressing
the structural elements and focusing on very: narrow segments of ex-
perience. As Willower53 cautions. when the organizaticnal structure
of schools is investigated in terms of the bureaucratic model, mit-
igating factors are often ignored. He offers the example that in
comparative studies, the larger school may tend to be more bureau-
cratic and for a variety of reasons, more likely to be staffed by

50 G, H. Moeller, "Bureaucracy and Teachers' Sense of Power,” The
School Review, Vol. 72, No. 2 (Summer, 1964), pp. 137-157.

51 4, J. Hartley, "Bureaﬁcracy and Local-Cosmopolitan Orientation
Examined with Selected Criterion Variables," (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Pennsylvania State University,'1964).

52 1, K. Bxshqp, “Bureaucracy and the Adoption of Educational
Innovation” (Unpublished -dissertation, Claremont Graduate
School, 1966)

53 p. J. W1llower, "Hypotheses on.ithe School as_.a 900131 System,"
Educational Administration Quarterly, Vol. l, No. 3 (Autumn._
1965), pp. 40-51. L Ay A
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better trained administrators and teachers. Such personnel may
function to compensate for the negative consequences of certain
dysfunctional aspects of a bureaucratized organization. There-
fore, Willower suggests that in the investigation of a dimension
of an organization, the researcher should concern himself with aa
many factors as possible which may be related to the dimension
under study such as permonality fadtors and other usigue -environ-
mental factors. ' : '
Similar criticisms have keen voiced by a growing number ‘of sccial
scientists concerning the use of the Weberian Bureaucratic Model
as a conceptual tool for organizational: analysis. Several recog-
nized organizational theorists point out that the Weberian con-
struct requires modification bécause of its inability to ration-
ally conceptualize complex organizational phencmena. This imper-
fection in the model reduces its usefulness in that it fails to
recognize the intermal stresses and strains within the formal
setting. Merton>4 discusses these imperfections in terms of
Veblen's concept of "trained incapacity," Dewey's concerns with
"occupational psychosis,” and Warnotte'ls view of "professional
deformation." Thése three notions concern themselves with the
inadequacy of formal structures to provide for flexibility. Or-

. ganizational participants who are trained to develop and apply

~ specific skills ‘demanded by job specifications adopt measures in
keeping with their past training and as a result, under changed -
conditions requiring different actions, they fail to respond appro-
priately.ss A conditioning effect occurs, reducing the ability of
one individual to remain flexible. Mérxton criticizes the'Weberian
model for' its almost exclusive emphasis upon what the bureaucratic
structuré achieves in terms of precision, reliability and efficienev,
postulating -that the same structure should be examined from the per-
spective ‘of organizational ambivalarice. '_Etziqn_i56 raises questions
regarding the inadequacies of the -Weberian concepts of power, sanc-
tions, legitimation and rationality. He suggests that the most im-
-portant structural dilemma is the strain imposed upon an organization

" by the use of knowledge and increa~ed degrees of professionalization

- and it is in this respect that the traditional concept of bureaucratic
structure is least adequate in its accommodation. Similar concerns

.
- - e

54 .. g, ierton, “Bureaucratic Stxucture and Personality,” found in
A. Etzioni, ed., Complex Organizations: A Sociological Reader
(New Zork: Holt, Rinehart and-Winston, '1961).,. pp. 48-61.

35 For additional_diééussion on these concepts, see K. Burke, Per-
‘manence and Change (New York: ' New Republic, 1935). '

56 Etzioni, Modern Organiéai:ions:

) - ‘.._
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are raised by Blau and Scott,57 Bidwe11,58 and Willower>> among

others. Although Blau tends to support the leberian mcdel inthis: . .
earlier works, he has challenged the concept of the rational,’im-- ~:u. ..
partial adherence to rules and regulations imposed bg bureauoratic.
theory and offers the concept of Strategic Leniency. 0 He indicates-. .
that superordinates who overlook minor infractions of some of the: - " < -
rules and regulations governing subordinate behavior enhanced the
rapport between superordinates_aﬁd subordinates-and this approach. -
may prove useful at a later daté when demands for more rigid con-:..
trol are placed upon a subordinate for the achievement of a speci-

fic oxrganizational goal. Bureaucratic dysfunctionalism has also

been discussed by Gouldner®t and Selznick® in terms of unantici- -
pated consequences. '

As discussed earlier in the Introduction, more recent students- of
organizational phenouena have modified tie “ieberian construct in
order to distinguish structural properties within complex organi-
zations with more empirical clarity. “Hagéf‘3 and later Hage and " : ..
Aiken,%4 formulated several useful coficepts that are germane to '
the study undertaken by this investigation. Drawing upon the

7 p. M. Blau'and R. W. Scott, Formal Organizations (San Fram> .
cisco: Chandler Publishing Co., 1962).

28 ¢, . Bidwell, "The School as a Formal Organization," found
in J. G. March, ed., Handbook of Organizations {Chicago: -

Rand .icHally & Co., 1965).

39 Willower, "Hypotheses on the School as a Social System."”

60 p, 1. Blau, The Dynamics of Bureaucracy, (Chicago, Illinois:
The University of Chicago Press, 1955);'p. 70.

vow . -
- .

61 J. G. Harcih snd H. 7. Simon, O;ganizations'(wew York: John
Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1963), pp. 40-47. 7? L " o

52 1bid.

63 J. Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory of OxganiZations,"” -Administrative -.
Science NQuarterly, Vol. 10 (Decerber, -1965), pp. "289-320. -

64 5, Hage and 4. Aiken, "Relationship of Centralization to Other
Structural Properties," Administrative Science Nuarierly, Vol.

12 (December, 1965), pp. 72-92. T Bk o S
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theoretical writings of ‘eber, Barnard and Thcmpson,65 Hage developed
an axiomatic theory of ortanizations based upon formal characteris-
tics .of organizations. The rationale for lim;tlng his theory to -
formal- characteriatics was described in terms of the following ad-
vantages- L . e T

l. Formal characteristics uau bueh dllferentiaee netween organi-
zations with similar objectives and also indicate similar;ties
between crganzzatzons with different cb]ectives.

2. Formal characteristics are. not time specific or culturally
bounded. -

3. FPormal characteristics are useful in studying organizational
evolution because they are independent of time and culture.

Hage identifzes four distinct properties whicn are major character-
igstics of formal organizatigns that are thecretxcally justifiable.
Th2se are as fellows.

1. Formalizatien - This property refers to the degree of standard- -
ization in an organization and the extenslveness of the £crmal
rules and regulations.

2. Centralization - This property is defined by the decisicm-making
dimension or tae hierarchy of author;ty.

3. Complexity - This property is identified by the occupaticnat
specialties included in an organization, the length of train~- -
ing required and the extensiveness of professional involvement.

4. Stratification - This proparty refiects the status system of
the organization in terms of the difference in rewards.

Hage's conceptualization draws heavily upon the Weberian model of
bureaucracy. The very essence of the model specifies a hiexarchy
of authority and clearly defined rules and regulations governing
the formal duties of the organizational participants. Also, Weber's
concept of a bureaucratic career is based. upon specialized training,
technical qualifications ‘arnd ‘promotions relative to seniority and
achievement. -These concepts are all evidenced in Hage's fcur major

&

.
- !

L4 -

e o
P

65 me specif,f;g works were: .. Webér; The 'f'h‘eogx and Econoniic Or-
ganization, translated by T. Parsons and M. Henderson (Glencoe,
Illinois: The Free Press, 1947); C. Barnard, "Functions and
Pathology of Status Systems in Formal Organizations,” in W. F.
Whyte, ed., Industry and Society (New York: IinGraw Hill, 1964):
and V. Thompson, Modern Organization (New York: Alfred Knopf,
1961) .
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characteristi¢s. Hage suggests that these four. characteristics.
are empiricaliy usefyl:in studying the .functional strains in an:
organization as ‘discussed in the wrxtings of Parsons, Bales and
their assocxate=66 or the concept of organizational dilemma as
described by Blau and Scott. The inclusion of Jdacision-making
is supported by Croziex'!s view in whieh he states that the key
to organizational analysis is the study of the distribution of

. power and .this is evidenced in the deciszon—maklng dimension of
organ;zatzons.se Barnaxd,69 Blau and Scott,7° Thompson '~ des- .
cribe the importance of the status system in terms of its.effect
upén the adaptiveness of, gn organngtion.,and the morale of. the .
participants. Gouldner, Thompson, .Blau and scott’? raise
the question of functional strain towards autonomy as the com-
plexity of an oxganzzat;on increases. P

Therefore, the formal characterxstzcs of organizatxons expli-
cated by Hage represent a unified conceptualization. of the more
frequently discussed structural characteristics of-organizations.
Since schools are formal organizations reflecting the character-
istics of formalization, centralization and complexaty. these
concepts will be ysed in this .study.

The usefulness of the concepts of formalization, centralization
and complexity in an empirical study of organizational structure

66 7, parsons, R. Bales, and E. Shils, The Norking Papers in the
Theory of Action (Glencce, Illipois: The Free Press, 1958).

‘ . .Q

67 Blau and Scott, Formal OrganzzatlonSar

\..n. ,-
T

68 14, crozier, ThgtBLreaucratlc Phenomenon (Stanzord' Stanford
University, 1963).

e

69 parnard, “Functions and Pathology of Status Systems in Formal
Organizations.”

707, Blau and Scott, Formal urqgnzzatlons.

Thgqpson. Moderxu Orqanzaat;on.

72 A Gouldnet, "Organlzatzonal Analysis." 1n R. - x. nerton,
L. Brown,.and L. S. Cottnell, Sociology Today (New York:. .. -
Basic Books, 1959}.

S PO &
73 Thomp$on, Modern Organizatlon. N T
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74 Blau and Scott, Formal Organlzations.
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was demonstrated by Hage and aiken’® in their investigation of cen-
tralization and its relationship' to' complexity and formalization.

The' Theoretical Prqmework and Hypothesis

The thecretical framework to bg used in this investigation was
formulated by Getzels and Gubal® The model was formulated on tie
basis of three cdriteria: - (1) it was to provide a set of integrated
concepts and relations capable of ansiering and posing questions res
lated to administrations (2) the coricepts involved were to be oper-
ationali and (3) the model was to be parsimonious. Getzels and Guba-
describe ‘their social systems model as follows:. ' :

We conceive of the social systém as involving
two classes of phenomena, which are at once
conceptually -independent and phenominally in- -
teractive. ‘Thewe are first the institutions
with certain roles and expectations that-will
fulfill the goals of the system. :And there
are se >nd the individuals with certain per-
sonali.ies and nead-dispositions inhabiting
the system, whose cbserved interactions com-
pose what we generally call "social behavior.".
We shall assert that’ this social behavior may - -
be understood as a function of these major.
elements: institution, role, and expectation
which together constitute what we shall call
the nomothetic or normative dimension of ac~
tivity in a social system; and individual,
personality, and neéad-disposition, which to-
gether constitute the idiographic or parsonal
dimension of activity in a social system. L

This model is represented pictorially as indicated in figure 1.

75 Hage and Aiken, "Relationship of p_ent;glization to Other Struc-
tural Properties.” A

76 5. w. Getzels and E. G. Guba, "Social Behavior and’the Adminis-
trative Process,” School Review, Number 55, (Winter, 1957), pp.
423-441. - Getzels and ‘Guba ackndwledge' ‘Talcott ‘Parsons’ theo-~
retical writings as:hiving inflténced ‘their fq:mql_ationi

77 3. W. Getzels, "Administration as a Social Process," found in

A. W. Halpin, ed., Administrative Theoky in Education (Neé:.
York: Maemillan Co., 1967) p. 152. ' ‘
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Nomothetic Dimension

Institution —== Role -~-—= Role Expectations-x\

-
-t

Social 1] | /fé }; Observed
_ System ! P IR F Behavior
S N i Ui A =

Individual -—> Personality ~-> Need Disposition -~

e Y

Idiographic Dimersion

ji” . Figure 1 - General model shoggng the nomothetic and idiographicfdi-
o mensions of social behavior. G : -

. . :. . "4
Getzels defines the elements comprising the model as: .

%" 1. Institutions - agencies established to carry out imperative
functions that have come in time to be routinized such as =
/ governing, policing ani educatinq;. - . et

2. Roles - the most important analytic subunit of the institu-: -
, - tion; the positions, offices and statuses which define the -
- ..*.. behavior of the role incumbents.-

3. Role expectations - normative obligations and resyonsibiii%iés
which, when put into effect, result in the vole incumbent per-
forming his role.

7 4. Roles are interdependent in that each role deriv S its meaning
[ : from its relation to another.’? Tt e, e
Thus, the normative dimension is described as an institution estab-
lished to perform specific functions and it is structured, defining
the role it expects its incumbents to assume in order for the in-
‘stitution to achieve its purposes. Thi§-§ﬁmension represents the
- sociological level of analysis. However,-the ihstitutional-dimen-
. -.sion is inhabited by individuals assuming'¥oles and reacting to

e T |

N < 4

’ ' expectations thus;reqﬁixinglg peychologicdl level-df analysis,: -
E In describing the idiographic or individual‘dimengion;.Getzels:
defires the elements in this level of analysis as: R N
E : S ETARE TR DI Lt oy
- 78 mig., p. 156, T
B T S S ¥ A
79 Ibido' ppo 152.1.5.4.0.“. o Yol o0 .': PEEL The
T (1 . (.‘.
: o
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1. Personality is the dynamic organization within tne individual
of those need-dispositions that govern his unique reactions to
the expectations in the environment.

i %e.- Need-dispositions are the central analytzc elements of person-

1osn-02ality which, following Parsons and Shils - are individual ‘ten-
dencies to crient and act with respect to objects in certain
mannexs and .to expect certain gonsequences_from these actions.so

é

Thus, the elements comprzszng the social systems model have been de-
fined by Getzels and Guba 1n terms .of its institutions, and the in-
stitution by its roles and eéach role by its expectations. 1In the
-/ -idiographic :dimension, . -each element again serves as the analytic

unit for the preceding element. Within the framework of the model,
the behavior of an individual (with certain need-dispositions %hat

3 are determined by his personality make-up) attempting to cope with

2 environmental expectations that are structured by the institutzon,

3 is. noted.- .

-

3 Getzels and Puba express thzs relationship in equation form:
13 B=f (R xP), where B is the obsarved behavior, R is a given insti-~
- tutional role defined by the expectations attached to it, and P is
the: persanality~of the role incumbent defined by his need-disposi-
tion.”* Observed behavior, then, is described as a function of the
interaction that takes place between the personality of an individual
-:.and -the role. which e ;s .expected to inhabit, as defined hy the in-
v -st:.tutzon. : .

-~

Relevance of the Social Systems icdel

The major theoretical assumption underlying this study is that the
climate cf an crganization as perceived by teachers is directly re-
- lated to.the. :degree of compatibility that exists between_the struc-
.. tural properties of an organizatxon and the personality traits of
- an individuai. This assumption is based on the observation -that
an individual's personality, as indicated in specific behavioral
-responses to g;ven neeoﬁdxspositlons, and thé role expectations of
the. organization as .Jdefined by the structural ptoperties’ of the or-
ganizat:on, are zndependent and phenomenaily interactive:dimensions.
This assumptzon is szmzlar to the contention sugporte&-by Getzels
and Guba.

I .
< -, .o
M - . v

Oxganizational climate as conceptualized by Halpin,.LpnsdaLg and
Argyris similarly define the organizational behavior of organiza-
tional members in terms of personalities interacting within an or-
ganizational setting. Similarly, the structural characteristics

80 rbid., pp. 154-155.

8L 1bid., p. 1#7.
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in formal organizations define the roles individuals are expected
to perform, thus describing the institutional or nomothetic dimen-

sion.

By modifying thé Getzels~Guba Model of social behavior and inter-
" changing organizational climate for observed behavxor, and struc-

...'  ‘tural properties for institutional role; the interaction process

among the variables concerned with this study may be expressed as
C=f (SxP). As an interaction model, this indicates that the
organizational climate (C) within a school can be defined as a
function (f) of the interaction that occurs between the role ex-
pectations inherent in the structural properties of the organiza-
tion (S) and certain personality factors of o. _anizational members
(P). Thus, the individual's perception of the climate of the or-
ganization in which he functions is influenced by the degree to
which his perscnality traits are compatible with the institutional
role. Consequently, it is predicted that:

Do

Hypothesis: The organizational climate of
elementary schodls as perceived by teachers
is a function of the' ‘interaction that occurs .
: between the teachers' perception of the .ox-=
SN ganization's structural properties and cers
LT tazn personality characterlstzcs of teachers.

LR Summary

In this section the concept of organizat10nal climate as a distinct
3 and unique level of analysis was presented and discussea. This con-
: +i'icept was defined in terms of organizational behavior that reflected

.o+ o the ability of individuals to accommodate to the organization. This

;- ‘o accommodation considered the 1nterre1atzonships resultlng among the
-+5: ~ dimensions of formal organizational structures and the personality

- s . - factors of the individuals inhabiting the organxzat;on., ‘The formal

-+ . -characteristics of organizations wete discussed and concepts of or-
'--ganzzatlonal structure to be used 1n this study were Qresented.

-1HGetzels' and Guba's Soczal Systems Model was presented as the theo-
retical framework which will guide this research. The theoretical
framework analyzes behavior in terms of the interaction that occurs

=~'1.° ‘between two independent and interactivr ixmen91ons.. The.major hypo-

thesas developed from the’ theoretical formulat;qn.;.

fThe next steps involved emp1r1ca1 operatlons deszgned to provzde a
test of the hypothesis.
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RESEARCH DESIGN AND MEASUREMENT

Restatement of the Problem and the Hypothesxs

The present research was proposed as an initial empirical investi-
gation into the reiationships. between structural property and psre
gonality variables, and more particularly, their effect upon the
organizational ciimate of the school. . Specifically, this research
investigated the relationship within,public schools between organ--
izational structuee and teacher personality traits, and how the
resulting interaction between ‘these two. factors affected the or-
ganizatxonal climate of the school.

By modifying slightly the Getzels' model of. social behavior,3? the
-interaction process between these variables may be expressed as -
C=f (SxP). As an interaction model, this equation indicates
that the organizational: climate (C) within a sc¢hool can be defined
as a function (f) of the interaction between the demands of the
structural properties of the organization (S} and certain char-
acteristics or personality factors :(P) of organizational member:z.
Thus, the type of organizational climate .perceived is directxy re-
lated to the degree of compatibility found in the organization be-
tween its structural properties and the individual personality
traits of the organizational members. A desirable climate will
be perceived by the individual member when a high degree of con-
gruence is present in the interactions between the demands of the
structural properties of the organization and the perscnal, need-
dispositions of the.participant. .Conversely, when the individual
personality is not compatible with the demards of the structural
characteriatics of the organization, the climate as perceived by
the individual wiil not be considered desirable. A.similar con~ -
tention is supported by Getzais' social systenm-theory"® 3 which de-
fines. behavior in terms of ché interaction which takes place be-
tween the nomothetic and idiographic dimensions oi:the system.’

The individuval functioning in a social systcm'must contend with
the role expectations as defined by the iustitution, and he must
satisfy his own needs which relate to his personality.

- The resultant otganizational behaV1br of the zndividual is affect-
ed by the degree of congruency existing between the nomothetic di-
mension (structural dimension) and the idiographic dimension (per-
sonal needs). The relationship between organizational behavior,

s

82 J. W. Getzels, "Administration as a Social Process," found in
A. W. Halpin, ed., Administrative Theory in Education (New York:
The Macmillan Co., 1967), pp. 150-16S5.

83 rpia.
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personality and organizational ‘structure will be’ tested through the
following hypotheszs. ;a~~- , e i
R TR ) B
The organizational climate of elementary sohools
as perceived by teachers is a function of the
1. .. -interaction that occurs batween the teachers'
-perception of the organization s structural
properties and certain personality characteris-
tics of teachers. ' .
For.;he purpose of this study, organizational climate was defined
as;-the organizational behavior as perceived by teachers which re-
sults from the interaction that takes place between organizational
functionaries as they fulfill their prescribed institutional xole
while satisfying their individual needs.

.o The Instruments

S G
0.'--0'\. .;.

The Orqanizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ)

In 1963, AnGrew W. Halpin and Donald Croft developed the gggg_which

purports to identify eight distinct dimensions of organizational
behavior of elementary teachers.84 The major analysis in.the con-
struction of his instrument was accomplished with data secured from
1,151 elementary teachers in a total of 71 elementary schools. By

. factor analysis, Halpin and Croft identified the eigh¥ behavioral
.. dimensions of Organizational Climate. Sixtyhfour Likbpt-type items
'+ ::.which loaded on. the eight dimensions conceptuallzed<by -the:‘invest-

igators were assigned to eight corresponding subtests. The' first
four subtests refer primarily to the behavior of teachers;..the

" -gecond four to the behavior of the principal. Halpin's definitions

of these dimensions are as foilows:

Teachers'}éehavior ' -‘f'-?'

1. Diseggggement refers to the teachers' tendency to be:i"not with
it.".. This dimension. describes a group which is “gsing ‘through
the motlons." a.group that is "not in gear"” with respect to
the task at hand. TIt’ corresponds to ‘the more geéneral concept
of anomic as first described by Durkheim. In short, this sub-
test focuses upon, the teachers behavxor in a task-orxented
situation. . ' -

.
. - X - .
? : I l“-.&-.-.’ R ;

. . .
e e ‘- S~ o od
[

84 5, w. Halpin and D.. B. Croft, The Organizational Climate of
Schools” (U. S. Office- oﬁfEducation. Departmenb of "Health, -
Education, and Welfare, Contract No. SAE 543 (8639),:1963).
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2. Hindrance refers to the teachers' feeling that the principal
burdens them with routine duties; committee demands, and other
requirements which the teachers construe as unnecessary busy-
work. The teachers perceive that the principal is hindering
rather than facilitating theiz work. -~

3. Esprit refers to "morale.” The teachers feel that the;r social
needs are being satisfied, and that they are, at the same tlme,
enjoying a sense of accomplishment in their job.

4. Intimacy refers to the teachers' enjoyment of friendly social
relations with each other. This dimension describes a social-
needs satisfaction which is not necessatily associated w;th
tassnaccompllshment. ' -

Principal's Behavior

1. Aioofness refers to behavior by the principal which is character-
' ized as formal and impersonal.’ . He "goes by the book" and prefers
to be guided by rules and polzcies rather than to deal with the
-teachers in an informal, face-to~face ‘situation. . His behavior,
in brief, is universalistic rather ‘than particulaxzstic. nomothe-
tic rather than idiosyncgatic. To maintain this style, he keeps

' himself--at least, "emotionally"--at a distance frcm his staff.
2/ Production Emphasis refers to- behavmor by the- principal which is
- charxacterized by close supervision of the stdff. He is highly
directive, and plays the role of a "straw boss."” His communica-
" tion tends to go in only one d;rection, and.he is* not sensxtive _
to’ feedback from the staff. i

3. Thrust refers to hehavior by the.principal which is characterized
by his evident effort in trying to "move the organization." x4
"Thrust" behavior is marked not by.close supervision, but by the~
principal's attempt to motivate the teachers through the example
which he personally sets. Apparently, because he doés not ask
the teachers to give of themselves ahy more tharn he willingly
gives of himself, his behivior, though Starkly task-oriented,
is nonetheless vxewed favwrably by the teachezs.ﬁw.

4. Consideration refers to behav;or by the pxzncxpal which is char-
acterized by an inclination to -treat the ‘teachers’ "humanly,gsto
try to do a little something extra for them in hunan terms.

85 A. W. Halpin. Theory and Research in Administration (New York:.
Macmillan Co., 1966),: Pp.. 150-151.
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For each of the 71 schools, a profile of the eight subtests was
constructed, using raw scores that ware standardized normatively
and ipsatively. The Q technique of factor analysis was- applied
to the 71 profiles, resulting in six major patterns of factor
loadings. A mean-profile was next computed for those profiles
within the set which were distinguished by a high loading on
only one of the three profile factors. These six profiles

were designated as prototype profiles and defined the six or-
ganizational climates. The six climates were ranked from Open-
ness to Closedness and were operationally defined as follows:

1. The Open Climate describes an energetic, lively organization
which is moving toward its goals, and which provides satis-
faction for the group members' social needs. Leadership acts
emerge easily and epproprzately from both the group and the
‘leader. The members are preoccupied disproportionately with -
neither task achievement nor social-needs satisfaction; satis-
faction on both counts seems to be obtained easily and almost
effortlessly. The main characteriscic of this climate is the
"authenticity" of the behavior that occurs among all the memr
bers. ‘ ARG

2. The Autonomous Climate is described as one in which leadership
acts emerge primarily from the group. The leader exerts little
control over the group members; ‘high Egprit results primarily
from social-needs satisfaction. Satisfaction from task achieve-
ment is also present, but to a lesser degree.

3. The Controlled Climate is characterized best as impersonal and
highly task-oriented. The group's behavior is directed primar-
ily toward task accomplishment, while relatively little atten-
tion is given to behavior oriented to socxal-needs sat;sfact;on.
Esprit is fairly high, but it reflects achievement at some ex-
pense to social-needs satisfaction. This climate lacks open-
ness, or "authentlcity" of behavior, because the group is dis-
proportionately preoccupied with'. ‘task achievement.

4. The Familiar Climate is highly personal, but undercontrolled.
The members of this organxzatiOn satzsfy their social needs,
but pay relatively little attention to social contrcl in res-
pect to task accomplishment. Accordingly, Esprit is not ex-
tremely high simply because the group members secure little
satisfaction from task achievement. Hence, much of the be-
havior within this climate can be construed as "inauthentic."

5. The Paternal Climate is charactex!zed best as one in which the
principal constrains the emergeénce of leadership acts from the
group and attempts to initiate most of these acts himself.” -
The leadership skills within the group are not used to supple-
ment the principal's own ability to initiate leadership acts.
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Accordingly, some leadership acts are not even attempted. 1In
short, little satisfaction is obtained in respect to either
achievement or social needs; hence, Egprit among the members
is low.

6. The Closed Climate is gharagterignﬂ l-m a }nﬁh daoree of anat Y

- ..,.. - VW Wi “:“

on the part of all members of the organlzation. The organiza—
tion is not "moving;" Esprit is low because the group members
secure neither social-nieeds satisfaction nor the satisfaction
that comes from task achievement. The members' behavior can
be construed as "inauthentic;" indeed, the organzzation seems
to be stagnant.

For the purpose of thxs study, the mean, raw subtest scores of each
teacher will serve as the dependent variables by which relationships
with the personality characteristics and structural prqperties will

be examined. A specimen sample of the O OCDQ is located in the
Appendix.

The OCDQ is most epprqpriate for zncluseon in this study.. It is
rbased on the same general population (elementazy teachers) as this’
study and the behavioral constriictz it measures dre consonant with
factors identified by other theorists. Halpin and Croft identified
three general factors which were named Social Control, Esprit, and
Social Needs. The Social Control factor identified task-oriented
behavior; the Esprit factor inferred a feeling of togetherness and
morale; and the Social Needs factor described friendship and be-
havior of an intimate and personal nature. These are similar to
the three general factors that shutz87 identified in the FIRO tests
(Control, Inclusion and Affection). Control is défined as behavior
directed toward interpersonal need for control and 2efers to behav~
ior characterized by the following terms: "Dominance,":"authority,"
"rules," and "tasks." Inclusion is defined as behavior directed-to-
wards the saéisfaction of the interxpersonal need for inclusion, and
refers to behavior that connotes "belonging," “*“communication,”. and
"togetherness." Affection is defined as behavior that-is directed
toward the satisfaction of the need for affection and refers to be-
havior characterizad by the following terms: ' “like," “"personal,"
and "friendship.” Shutz contended that these three- general factors
constitute a sufficient set of. ;ntezpersonal behaviors fo: the pre-
diction of interpersonal phenomena.

86 Ibid., pp. 174-181.

87 W. C. Shutz, PIRO A Three Dimensional Thebgz;of Integgursoaai. ;'.

Behavior (New York: Rinehart and Compzny; Inc¢., 1958), -pp.
21-23. - ' ' a
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Ryans'aa comprehensive study of characteristics of teachers simi-
larly identified three behavior patterns:

TCS Pattern YO - responsible, businessiike, systematic vs. evading,
slipshod teacher behavior.

TCS Pattern Z2C « stimulating, imaginative, surgent vs. dull, routine
teacher behavior.

TCS Pattefh X6 - warm, understanding,'ffiendly vs, aloof, egocentric,
restricted teacher behavior.

The gimilarity of the concepts described, by Shutz-and the factors
identified by Ryan. are obvious, and their similarity to the three
general factors identified by Halpin and Croft are readily appar.nt.
Numerous other studies which have identified assentially the same
three constructs have been discussed at length by croft.8? He also
describes a number of recent studies which relate the three con-
structs to other criteria of school effectiveness.

Three methods were used to estimate the reliability for the sub-
tests of the OCDQ: split-half coefficient of reliability, split-
respondents, and communality estimates for the three-factor ro-
tational solution.’® These estimates are reported in TABLE 1.

88,0. G. Ryans, Cgéracteristics of Teachers: Th%fr Description,
Comparigon and Appraisal (Washington, D. C.: American Council
on Education, 1960).

.

89 p. B. Croft, "Operationally Defined Constructs to Describe
Student Social Behavior" (Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Utah, 1968)., pp. 22-28.

20 Halpin and Croft, The Organizational Climate of Schools, pp.
64‘-68. e
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IABLE 1

ESTIMATES OF INTERNAL CONSISTENCY AND OF
EQUIVALENCE FOR THE EIGHT. OCDQ SUBTESTS

Split-half Co- Corréla:ion Communalitiy

efficient of between Scores Estimates®
Rel;ablllty, : of the 0dd- for Three-
¥ Corrected by Numbered and Factor
3 ocDQ the Spearman-  the Even- Rotational
7 Subtest - Brown Formula Numbered -Res~ Solution. .
k : : pondents in a
E Each School
3 {1 = 1151) (N = 71) . (N =-1151)
1. -Disengagement .73 .59, . . .66
2. Hindranee - ' .68 . 54 .. 44 .
3. BEsprit ‘ 3715 B -3 SUC .73. -
4. Intimacy ~If .60 .49 . .53
5. Aloofness .26 .76 .72
6.  Production, Emphasis .55 <13 .53
7.. Thgust = ;484 75 . .68
: 8. "Censideration P .59 ' . 63 . .64

a pstimate’ of internal consistency.

b pstimate of equivaience. - ; . ~ :
€ These are lower-bound, conservative estimates of equivalence.
In selecting this instrument, the investigator considered that the
original sample was based upon elementary teachers representing
several geographic regions, including California; that the samples
were drawn from school districts which ranged in size from larger
urban districts to the smaller suburban districts. Although valide
ity was not established statistically, the investigator accepted the
3 instrument on the basis of its face validity. Also, the three gen-
3 eral factors delineated in the OCDQ were fully supported in the lit-
g erature, coxresponding to similar factors identified by Shute and
Ryans and described as basic factors in all social interaction.
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Definition of Personality Characteristics of Organizational Members

.- patible with the instrument that was usecd. Getzels defines person-

-3
r
3
3
-
¢
1
it

. ~1. -have been found’ necessary and adequate” to cover all the k;lnds

common speech and psychological li%erature;

Definition of Organizational Members

Organizational members (or organizational participants) are limiied
to certificated, full-t:.me. elementary teachers within public
school systems. Students, classified personnel, administrators and
personnel other thanm elemgntary ieachers were not included in th

study.

The concept "personality" has a variety of meanings. For this study,
Getzels' definition was considered to be most appropriate and com=

ality as the "dynamic organization:within the individual of those
need-dispositions that govern his:unique reactions to the . . .
expectations in the environment. The central analytic elements of
personality are the need-dispositions which we can define with -
Parsons and Shils as 'individual tendencies to orient and act with
respect ‘to objects in certain manners and to expect certain con-
sequences  from these actions'.”

The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire =~ Form € (16-P.F.)

The 16-P.F. is a factor analytically constructed pegsonauty ques-
tionnaire developed by R. B. Cattell and H. W. Ebexr!“ It was de-
signed to measurc the major dimensions cf human personality com-
prehensively. The instrument is properly validatecd with respect
to the primary personality factors rooted in general psychological
research. The psychologmal meanings of the 16 “factors, according
to the authors, represent the main dimensiong/that: .

.of individual differences of personaliity that are found in

bine any score whatever on op# factor with any score on others;

2. are independent of each otj'fo that it is possible to com~

91 Getzels, "Administration” as a Social Process," p. 154. The

Parsons and Shils defjkition is found in T. Parséns and E. A.
Shils, "Values, ioti¥es and Systems of Action," Toward a Gen-..
eral Theory of Act}on, ed., T. Parsons and E. A. Shils
(Cambridge- Harvard Um.versit.y Press, 1951), p. 114.

2igfed

92 R. B. Catteli and H. W. Eber, Handbook for the Sixteen Pérson= ‘.'
ality Factor Questionnaire (Champaign, Illinois: Institute !of
Personality and Ability Testing, 19€4).
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3. are known to be important in the sense of each having a w:.de
area of influence on behavior.93
The 16-P.F. does not measure personality factoxs based upon the

nature of the.subject's statements about himself, but from the known
correlation between these "mental interiors" as found.in questionnaire

“ factors and.the factors established in behavior. The responses are
_ treated as:behaviors, not as self-ra’cmgs.

Norms for the test are based upon the general aidult population and
the backgrotnd of the test is documented in numerous publications

including several hundred journal articles.
.~Iying the 16-1’ F. are based upon some twenty-five years of published

The constructs undex-

psychological reseaxch in which every item has been .subjected.to-

tactor analytic. a.nvestigation.

proximately +. 88. -

the manual.

Split-half reliabilities for each of
the personahty factoxr scales range from +. 73 to +.96, averaging ap-

.Reliability and validity were established with
appropriate ﬁtatzatical treatments which are reported in detail in

Concept validities cf the 16 factor scales were calculated in twa
ways. From the known factor loadings of the items. on the factors

in.the original research, using the formulae devised by Cattell for
obtaining validities of extended factor scales, mean validities for

the 16-P.F. ranged from .74 to .96 for each of the factor scales.
Valid:r.tzes estimated from correlation of two factor halves, based
upon two forms of the 16-P.F. ranged from .87 to .96.

Since the norms f.ot the test were based upon the general adult pop-

ulation which included elementary and junior high teachers, and the
validity and reliability estimates wera at an acceptable level, the
Gal’ .F. was considered adequate for the puz‘poses of this investiga~
tiono e o

The person;nlity factors identified by this_ instrument are as follows:

Factor A - Schizothymia vs. Cyclothymia
differentiates easy going, cooperative, adaptable vs.
. aggressive, aloof, rigid and suspicious traits. '

Factor B - Low vs.

High Intellect.

low morale, quitting, boorish, dull V8. oonsc:.entious.
persevering, cultural and ‘bright i:rut:s. .

3 1bid.; pp. 2410.

94 1hia., pp. 2-10.
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Factor C - Low Ego V3. High Ego Strength PR SR
immature, low frustration ‘tolérarice,” evasive vs.
emotional maturity and stability, phlegmati.c and
high frustration tolerance traits.

Submissive vs. Dominarce -
dependent.,, conventional, easily upset vs. inde-
pendent, unconventional and "tough" traits.

Faciéf E

Féétéf'F - Desurgency vs. ‘Surgency
glum, saber, serious 'vs. enthusiastic, cheerful
_and expressive traits.

Factor G ~ Low Super Ego vs. High Super Ego’
casual, frivolous, undependable‘vs. conscientious,
responsible and persistent traits.

Factor H - Threctia vs. Parmia
timid, shy, careful vs. adventurous, active and
carefree traits.

Factor I - Harria vs. Premsia o
tough, realistic, self-sufficient vs. sensifive, ::
effeminate, dependent traits. -

Factor L - Inner Relaxation vs. Protension
trustful, adaptable, composed vs. suspecting,
withdrawn and irritable traits.

Factor M - Praxeonia vs. Autia
: convertional, practical, uncreative vs. creative,
unconventional, and’ imaginative’ traits.

Féétbiﬂy - Naivete vs. Shrewdness
simple, awkward, unskilled vs. sqphisticated,
insightful and ambitious traits.”

,Eabidihd - Confidence vs. Timidity
' self-secure, confident, resilient vs. timid,
insecure, and moody traits. ¢ omvrmmnes .-

Factorx Q= Conservatism vs. Radicalism < S
.. conservative, accepting, uninformed VS. experi-
"U“menting, critical and well-informed’ txaits.
Fagtor Q.- qupp Dependence vs. Self-Sufficienqy

‘dépetident, imitative, conforifing‘vs.non-conforms
’*~ing, self~sufficient and independent traits. - °

.,
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Factor Q3 Low Integration vs. Self Sentimental Control
inconsiderate, uncontrollede lax vs. self-controlled,
persistent, and conscientious traits. .

Factor Q,~ Low vs. High Ergic Tension

composed, cahn.‘phlegmatic vS. tense. excitable traits.95

As indicated ptevioussg the formal characteristics 9f organizations
as explicated by Hage”" ‘and later by Hage and, Aiken. represent a
unified conceptualization of the more frequently discussed structural
characteristics of formal organizations. The structural properties
instrument that was designed for this study purports to.measure four
distinct properties. ' These prqpetties reflect the degree of formali-
zation, centralization, czmplexigz, and stratification in the organi-
zational structure of elementary schools. The items selected for

the instrument were initially based upon the ﬁollaw:ng definitions

of the structural properties concerned: .

l. Formalization: Formalization represents the use of formal rules
"“and regulations and standardization in the organization, Opera-
tions within the organization are governed by a system of rules
and consistent application of these rules by the functionaires
to all cases. The extensiveness of formal rules and regulations
and the degree of standardization represents the degree of formal-
ization in an organization.

2. Centralization: Centralization is a measure of the distribution
of power in an organization and is comprised of two measures:
Dec;aionrmaking and a hierarchy of authority. The first measure
represents how much an organizational member participates in de-
cisions affecting the organization. The second measure refers
to ¢ecisions involving the work assaciated with each social po-
sition. If suboxdinates are allowed to make their own work de-
cisions, there is low reliance on hierarchy of authority for
control. If all decisions must be referred to a superordinate,
thexe is a high hierarchy of control. The degree of partici-
pation in the decision-making process and the degree of reliance

% id., pp. 11-10.
96

J. H&gé,'"An Axiomatic Theory of Organization," Administrative
Science Quarterly, Vol. 10 (December, 1963)0 PP. 289—320.

97 ;. Hage and M. Aiken, ”Re;ationship of Centxalization to Othar

Structural Properties," Addinistrative Science Quarterly, Vol.
12 (December, 1965), pp. 72-92.
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upon, a hierarchy of control represents the degree of céﬁtrallzation

in an orxganization. ' :

3. Complexity: Complexity is a measure of occupational specialties
included in the organization; the length of training required to’
‘qualify for a position and the extensiveness of involvement in
" professional activities related to the position. The degree of
training required and the extensiveness of participation in pro-
fessional activities is a measure of the degree of complexity of
an organization.

4. Stratification: Stratification is a measure of the status
system of an organization based upon the prestige associated
with the’ positzon and the differences in rewards (economic).
The degree of prestige:and the amount of financial compensa=-
tion associated with the organizational member reflects the
degree of stratification of the organization.

The_Structural Properties Questionnaire (SPQ)
A review of the literature failed to identify an existing instrument
that would measure the-four structural properties originally intended
by the investigator for the purposes of this study. Therefore, it
was necessary to construct an instrument as a preliminary step prior
to collection of the data necessary to test the major hypothesis of
this inquiry. The method and statistical treatments employed are 5
next presented.“

The Research Objective

The SPQ was constructed for the purpose of measuring struc 3§a1
properties based upon constructs devised by Hage. and Aiken.”
developed edrlier in this presentation, the constructs or character-
istics of formalization, complexity, centralization and stratifi-
cation were found to be consistent with, and a unified tonceptuali-
zation of, the more frequently discussed structural prnoextzes ‘of
formal organizations. In designing the questxonhaxre,“ééveral .@ther
factors were considered. The instrument’ was to bé giveniin a group
situation and would be one of three instruments administered. -The
cooperation of the teachers involved was not 'to ‘be jeopardzzed by.
subjecting them to an instrument that was 1é chy‘ok difficnlt to’
administer. For this purpose .then, a. Likerqrtype qdéstxonnaire~
similar to the gg was the preferzed ohoice.' R i

el e .2z 3¥

.

A set of- simple statements was prepaxed ané each resﬁondent was s
asked to indicate to what extent each statement characterizéd his

o8 Hage and Aiken, "Relationship of Centralization to Other Struc-
tural Properties," pp. 72~92.
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school. The following items illustrate the kind of statement: uged:
1. The Principal is willing to by-pass tequlatibns to help teachers.
2. Teachers are free to use any Teéchihg Techniques they think best.

-The scale against which the respondent indicated the extent to which
each statement characterized his school was defined'by four categories:

1. Rarely occurs.,

2. Sometimes occurs.

3.. Often occurs.

4. Very frequently occ.urs.

These four categories of tesponses vere scored by assigning to each
regpective category four successive :.ntege:s listed above and the
responses were punched on IBM cards.

_ P_x'.jgcedure

U'sing Hage and Aiken's rconceptualization of structural: properties
as the framework, each of the four characteristics described was
defined in operational terms. Based upon .these definitions, an
“item pool" was developed. Each item was developed with the intent
to remain consistent with the definition of the property to be mea-
sured and also appropriate to an educational setting. The items
were to serve as :indicies of complexity, fcrmalization, centrali-
zation and stratification in an elementary school system. The
resulting item pool contained three hundred and fifty items that
purportedly tapped each of the four structural properties.

The three hundred and fifty items were lz.sted and the- four struc-
tural property definitions were typed on separate sheets ‘of paper
‘and were given to five students of organizational theory. These
-individuals were asked to select from the item pool those items
‘that best represented the congtruct defined and . to list the number
representing the item.on the pa.ge containing the definition of the
property that item described. Each individual performed: this task
. independently of the other. ' Their seiactiens were then compared
and the items selected were those which vere selected unanimously
”b'y the independent raters. Of the. .original three hundved and fifty
‘items in the item pool,’ seventy survived the- scraeening :process.
"The"final version of the'§ ERQ was composed of these seventy itéms.
" The independent raters unammoualy agreed upon twenty-four items

" that measured formalization, twenty-ning. i.tems measured centrali-
zntion. fifteen items that menured .:omplexity and two items mea-
suting stratification. .
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The SPQ was next administered to a sample of two hundred and
“‘ninety-six feachers and the responses were subjected ¢ factor
analysisgg to determine whether the four measures of structural
properties were "factorially pure,” thersby identifying the.
urities ox fundamental properties underlying the measures.
e,

Four Ractor Rotational Solution

A four-factor varimax rotational golution for the four struc-
-tural properties wes performed. The factor analysis results
axe presented in Tables 2 through 5. Using the procedure out-
lines in Marmaal90 (Table B in the Appendix), for approximating
the standard error of the factor loadings, loadings greater thian
-39 are found te be significant beyond the .01 level. Therefore,
only those items zeceiving factor loadings of .40 or better were
identified as being sufficiently representative of a measure of
the factor. The items are identifisd in Tables 2 through 5 on
the basis of the particular structuval property they wéte orig-
inally constructed to measure (SPQ Items), the loading assocliated
with each item (Factor I Loadings) and the communality associated
with each loading (h®)., The communalities (h? ) are the squared
" sum of the factor loadings in each row, and whHén converteéd to-
percentages, indicate the amount of common variasnce accounted
for by the item. - .

TABLE 2 e TET
Four~Factor Varimax Rotationzl

Solution for:'Total Sample
(N = 296 Responderits)

'"égg;Items o Factor E Loadings | | n?
_i” ;Cgptralizatlon B --;482 “"' | R ;. .36
?.~ anpralization : :A." -;535 ”.“: ‘ -i'- ' f;: 254
'45.;§entr&lization  _4j .~.48§'j;‘ {*:fE fﬁ'j:;:i;;

-99 University of Miami Biometric Laboratory Program BMDX?Z Miami.
“:- - Florida. The U.C.L.A:" computer: facilitiés ‘were dged ‘to ‘per-

Eh form a four~-factor varimas rotatxonal\solution for the fbur

- structural properties..

. . - .'- : oo “:\'
L1 0]

1°° H. H, Harman, Modern Factog Analysis (Chicago- Univefsity
of Chicago Press, 1960), p. 177.

1
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24, Formalization ~.416 , . .27

25. F&zmaiization: : ~.604 S ;.ff{ ;;”:'. .44
2. Formalization - 896 .o T s
29. Pormalization | ~.498 | _ .29
31. Formalization ~.456 - .: ) ";23
32. Fb:ﬁalization ‘ | -. 344 - .’-: . ';?39
352jjrozma11zat;on e |
362 frormali;gtion' , -4.441;‘ . i . .25 i
39. Formalization -.695 L 2 |
40. Formalization oae0 . .28
al. Edrmaligg;ibn o | -.509 _ -f. U T}%S :
58, Complexity . . =.619 ., S e 3
63. Stratification  -.449 1 |

Seventeen items of SPQ secured high loadings on Factor I. Of ‘he 2
seventeen items, eleven .were items that were constructed to measure :
the property of formalxzation and these items clustered appropriately, -
supporting tiie intent of the anvastlgator. ,Factor I was ccntaminated 5
by six items. Items 1, .2, 4, and 16 were constructed to measure cen-
tralization and their loadings.on the factor were =~.333, -.213, -,10
angd.=.277, respectively, sharing some of the variance of the factor ;
for which they wexe constructed to measure. Item 58 did not load '
heavily on any of the other three factors. Itaem 63 loaded also on
Factor III (-.283) and Factor IV (-.158). One explanation for con- :
sideration is that the six contaminating items were, :in the broad- '
est sense, items that may be interpretable as measuring formalized
structurcs in that in many school districts, the behaviors that
these items describe are found in the rules and regulations listed
in teachers' manuals. For example, procedures for disciplining

- students (Item 16), textbooks to be used (Item 3, courses to be
offered (Items 1, 2), the requ;rement for teachers.to attend insti-
tutes for: certification purposes . {Item.58) ;. .and merit salazy ad-
justments * (Item 63) are items, that £requ£nt1y ave. an integ*al part ;
of thé system of rules and reguiations. : |

The majority of loadings were "facgorially pure’..and ‘the -items con-
cerned were designed to measure the propexrty of Formalimation.
Factor I was identified as reflecting measures of the degree of
formalization.
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TABLE 3

. Pour~Factor Varimax Rotatiovnal
. Solution for Total Sample
;. {N = 296 Respondents)

0+ _SPQ Items ) -:Factoxr II Loadings _ -i;hz

:~.13. Centralization -.551 - L e32

: 14. Centralization -.49? . -+ 30

17. Centralization -.550 o 34

. 18. Centralization - 585 <34

77.19. <Centralization ~.741 S «57

. 20. Centralization -.671 e .54

.. 21. Centralization -.631 o .42

2 22. Centralization -.547 ) .31
4 52. Centralization -.471 .17

3 < .. 53, Centralization - . -, 445 .27

ot

The loadings on Factor II are reported in TABLE 3. Ten items se-
. cured high loadings on Factor II and each of these items were orig=-
-~ ..-inally constructed to measure the degree of centralization in ele-
mentary schools. Factor II in comparison to the other three factcrs
is "factorially pure."

:: TABLE 4

Four~Factor.. Varimax Rotational o
1 Solution f-.r Total Sample 4
3 (N = 296 Respondents)

SPQ Items Factor IIZ Loadings hz
47. .Formalization - ~-.418 .. . <27
55. Complexity -.532 .29
56. Complexity <=.515 C e 27
57. Complexity -.498 .27
67. - Complexity - -.439 . : . «35

The loadings on Factor III are reported in TABLE 4. Six items se~
cured significant loadings. Five of the six were constructed to
measure the degree of complexity and the loadings confirmed the in-
- vegtigator's:intent. Item 47 was intended to measure the degree of
5 formalization. This item 2lso had loadings on Factor 1 £-.276) and
. . Pactor II (-.12).. The majority of the items measure the structural
“. yxr? able intended--complexity.’ ... . - 7 S LT

41




TABLE 5

Four-Factor Varimax Rotational K
Solution for Total Sample L
(N = 296 Respondents) L

SPQ Items -~ Factor IV Loadinas n? f
44. Centralization -427 . _ . «25
45. Centralization .360 7 41
46 - Yoymalization «499 - .32
49. PFormalization .451 : .23
50. Pormalization .528 _ .33 |
66. Complexity -.417 21

= The loadings on Factor IV are reported in TABLE 5. Six of the items o
: loaded heavily on Factor IV. 1In coustructing the items for this 3
’ factor, it was anticipated that ‘those items measuring stratification L
: would cluster together and comprise Factor IV. However, in examin-

3 ing the items securing the significant factor loadings, three of the
i items were intended to measure the degree of formalization {Items 46.
4 49 and 50); two of the items were constructed to measure centraliza-
1 . tion (44, 45), and item 66 was intended to measure complexity. The
items constructed for measuring Stratifxcatxon did not account for

a significant amount of the factor variance and could not be used. E:
Upon clcser examination: of the items which made up Factor IV, it b
became evidert that five of the items were measuring a behavior I3
common to them all. Items 44, 45, 46, 49 and 50 raised questions
regardine autonomous behavior in a. formal gsetting. These are as
follows:

& .
. N

e s vt 1
N 1

44. How things are done- here is left up. to the person doing the
work., il

45. People here are allowed ;p do almast as they please.

46. Most peopls here make their own rules on the job.

49. The Principal is willing to by~pass requlations to help '
pupils.

. 50. The Principal is willing to by-pass regulations to help
teache:e. . o . -

W1th the exception of item 656 whtdh maasured complexity. the re-
maining five items tapped a: dimansion of ozganizational structure
unanticipated by the investigator; Pactor IV then is ccmprised pri-
marily ot items that mgasure tae degree of autoncmy ~ The notion of

Ll
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--ii¢-investigating this dimension as ‘a means of analyzing structyail
properties of schools was recently posited by-Fred E. Katz.
He suggests "... . a fundamental theorem--that' an element of a
system requires a degree of autonomy from -that system 5f it is
to make any functional contribution to thet system.“ Katz

argues -that schools are complex ordanizations, -inhabited by

specialists enjoying speczalzzed skills and the skills are so
highly complex that the formal rules of procedure cannot be
full and detailed. He contends that organizatimnal structure
must encourage a consxderable degree of autonomous judgement
gince this !s an essential 1ngredient to the utilization of
highly specialized knowledge. T

On the basis of the *nadlngs op'Factor IV, and the serendipitous
findings of a- “common factor” inherent in:five of the six items,
it was decided to rename this factor. - Factor IV reflects Auton=~
omous Structures and measures the degree of autonomy permitted
in the organization. Thus, the factor analysis identified four
distinct factors; and the items associated with each factor

measure four organizational prqpertles -as follaws.

Factor I - Degree of Formalization = the extenszveness of formal
rules and regulations and the degree ‘of standardization.

Factor I1 - Degree of Centralization -~ the degree of participation
in the decision-making process and th: degree of re-
liance upon a hierarchy of control.

Factor IZ1 - Degree of Complexity - the degree of training required
' and the -extensiveness of partzoipatxon in professicnal
activities.

P

" Factor ivﬁé ‘Degree of Autonomy -~ the degree of -freedom permitted
" by the organlzatzon for indzvzduals to provide for
their own structures.

Reliabilityand Validity

"Any research based on measurement must be’concerned with the accu-
racy or dependability, or as usually called, reliability of measure-
ment. A reliability coefficient demonstrates whether the t:est de~
signer was correct in expecting a certain collection of items %o

101 ¢, E. Katz, "The School as a Complex Social Organization,"”
Harvard Educational Review, -'ol. 34, No. 3, 1964, pp. 428-455.

102 1pia., p. 44s.
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vield interpretable statements about individual differences."1°3
Retesting is a frequently used approach. but ‘theoretically this
approach has limitaticns. The test of internal consistency is
recognized as an acceptable treatment for determining the degree
of relia.bili . PFor this study, the alpha coefficient of internal
censi st:ency was used to derive an estimate of the reliability

of the ltaems identifisd by factor analysis, 7The formula applied

is a generalization of the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20.

The following procedure was used. The items scores in each scale
vhich secured significant factor loadings {>.40) were selected for
use in the study. Each item has a range: of scores from one to four.
The lowest number (1) representing a perception indicating minimal
prevalence of the structural property being measured, ané a rating
of four indicating maximum prevalence of the structural property
measured. In order to maintain consistency in the ratings, it was
necessary to reverse the scores on items 16, 44, 45, 46, 49 and 50.

Item analysis for degree of reliability among the i.tems £n tems o 05
ovsrlapping variance was applied to thé four factor derived scaless
item, scale and total means. and the alpha coefficient of internal
, consistency were computed. The matrix giving each item number; -scaie

" (Factor) assignments, mean, correlations with ‘total scale:[R.(Total)]

. and correlations with scale sums [R (Scale)! are presented in the
" Appendix. The alpha coefficient for each of the four scales’ is pre-
sented in TABLE 6.

103, 3. ‘Cronbach, "Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure
of Tests,” Principles of Educational and Psychological Measure-
went (Chicago, Illinois: Rand-McNally & Co., 1967), p. 133.

104 J. W. French and W. B.  Michael, Standards for Educational and

Psychological Tests and Manuals’ (Washington, D. C., American
Psychological Association, Inc., 1966) De 128,

105 D. J. Veldman, Fortran Ptogtaniing”for the Behavioral Sciences
(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1967), p. 173. -
Program TESTAT, as described by Veidman, \{vb.s used to compute
the alpha coéef ficient. , :

-
:
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I'ABLE 6
Coefﬁ;c:.ent of Intemal Consistency
.¢.¢t (N = 296 Respondents) -7

‘r\

Factor i. Factor II Factor III ' Factor IV Totals

Number of . g
Items 17 , 10 5 6 38
Alpha
Coefficient .83 .82 .65 .54 .85

Factor I - comprised of items measuring degreg of formalization
Pactor II - comprised lo,f -it.:.‘e'ms measuring &egre_e'; .t?:f:“pentralization
Factor III - comprised ‘c;f items measuring degre;e of complexity
Factor IV - =cmprised of items measuring degree. of autcnomy

The alpha cceff.‘.cfmnt 'fbr each scale was sufficiently large to
support the relizhility of the instrument. :

As Kexclj.ng@.u:l'a6 cgutlons, the subject of validity is complex, con-
troversial and peculiarly important in educationdl research foxr
here, more than anywhere else is the nature of reality questioned.
Generally, three types of validity are discussed as means of de-
termining the degree to which a test is valid, -that is, the degree
to which it actually is measuring that property or attribute that
it purports to measure. The validity of the SPQ was investigated
on the basis of its content validity. Content validation is fun-
damentally iudumantal. Test items are studied, each weighed for
its presumed reprecentativeness of the universe; then selected or-
rejected. The content of each item is judged by a competent au~
thority who is. familiar with the "universe" being studied. ' The
" method for establishing content validity was described earlier.
", To recap .the procedure; five students of organization theory in-
‘dependently judged the adequacy of the content of the items con-
g structed for the SPQ. The four structural properties were de-
- .fined, and the judges were asked o match those items to the.
. propexty they measured. Items from the pool which were not ap-
__propfiate were discarded. The {inal selection of ‘items were
th- ¢ which .all fivr judges agreed upon independently.

e N
A

106 ¢, Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research (New York:
g Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1967) p. 445.
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Karlingerl°7 suggests that construct validity can be established

through the use of factor analysis. If this techniques were applied
in this case, one could say that the factors which emerged from the
analysis confirmed the dimensions of structural properties hypothe-
sized, thus indicating that those items that were constructed to
.measure a particular property, did in fact cluster together, vali-
dating the theory behind their construction. This argument is
extremely controversial and enjoys little suppert in the literature.

Summary

Items were developed to measure four properties related to organi~
.zational structures. The items were selected on the basis of con-
tent validity. A Linkert-type questionnaire was constructed uti-
lizing these items and administered to 296 elementary teachers.
Their responses were factor analyzed and those items which setured
significant factor loadings were selected for use in major ressarch
study. The degree of reliability was reporied, using the alpha co-
efficient of internal consistency. In testing the major hypothesis,
the factor derived items were used as measures of formalization,
centralization, complexity and autonomy. Each item score was
weighted. The item score in each scale was multiplied by the factor
loading on that item. This procedure made it possible to weight
each score in proportion to the amount of variance the item con=
tributed to the total variance. The total score for each scale

was: répresented by a linear arithmetic summation of the weighted
item 3cores in that scale. - B

bescriytion of the Sample .

A sample of two hundred and ninety-six teachers was selected- from
fifteen elementary schools located in two unified school districts |
in’Southern California. District A is described as a small, afflu-
ent, resicential community. This: district is well known in the
region for its innovative: and experimental educational program. -
Within the district are located seven elementary schools, employ-
ing a total of one hundred and forty-two teachers. : Distriet B i§
located in a. large urban community adjoining District A. Within
the district are located twenty elementary schools employing a
total'of four hundred and twenty-five teachérs.:-On-the basis of
obsexvations made by sevéral educators and students of edicational
administration located in the general area, thd: ldrger district

(B) is described.as having a more ‘traditional educational program
and as being more bureaucratic in comparison to Didtrict A.-

-

197 1bid., p. 460. B N T =
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The Superintendents of both school districts were first contacted,
apprised of the nature of the study, .and their permission was re-
quested for the investicator.to invite the elementary teachet,s 'in
their respective districts to. pqrucipate in the study. Both
Superintendents expressed an interest and granted permission.

The District A Superintendent madoe available the seven schools-
in his district and the Superintendent of District B randomly
selected. seven of the twenty elementary schools located in his
district. The fourteen schools employed a total of three hun-
dred and fifteen teachers. Each of the teachers was contacted,
apprised of the intended study ard extended an invitation to
participate. They were assured of released time to complete

the questionnaires and complete anonymity. All agreed to par-
ticipate.

The unit of analysis of this study is the elementary teacher and
the sample is representative of the two discricts from which the
were drawn.

Procedures for Collecting the Data

With the construction of the SPQ, three instruments were avail-
able for data collection. Prior to the administration of the
questionnaires, the participants were advised as to the nature
of the study and the instruments that were employed. All had
the opportunity to raise whatever quest.ions they felt necessary
prior to responding to the questionnaires. As the percentage of
responses will zttest, the teachers proved to be most cooperative. -

Each teacher received an unmarked manila envelope containing the
oCDQ, the SPQ and the 16~P.F. questionnaires. They were given
unlimited time to complete the questionnaires. Upon completion
the answer sheets were placed in the manila envelopes which were
then sealed and placed in a container. Of the three hundred and
fifteen teachers participating, three hundred and six returned -.
completeG forms. Ten sets of questionnaires were not fully com-
pleted anc were discarded. The answer sheets were coded by
nunbers in order that the three .tests could be associated with
each individual and the school and district in which he was em~
ployed. However, specific individuals could not be identified .

A by. namz,.

The questionnalires were hand scored and the scores were then
punched into- IBM cards. -All computations weire performed on

.computars. .

..“'. ‘ . - oW

Statistical Methods and Anal sxe
In.oyrder to test the hypotm:sis that the orgm‘.zamonal climate
Pﬁroeived by.. teachexs was ‘&’ function of ﬂ‘e interaction between

ccccc

'.!
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teachers' perceptions of the organization®’s structural propertics
and personality characteristics, several treatments were necessary.
Prio; to investigating the relationship between the climate variables
and the interaction of structural and personality variables, it was
first necessary to identify if thers was in fact an intexraction
effect between the structural property and personality variables.
This was accomplished by combining the structural and personality
varidbles in order that independent components of variancc ¢tould -

be identified and described &:

1. Primarily due to the structural components;

2. Primarily due to the personality components; or "’

3. Primarily -a result of the interaction components of structure
and personality.

Thus, the relationship between these independent components of vari-.:
ance and the climate profiles .reflected which of these components
contributed the most toward the respondent's perceptions of..the -
climate.

Component analysisloa orovided a meana for :I.dent:.x ying independent
components of variance. This statistical procedure is one of tiic , .
class of factor analytic models that involves analysis of the total
variance among a set of variables. The variables were intercorrelated
and, with unities in the diagonal ‘of the correlation matrix, the set
of p::lncipal components was extracted. The resulting components
represent independent (orthogonal) sources of variance. The com

' ponents. were removed in dacreasing oxder according to the amount of
total varjance explained by each component in turn. Within the com- .
ponent, the variables' loading on the component identified the vari--'
ables' contribution to the variance explained by the component. .Thus,
the square of a component loading revealed the proportion of variance
in that variable explai.ned by the component. -

This technique made it possible to coambine the struc'tu:al and per-
scnality veriables and on the Lasis of thé loadings, to determine
whether or not & given component. identified (1) variamce from the
persvnality set, (2) variance from the strictural set, or (3): vari-
ance frofiz a combination of both sets.of variables. The componhents
containing contributions from beth sets of variables represent an
area of overlap betweesn the domains of perceived structure and per-
sonanty .

Once the independent componentl of varianca had basn idantifiad.
the relationship between the components and the climate vaziables
were identified ‘through the uce of canonicﬁl\ correlation-analysis.

»

108 Wo W. coouy and P. R. Dohnes, Multivaris=- Pxio'e;dur'u for the
‘Behaviorai. Sciences (New Vcrk:: John Wilwy and sens, Ine., 1962),
pp. 151-16l. '
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This technique is an appropriate procedure to use when sets of
dependent and independent variables sbtained froi measurements
made on the same subjects are to be interrelated. . This technique
was introduced by Hotellinqm9 and provides for the following
analytical objectives:

a. Deteérmines the maximum correlation between a set (of more
-than cne element) of criterion variables and predictor
variabies.

E. Derives "weights" for each set of criterion and predictor
variables, such that the weisghted sums are maximally cor-
related.

¢. Derives additional linear functicns which maximize the
remaining correlation, subject to being independent of
the preceding set(s) of linear compounds.

d. Tests statistical significance of the correlation

measures.
a5 explainzd by Rentz, "Cancnical correlation is an extension of
multiple correlation; where, insiecad of multiple predictors and
a single criterion, both multiple predictors and multiple criteria
ara analyzed simultaneously. The resulting canonical correlation
coefficient represents the maximum relationship between the two
gsets of variables, or more specifically, the relationship between
linear composites of the two sets of_ variables weighted according
to vectors of regression weights."111 The relative sizes of the
elements of the vectors of weights indicated which of the variables
contributed the most to the relationship demonstrated by the
canonical correlation.

109 H. Hotellino, "The Most Predictable Criterion," Journal of

Educational Psychology, Nc. 26, 1935, pp. 139-142, and
H. Hotelling, "Relations Between Two Sets of Variates,"
Biometrika, No. 28, 1936, pp. 321-~377.

110 p, g, Green, M. H. Halbert, and P. J. Rohinson, "Canonical
Analysis: An Exposition and Illustrative Appiication,”
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 3 (February, 1966), p. 33.

i1l R. R. Rentz, E. B. Fears, and W. F. White, "Personality Corre=-

lation of Qroup Structuze: A Canonical Correlation Analysis,”

The Journal of Psychology, Vol. 70, 1968, p. 16S.
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Thus, in order to test the hypothesis, the sixteen persocnalitly
factor scores and the four structural property scores were inter-
correlated,. forming a 20 x 20 correlation matriz. The matrix was
then factor analyzed and a complete get of 20 principal ~ueponents
wag cbtained. Component scores for each respondent on each of the
20 components were calculated. The relationship between the rxe-
sulting 20 components and the eight climate profile variables .
were then determined by subjecting the set of cn.mate scores- to
canonical analysis.
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PRESENTATION AND ANALYSfé OF THE DATA

The fzndlngs of this study are based: upon the data collected
_through thi administration of the gggé,ll the 16-p.F.,%13 ana
‘the § __g. Statistical treatment of the data was based on mean
raw subtest scores.

Principal Component Analysis

~ee

The 16 P.F. scores and the four SPQ scores for each elementary
teacher were intercorrelated forming a 20 x 20 corrélation matrix.
The correlation matrix was the next factoi gnalyzed and a set of
twenty principal components was obtained. The results are
reported in the Appendix.

Analysis in terms of the amounts and pedcentages of variance con-
tributed by each of the 20 components, and the contributions of
the pe“:sonalu"y and structural properties variables separately
within each of the components are presented in TABLE 7. The
eigenvalues represent the total variance contained in each com~
porent. The sums of the squared loadings for the variables of
a given set composing a component divided by the eigenvalue
associated with the component, reveal the percentage of the vari-
.ance contributed by the set(s) of variables concerned.
One concern in factor analytic treatments is the problem of the
significance of the loadings and how to det ifgme what loading
and what components are to be used. .. Kaiser recommends that

' - It maaar s -
> N
A S Ay e R O e <5y

{
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112 A, W. Halpin and D. B. Croft, The Orgamzatz.onal Climate of
-- Schools (Chicago Midwest Admimst::q.tlon Center, University
- of ‘Chicago, 1963). e

" R, B. Cattell and H. W. Eber, Handbook for the Sixteen Per-
SR ‘Sonality Factor Questionnaire (Champaign, Illinois: The
: Instztute for Petsenahty and Abll:.ty Testing, 1964).

The SPQ: was developed by L. K. Bxshop, M. Murphy and J. R.
" George: at Claremont fraduate School, L.laremont. Calzfornia,
4.968. SR oL :
e e i L :

’ --?"15 Um.versity of Miami Bicmetric Laboratozy Program BMD 03M,
7 Miami, Florida..: This. program was used to perform the
necessary computation for principal component analysxs.
W, Cooley..and :P. R. Lohnes, Multivariate Procedures 4@:
the Behavicral Sciences (New York: John Wiley “dnd Sons,
Inc.; 1962)' po 160. !.:{‘:‘;’.“:"t-"";

R
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camponsnts with eigenvalues greater than one are appropriate for
use in analysis. This rule applies only if unities are used in
the dizgenai. This condition has been pet in this study.

Of the 20 componants the first six meet fhe criteria of eiger-
values greater than one (TZBLE 7). In analyzing these components,
the foiilowing was observed:

Component: 1

Thé variables which contributed the most to the variance of this
component were: A (.56), C (.65), F (.60), H (. 73}, L (=.34),
"0 (-.35), and Q4 (~.54). These variables are dofined ag fol‘low‘s:

A - cooperative, soft~-haarted, easy-going,, ki;ndly, not dependable
in precision work or-obligations, attentive- fo‘ people. readily
forms active groups.

C - realistic. about life, phleamatic. placid, stable. calm,
enotionally matuze.

F « talkative, ftank ¢+ expressive, cheerful.
H -  adventurous, sociable, spbntaneous, pushy.

L = free of jealous tendencies, adaptable, cheerful. composed,
- a geod team worker. - . .

0 - mature, calm, placid, resilient.
04 = calm, relaxed, composed and satisfind. | .- . o

Component 1 .actounts for 13 65% of the total variance contributed ,
by the 20. components. Within the component, the persopality vari-
bles accounts for 92.50% of the component variance conpared to 7.5%
contributed by structural property variables. mbis compoaent is
primarily a personality compianeirt with no ciqnificant contributions
from the. struyctural dimension. ' The personality factors describe

the teacher population as individuals who are cooperative, expressive,
sociable, group conforming, calm, relaxed and resilient. These par-
ticular personulity factors which lodded heaviiy on component 1 are
interoperative in another manner. Catgtell devised second-order
factors from the 16-P.F. factorially.n" These are components that -
identify psycholocical behaviors on the basis of the -16 pr¥imary
factors. The combination of primary factors describing levels of

117 Cattell and Ebex, Ham!baok for the 81xteen Petsonaut‘g Factor
Quastionnaire, pp. 46-+47.
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anxiety were found to be -C, -H, +0, =Q, +Q4 and +L~118 and the signs
preceding the variables indicating high or low scores. The majority
of the personality variables (C, H, L, O, Q4) whxch.secured high
loadings in component 1 exhibit a pattern that is evidenced in second~-
order anxiety factors.. The scores on each of the primary factors in-
dicate that the component identifies a negative anxiety factor re~
flecting low anxiety.

Component 2

-

Variables E (.64), G (~.42), I (.41)., L (.38), M (.55), N (.57},
Qp (.33), Q3 (~.32), and Q4 (.38) account for the majority of the
variance in component 2. These variables are defined as follows:

E - 1ndapendent, assertave, solemn, unconventqonal.;
G - demanding, impatient, undependable, obstructive. rule~bound.

I - attention seeklng, anxious, subjective, gentle, effeminate,
sensitive.

L =~ jealous irritable, suspecting, suspicious.

M <~ introverted, absent-minded, self~-absorbed, mature in practi—
: cal judgment. :

N i socially alert, shrewd, expedxent, aloof, exact, ambitzous,
* insecure.

Q = experimenting as compared to conservatism of temperament,
critical, free~thinking.

Q3 -~ undisciplined, self-conflict, follows own urges, careless of
protocol.

e

Qa é.;tense, frustrated, driven,rh;gh ergic tension.

cOmponent 2 accounts for 10.31% of the tota1 ‘'variance and the load-
ings which contribute the most to this variance are secured primarily
by personality variables. Within the component, they contribute
98.50% of the component variance. The personality factors, when con-
sidered individually, present a composite profile that described be-
havior as being independent, demanding, rule-bound, dependent, in-
troverted, socially alert, critical, careless of protocol, tense and
driven. Several of these behaviors appear to be'contradictory at
first glance. Rowever, the pattern.made upl by the primary factors

,;
o

118 1134,
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closely approximates the second-order factor that Cattell has named

. the ‘"actiag-out".factor. The combination of przmary factors des~

cribing. this behav{ r pattern is reported as E, *G, L, M, N, 0,
-Qar =Q3, and .Qq. Thie would indicate that ‘teachers whose be-
havtor patterns are described by this second-order factér” afe in-.
dividuals who :are not authentxc in their behavior. The dzsengage-
ment subtest of the climate profile describes 'a similaz ueﬁav105==
that of going through the motions. These teachers, igsn, are
acting out a role and their kehavior is inauthentic.

Component 3

Personality variables F (.42), I (-.35), and L (.36) and all four
of the structural variables accounted for the majorlty of the vari-
ance contributed by the third component. These varxables are de-
fined as follows:

F - enthuéiastic, lively, happy~go-lucky.
I - tough4minded, self-reliant, realistic.
L - suspicious, self—opinionatéd, difficult to fool.

SP I - Formalization - organization is highly structured, ex-
-tensive use of rules, and a hxgh degree of standardi-
zation. :

4

Centralization - a high degree of centralization--most
decisions are made by superordinates who rely upon a
h;erarchy of control. :

sP 1I

SP III - Complexity - a high degree of specialiéation{“exténs@ve
prepaxatlon required for positions. N

SP IV - Autonomy -« this property in comparison to the other ‘three
was the lowest. The degree of autonomy granted to the -
organizational participants did not measure as high as e
SP I, SP II, or SP IIlI.

Component 3 accounts for 9.44% of the total variance. The variables
contributing to the variance' are from both the personality set and

structure set.: Rersonality variables contrxbuted 45,82% of the com=-
ponent variance, and the remaining 54. ,18% resulted from the contri-
butions of structural property variables. This is a component that

’
L e L& . . . ..
o ST se ST e ‘ . . S e

119 1pia.

»

120 a, w. Halpin, Theory,and Researxch in Adm;n;stratlon (New York.,
The Macmillan Co.;" 1966), p. 150. ' '
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reflects an area of overlap bétween: the domains of percezved struc-
ture and personality. A review .ofthe variables making thie major
contributions to the component variance suggests individuals who
are enthusiastic and lively but tough~minded and 3elf-ooxnionated.
These individuals perceived the-organxzational sYsuctures of their
schools as being highly formalized, highly centrdlized. complex
and not permitting autonomous structures to be as extens;ve as the
preceding three.

Compdnent 4

This component also reflected variance contributed by both person=
ality and structure variables. These variables and their loadings
were: B (.43), M (.37), O (.36}, Q, (.38), and SP IV (.50). These
variables are defined as follows: ‘ -

B - more intelligent, abstract-thinking, brigbt.

M - imaginative, ca:eless.of practical matters.

0 - confident, self-assureq: |

Qs -,igdependent; self—sﬁffiéiéngf‘prefe;sAqyp;dégisioqs.

SP IV - Aﬁt&noﬁ& - perceives sgtructures-as pe?mi£é£ﬁg'§utonomous

behavior.

Component 4 accounts for 6.87% of the total variance. Personality
variables contribute 7CG3 to -the componentvariance -and structure
variables account for 30% of the component variance. The person-
ality factors reflect a uniform pattern of behavior consistently

as independent, confident, bright, and imaginative. These teachers
perceived the structure as autonomous, permitting them freedom to
provide for their own actions. This component also demonstrated
an. area of overlap between theldomaxn of personalzty and percezved
structures.

Component 5

The ‘parsonality variables N (. 39), Qi (:34), © 9, (.50), and Qé X}ﬁ;)
‘contributed the most to the variance of this component., These vari-
.ables a:e Ldentified as: ‘olews° T

.- shrawa, calculating, socially alert, expedient. aloof, exact.
ambitious, insecure. e e

Q1 - experimenting, critical, free thinking.
0, -~ independent, .self-gufficient; prefers q@ﬁ:ﬁ@cisié@s;-

’

Q4 - controlled, socially precise, following self-image.
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- -Compoiient 5 accounts for ,6.-;._8%. ofﬂ.p"l_;,e' total: vaj:i.;ance a'nd»'t,he_\:ﬁer;
. sonality variables contribute 91,37% to’ the component variance . -
as compared to'only 8.63% from structural variables. The person-
ality variables describe primarily indepencent behaviors on the
-part of these individuals., . - e :
cos!!Eoneht 6 ] . - ‘ IR ‘.-:t';-:l;l Lo i
Personality variables B ( .39)., Iar.(.45.)‘. Qy (-.48),.and SP. 111
(.35) contributed the greatest amount to.the variance of this
component. -These variables are defined .as follows: . e

B . - moté "ipte}l}gent, abst;:éct-,t_l'_xinking, .‘l;right. :
£ .. - ﬁ@lé. éécbmhééating, confcm:.ng L
L -. T 's‘t‘zrsp:t.c:i'c;usf séif-cpinionated, diffic::;ui-:.}'tp fool:
922 - group~dependent, fo.llower.‘ |

Compléxity - high decree of specialization.
Exteri;:;ve preparation required for positions. -

SP_IIT-

| total variance. The person-
ality variables contributed 85.6% .to the component variance while
.the structural variable contributed 14.4%.. The pexrscnality vari-
.ables siuggest ‘a pattern of behavior that describes individuals as
intelligent group~dependent types who perceive the structure.'as
being complex. This component also reflects an area of overlap
in the domains of personality and structure. . 2

.Component 6 accounts for 5.88% of.tfxe' '

L _gﬁnﬁawn .

Of the 20:"combination of ioe’f;‘égxialityh and, structuraLproPertir.‘,’
components , ‘components’.one through, six secured eigenvalues
greater thanione.' Components 3, 4, and 6 revealed loadings
.. of sufficient weight from both the personality and structure
.1, .variables and the variance in these .components is shared by .. -
both -sets ‘of variables. 'In components 1,2« and-5 the person-
~. o cality vagiables 'are;i the Tajgr sonrce. of component variance,

iooeace . - _‘.e‘..o- :h‘l-
v s 0 .
.

The ‘ReTativnship ‘Between Organizational Climate and; =
..~ Personality Combined with Structural 2ro exties

[T
»,'»r.

““fhe. purpose’ of thts ‘gtudy was to investigate the: structural prop-
eities of ‘elamentary ' ohodlsy. certain: personality charactirigtios
of teachersy and the relationship between these two measures and
the teachers' perceptions of the organizational climate of their
respective schools. This relationship was investigated by means

) . .
» [
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of canonical correlation analysis. The factor loadings.in each
component were combined and converted to standardized Z.scores.
w:lth means of zaxo and standaxd deviations. of one. - - .

In the canonical correlation analysis between the 20" componen!:s :
and the 8 subtests of the organizational climate proﬁle. a chi

square test of successive latent roots was performed. A summary.

of the results is provided in TABLE 8. The first two canonical-
correlations proved to be significant bsyond the .00l level and
were therefore included in this analysis since the two latent
roots and their corresponding. canonical. correlstions are of
statistical importance and interpretive interest.

nis wambron comm

The two most important canonical correlations and their corre-
sponding vectors are pressnted in TABLES 9 and 10. Thege vectors
are regression weights and indicate the mathematical strength of
the several factors in each et in developing the relationship
betwaen the two sets of factors,

In the first canonical functicn (TABLE 9), the vector weights
identify the strongest relationship between principal components

1, 3, 4nd 4 and the climate subtests identified as consideration,
productivity and intimacy. The variance explained by component 1
-is due primariiy to the personality factors. However, the com-

ponent variance in each of components 3 and 4 is shared by both .
the personality set and the perceived structure set. The laxgeet
single vector weight (.641) is associated with component 3 in which
the component variance is.shared almost esquauy by both sets of
variables (See TABLE 7). . . .

In the second canonical f.unction (TABLE 10), the vector weight:e
identify the strongest relationship between principal components
2, 4, 8, and 16 and the four climate subtests —hich indicate hin-
drance, disengagement, esprit and intimacy. The variance in com-
ponent.2 is due primarily to the personality set, while components
4, 8, and 16 indicate va:i.ance sharad by both personality and
structurq variables. o . L

-
» w

Thus, of the ‘seven components related ‘to. the ctimat:e profile sub'
tests in tlie two canonical functions, the majority of the components
{5) were comprised of both personality and structure variables.
This findinq eupporits the | hypothasis -that personality in interaction
with perceived structure is ralated to- perception of climate more
closely than either personality ccmponents or ‘pexceived structure
components, taken separately. :Thus, the teachers' gercegtiona of
climate ‘way be viewed as a ‘function: of the :Lngggglgx between the the
teacheu"—éraonantiee and’ "the etructure of the o;ganizgtion. 3}

. . .
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Canonical Analysis
: 2 Tests of Successive :i.é.tent Roots for Canonical Correlations
be ; y ’
Number of La- Canonical Wilks 2 Degrees of
tent Roots Correlation Lambda X Freedom P
0 .560 .338 303.9 160 <. 0001
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Canonical Analysis:
Principal Components and Climate Profile

TABLE 9

.006

Canonical Function I: (X2 = 303.9, df = 160, P = .0001, Canonical R = .560)
Principal Components Weights "~ Climate Profile-

1 -.453 .016 Disengagement .

2 -.009 .160 Hindrance

3 .641 -.152 Esprit
! 4 .463 -.530 Intimacy
] 5 -.095 -.107 Aloofness C
g 6 -.172 .433 Production Emphasis
- 7 .090 -.005 Thrust ;
‘f_ 8 .173 -.439 Consideration -
; 9 .154 :
3 10 -.016

1Y .130

12 .044 e

13 -.080

14 .028

15 .154

16 ~.070 ‘,

17 -.024 ;

18 -.104

19 -.021

20
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j . C Canonical Analysis:

Principal Components and Climate Proflle '

——

nonical Function II: (x2 198.4, df =133, p = .0002, Canonical R = .517)

4
B

incipal Components Weights - Climate Profile
T - 1- -,233 571 Disengdgement
’ 2 .522 .338 : © Hindrance
9 3 -.051 -.028 '~ EBsprit
4 . B ; ~.3}5 .442 : _ Intimacy
S, _ . 025 .242 ‘ Aloofness E
6.0 ' ~-.160 -.157 Production Emphasxs ‘
o A L =.226 -.235 Thrust: 2
8 «340 T =,006 ’ o Consideration
9 . ~ .094 -
10. o .283 -
1. ‘ -.282
127 T ; .155
13 . . -.112
.. 154
5 - ' .079
16 - 321
e L00i -
18 - . oWl21
19 nolo " 107 V

20 ' .109




On the basis of the relationships among the variables and the be-
haviors they represent, further comment is warranted.

The participants in this study were identified according to the
district in which they were employed. Their canonical 2 scores,
obtained according to the weights associated with the canonical
correlations, were ordered from high to low for each of the
canonical functions. Thus, a basis for comparing the respondents
in the two districts in terms of their high and low scores was
possible.

The following observations can be made regarding teachers' behaviors
and perceptions on the basis of the following analysxs of the vector
weights obtained in the first canonical function (TABLE 9). Recall
that each of the components represent "artificial variablies" com-
prised of specific kinds of behaviors and perceptions; fadtorlally
devised, and representing independent sources of variancé. Their
independence from each other was further substantiated in :the
intercorrelation matrix obtained in the canonical qoxrelatlon in
which the intercorrelations among all of the componentu were com-
puted to be 0. ;
Component 1 was associated with a negative weight of .453. Since
component 1 represents a negative anxiety factor, a negative weight
reflects high anxiety on the part of the respondents. Component 3
was associated with a positive weight of .641 and on the basis of
the composition of this component, the positive weioght xreflects a .
pattern describing teachers who. are self-opinionated, realistic
and lively, perceiving their s¢hools as being highly structured.
Component 4 was associated with a positive weight of .463 and
variables contributing the most were personality variables des-
cribing independent behavior and a tendency towards perceiving
autonomous structures. The teachers exhibiting these behaviors

and associated with the perceptions of organizational gstructures
described above, perceived the organizational climate in terms

of low intimacy (~.530) among staff members, low consideration
(-.432) being exhibited by their respective principals, and high
emphasis (.433) upon preduction.

In reviewing this pattern in terms of the respondents scores, some
observations can be made. The canonical Z scores obtained accord-
ing to the weights associated with the first canonical function
are listed in TABLE 1ll. The patterns of behaviors and perceptions
of structure and their relationship to scores are presented in an
abbreviated, diagramatic ‘form in TABLE 12.

Teachers with high scores identify with the patterns which suggest
high anxiety, self-opinionated individuals who perceive high struc-
tures and independent types who perceive autonomous structures.

Of these three components, component 4 accounts for the least of
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TABLE 11

Canonical 7 Scores of Respondents
Associated with Canonical Function I

High Score

S

P

~-1.44
-1.45
-1.49
-1.51
-1.55-
~1.55
~1.62
~1.63
~-1.64
-1.71
-1.84
-1.87
-1.91
-1.91

naoasmmMm

-1.01
-1.02
-1.05
~-1.08
~1.09
-1.14
=1.16
-1.16
-1.17
~1.19
-1.20
-1.21
-1.25
-1.28

aMmaomMma e«

1.38
1.36
1.35
1.34
1.33
1.29
1.21
1.21
1.20
1.19
1.16
1.16
1.15
l.11
J.10
1.09
1.08
1.02
1.01
1.01

AL < g

QOO MAOo
v WNINPFTmM

NAOANNNMNMANN
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mmomMmmmMmMaaA
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CA L Cmm

2.27
2.24
2.12
2.07
2.02
1.87
1.83
1.72
1.65
l.61
1.53
1.53
1.48
1.47
1l.44
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-1.43
"1043

»

Scores listed are those with ¥~ 3 1.

1.

Note:

A = Teachers from District A,
" B = Teachers from pistric; B.

‘2.
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the total variance as compared to components 1 and 3, and component
3 has the largest vector weight in the component set. This would
suggest that the most important variables in this pattern describe
high structural properties and individuals who are bright, indepen-
dent and highly anxious. In reviewing ihe ordering of scores, the
preponderance of high scores were attributed to teachers from
District A which was observed as being more traditional and more
bureaucratic than District B. Of the forty-five high scores which
were one or more standard deviarions from the mean, thirty-eight
were attrzbuted to District A ‘Teachers.

At the lower end of the scale, thlrty~three of the forty-three low
scores were attributed to teachers from District B. These Scores
were also one or more standard deviations from the mean. There~
fore, it can be observed that teachers from the smatler, less
bureaucratic district percexved organxzatioaql striuctures as being
low and were individuals whose personalities veflect .ow-anxzety,
sober, dependent behavior.

In the second canonical function (TABLE 10).components 2 and 4 were-
associated with high weights. Component 2 was. identified as' the
acting~out component and component 4 has been described earlier.
Howevet, in Canonical Function II, the weight associated with "con-
ponent 4 is negative (-.315), suggesting organizational structures
that do not provide for autonomous behavior, -and individuals who
are dependent, apprehensive, conservative, concrete and practical.
In relation to high and low scores, these patterns appear as follows
in diagramatic form in TABLE 13,

The distribution of the respondents' canonical 2 scores obtained
according to the weights associated with Canonical Function II are
presented in TABLE 14. They are ordered from high to low. In con-
sidering the high scores which are one or more standard deviations
from the mean, they are almost equally divided in respect to the
districts represented. Twenty-three respondents are from District
A and twenty respondents from District B. Therefore, both districts
exhibit the characteristics listed under High Scores in TABLE 14.
However, in reviewing the scores at the low.end of the continuum;
thirty-two of the respondents are fram Distrzct A. This suggeats
that there is less acting out -taking place on the part of the
teachers in the larger district. The perception of more auton-
omous structures in District A appears to contradict the findings
established in Canonical Function I; but once again, the reader is
raminded that of all the stiuctural components associated with sig-
nificant canonical weights, this component accounted for the least
amount of total variance, and within the component, the majority
of the component variance was attributed to personality variables.

Therefore, the patterns that emerge suggest that in the smallex,
less bureaucratic, innovative and experimenting District B, a

64




S ] R Bl D R R Redd Ml BRIl e Redn ess el i e

TABLE 12

Patterns Identified in Canonical Function I

. s ree e ww Ade—— wh e ey v et - s - —

e B trmate e R -

Low Scores , High Scores
Low Anxiety - © .- . 1 High Anxiety
Low Structure 3 High Structure
Behavior: Saober Behavior: Enthusiastic :
Trusting Self-opinionated
Tl ey , . - Realistic i
Non-Autonomous Structures 4 Autonomous Structures
Behavior: Dependent Behavior:‘_Independent
AR Apprehensive Confident
Conservative Imaginative
Concrete Bright
Practical




. TABLE 13

Patterns Identified in Cenonical Function II

i

Low Scores High Scores
Authentic Belavior 2 Acting-out Behavior
Autonemous Structure 4 Nor-Autonomous Structure /3
Behavior: Independent Behavior: Dependent

Confident " Apprehensive

Imaginative ‘ Conservative

Bright Concrete
Practical




TABLE 14

Canonical z Scores of Respondents
Associated with Canonical Function II

High Scores Low Scores
A" .2.75° B 1.67 A -1.00 A .. ~1.51
B, .2.63 B 1.60 B ' -1.03 A - -1,51°
B ,°2.62 A 1.57 B  -1.03 B - -1.52.
A 2.6l ‘B 1.54 A -1.04 A -1.54,
A "2.46 A 1.52 A -1.08 A -1.56
A 2,2 B 1.52 A -1l.10 A -1.74
B  2.09 A 1049 B -l.12 A -1.767,
B  2.08 A 1l.44 A -1.13 A -1.80.°.
B .1.99 A 1,27 A -1.14 A ~1.83
B "1.87 B 1,22 A -l.16 ‘AT -1.87
A 1.82 A 1.22 A -1.18 A =2.01
B 1.82 B 1.17 B -1.19 A -2,03
B 1.8l B 1.16 A ~-1.20 A ~2,03
B 1.79 A 1l.16 A -1.26 A =2,11
a 1.78 A 1.15 B -1.27 A -2.14
B 1.78 A 1.13 A ~-1.28 A -2,33
A 1.76 a  1.11 A  =-1.33 A -2.39
B 1.73 B 1l.10° ‘A ~1.36 A -2.51
A 1.73 A 1.08 B ~1.37 A ~-2,60
B 1.72 A 1.08 B ~ -1.43 .
A 1.70 A 1.07 A' " -1.45

A 103 Lo

‘Note: l. Scores listed aref.t},_i_bse, wifi} 0“ ::'_l

' Teachers' faﬁ_om Di'str‘i_é_:t"' A". '

2. &=
B = Teachers from District’B.
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preponderance of teachers exhibit low anxiety, perceive low organi-
zational structure, are more dependent, conservative, trusting
types who are acting-out their roles. 1In the larger, traditional
and more bureaucratic District A, the teachers perceive high organi-
zational structures, are more independent, opinionated, brighter
individuals who also tend to reveal a higher degree of anxiety.

Summary

The data were collected through the administration of the OCDQ, the
16-p.F. and SPQ. Statistical treatment was based on mean raw sub-
test scores, The 16-P.F. scores and the four §_lecores were inter-
correlated forming a 20 x 20 correlation matrix. Twenty principal
components were then obtained by factor analyzinq the matrix. -Six
of these. components secured eigenvalues > 1 and were analyzed. The
six components accounted for 52.33% of the total variance. Person-
ality variables were primarily responsible for component varzance
in components 1, 2, and 5. Components 3, 4, and 6 revealed load-
ings of.sufficient weight from both personality and structure vari-
ables demonstrating an area of overlap.

The rénationship between the 20 components and the eight subtests
comprising. the organizational climate profile was: determined by
sub:eot;ng both sets of scores to Canonical Analyszs.

In the canonical correlation analysis between the 20 components and
the 8 subtests comprising the climate profile, a chi square test of
successive latent roots was performed. The first two canonical cor-
relations proved to be significant beyond the .001 level and were
therefore included in this analysis since the 2 latent roots and

the corresponding canofiical correlations were of statistical im-
portance (p <.001) and interpretive interest.

-

The vector weights of seven components and six subtests of the
climate profxles, as evidenced in Canonical Functions I and 1I,
demonstrated a relatlonship ‘between structural propertxes and
personality characteristics and organizational climate. An exam-
ination of the loadings of the. vector welghts whxch maximized the
significant canonical functions revealed that the largest single
vector weight related to the climate subtest score was associated
with component 3 in which the component variance was attributed to
the personality variables interacting with structural property vari-
ables.

Therefore, the personality in interaction with perceived structure

was related to the organizational climate, thereby supporting the
major hypothesis of this study.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

~

The concept of organizational climaée was presented as a distinct
and unique level of analysis in which climate was defined in terms

. of organizational behavior that reflected the ability of 1ndivzduals
to accommndate thae ini-nrra'l atrs f\nchxnc reeu-tlng amona &h@ AY m?

e e X L1211 ) L i ] s \— Nodole

of formal organizational structures and the personality factors of

the individuals inhabiting the organization. The role expectations
of the organization were viewed as being defined by the structural

properties of the organization; and that this particular dimension

was independent of, and interactive with, the organization partic-

ipant's personality, as indicated 1n specific behavior responses

to given need dispositxons.

s*v‘lﬂ

These conceptuallzations were supported by the theoretzcal construct
of social systems' theory which defined behavior in terms of the re-
sultant interaction between nomothetié and idiographic dimensions
which were described as being independent and phenomenally inter-
active. . The GetzélssGuba Model of Social Behaviorl?l was mqdified
- and the interd¢tion process among the wvariables concerned ‘with this
study were expréssed as C = £ (S x P). This interaction model pro-
posed that the ‘organizational climate of an elemefitary school (C)
can be defined as a function (f) of the interaction that results
between the.role éxpectations inherent in the structural properties
of the organization (S) and certain personality characteristics of
the organization members (F). Thus, the elementary teacher's per=
ception of the organizational climate of the school is- influenced'
by the degree to which his personality is compatible with ‘his in-
stitutional xole.

The basxc hypothesis predicted that the organizational climate of
elementary schools as perceived by teachers-is a function of the
interaction that occurs between the teachers' perception of the .
organization's structural properties and certain personalxty char-
acterzstxcs of teachers.

fifteen elementary schools located in two unifzed school dxstricts
in Southern California. Elementary teachers were identified as ...
the unit of .analysis in this study. In order to-measure the struc-
tural properties of ﬁhe schocls concerned, it was necessary to .
congtruct.the Structural Prqperties Questionnaire (SEQ) .- The‘_Ja
was then administered to the sample and the responses wer: sub-,
jected to a four-factor varimax - rotational analysis to identifyw

o
e
.

+

121“J. W. Getzels, "Administration as a Social Process," found . . ...
in A. W. Halpin, ed., Administrative Theory in Education . '
- ANew York: The. Macmillan Co., 1967), p. 155. ° I A
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the unities or fundamental properties underlying the measures.
Formalization, complexity and centralization properties survived
‘the analysis. A fourth factor was identified as a measure of

" autonomous structures. The alpha coefficient of incernal consis-

tency was used to derive an estimate of xeliability-of the ‘thirty-

. elght items identified by factor analysig.. Content validity was
- the basis for establishing the validity of the imstzument.

&

% the 5pQ,1%3 and the 16-P.F+"

ST

. Data isilection.was achieved'throuégéihe;aéminiabréti§hﬁbf ths
oD, RS - |

Using principa;.éomponeﬁt,qnalysiéy'the structural and personality
variables were combined in order to identify sources of variance

" that were attributed to structural components; perscnality com-
- ponents; or interaction components composed of both structurai
-.and_personality variables. By identifying. the components variance
"~ contributed by the structural and personality variables, it was
~ then possible, to test the hypothesis by subjecting the gset of

component scores and the set of climate .profile scores to canonical

correlation analysis., - The resulting canonical correlation coeffi-
cients revealed the maximum.relationship between the two sets of .

variables, and the relative sizes of the elements of the vector

of weights identified the variables which contributed the most to-

. the .xelationships demonstrated by the canonical correlations.

 The first.six components- secured eigenvalues equal to, and greater
' ‘than one, and were therefore significant for analysis.: Three of

these components revealed loadings of sufficient weight from both

the personality set and the structural properties gsot,.demonstrating
an area of overlap between the domains of perceived structure and
personality. The remaining three components, by the loadings associ-
ated with. the variables, revealed that the personality.set was the
primary source of component variance. Two of these "personality"
components. contained patterns of personality traits that have been
idenﬁified by Cattell's second-order factors as measuring anxiety
and an acting-out characteristic which is similar to .inauthentic
behavior. . R

122 5, w, Halpin. and;p. B. Croft, The Organ: zational Climate of
_ Schools (Chicagp, Midwest Adhinistration Center,.University of

* > 13 M . .

' Chicago, '1963).; "

-
rear my

123 ge spg was developed by L. K. Bishop, M. Murphy and J. R.

George at the Claremont Graduate-.School, Claremont, California,
1968 ° o e

124 g, BQ'CQttell and H. W.' Eber, ‘Handoook for_the Sixteen Person-

ality Factor Questionnaire (Champaign, Illinois: The Institute
for Pergsonality and Ability Testing, 1964). K
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In the canonical correlation analysis between the components and
the eight subtests of the organizational climate profile, a chi¢
square test of successive:latent roots was performed and the first
two canonical correlations proved to be signiéicant beyond the ' .
.011 level. 1In .the first canonical function, the climate sub~- K
tests identified as consideratxon, productivity and intimacy were:
signifzcantly relaterd to three components. Two of these components
were aSSc‘x":J.a.ieu with voth personality and structure variabies
while the third was primarily a personality compohent. In the -
second canonical function, four climate subtests identified as
hindrance, esprit, intimacy and disengagement were best related

to four components. The variance in three of these comPOnents -
was shared by both personality and structure variables ahd ‘the
remaining component was primarily a personality componerit. -

Five of the' seven components related to the climate profile
subtests were those 'in which the variance was shared by both
n’rsonality and structural property wvariables.

First a considerat¢om of certain limitations in this research

is necessary. Obviously, any conclusions reached cannot be Vv
generalized beyond the population represeénted by the sample.

The data were used to estimate relationships among the variables
as measured by the instruments selected for the study and for -
analyzing internal relationships within the sample: The sample
represents elementary teachers in two unified school districts
in Southern California and the findings are limited to. these
boundarieso .

Questions of validation were raised throughout the study. Judg-
ment about the SPO was based on assessment of content validity.
additional criterion study is needed. One approach could be
to send a team of organizational theorists into a sample of
elementaty schools. Their task would be to do a case study of
' each cf the schools, deséribing the structural properties on
‘the basis of the characteristics reflected in the SPQ. The SPQ
would then be administered to the elementary teachers in these
schbools and a team of qualified judges would be selected and re<
”quested to Pe”f°f§53 blind matching between the case reports and
the __g_results. '

" The validity of the 0 Q is also a matter of question. ‘As Halpin
and’ Croft have indicated, their orxqinal inquiry did not concern
itself with the relationship between the OCDQ and external criciria
and they have encouraged others to cross-validate the OCDQ by

125 This study is similarly described by Halpin and Croft. See
The Orxganizational Climate of Schools (Chicago: Midwest
Administration Center, 1963), p. 83.
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factoring gimilar data from independent and larger samples of
schcols. Many studies have. been. conducted since Halpin and
Croft first incroduced. the OCDQ and the question of what this
instrument actually measures.appear:to be'bast unswered in the
content of. the eight: subtests. Data were analyzed in this study

= mmmmdd meeter
uvwvguaug 'S )

Of the.three instruments.employed 'in this study, the:16~P.F. was
considered to be most valid. It was well designed, widely used
and properly validated with respect to primary personality factors
deeply rooted in general psychological reseaxch. Unlike many in-’
ventories. of this -nature, ‘personality factors were measured on the
basis of known correlations between "mental interiors" found in
the questionnaire factcrs and factors well established in behavior.

Assuming that the instruments measured those charac* ,istics de~
rived from the theoretical framework, the resulting sindings did:
support the major theme of this study. In terms of the social
systems model, the behavior of an individual was perceived as the -
resultant effect of an individual interacting with envirdnmental
expectations structured by the institution. The prediction was -
established that organizational climate is a function of the inter-
action between teachers' perceptions of o:ganizational structure -
and certain personality traits of the teachers.

The 1nteraction.effect was demonstrated in-the principal component
analysis by three of the six components which were cocnsidered sig-
nificant for analysis. These components represented an interplay
between the social system's nomothetic and the idiographic dimen-~-
sions. Thé canonical correlations between: the components and the
climate profile subtests provided the evidence.' The strongest re~
lationships were evidenced between’ the climate .subtests-and those
components in which the variance: was shared.by contributions from
both personality and structural property variables. .Also, it was
noted that. the largest single vector weight (. 641) was.associated
with a component. in which the component variance was equally .shared
by both astructural and’ personality'variaples. These findings rve-
flect the assumptions- proposed by thé social. system theory that. -
the strongest relationships were evidenced between the observed
behavior of organizational participants (climate subtests) and the
resultant product:of. an individual interacting with, environmental
expactations. as structuréd by the institution- (rqpresented by com=-
ponents: demonstrating the interaction between structure and per-
sonality variables). AR o .

126 1pid.,.p.- 82.
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In the first canonical function, the components most closely re-
lated to the climate profile subtests indicate that the person-
alities of the teachers reflected enthusiastic, self-opinicnated,
independent individuals who perceived the organizational struc-
ture as being more formal, centralized and complex in comparison
to autonomous structures. A high degree of anxiety was évidenced
and the loadings on the climate profile subtests tended towards

a prefile suggesting a closed climate.

In the second canonical function, the components most closely
related to the climate profile subtests indicate that the per-
sonalities of the teachers reflected dependent, conservative,
concrete and practical individuals who perceived the organiza-
tional structure as being non~autonomous. The high vector
weight associated with component 2 was indicative of an acting=-.
out behavior on the part of the teachers, indicating that they
were "going through the motions" and were not authentic in thexr .
behavior. These behaviors and perceptions of structure were
closely related to climate subtests that tended towards closed-
ness.

i

In the two patterns described, distinctly different groups of
teachers of varying personality characteristics view the climate
subtests in terms tending toward closedness and, associated with
these characteristics are indications of high anxiety and "acting-
out" behaviors.

One possible explanation for this pattern and its relationship
to organizational climate is the consideration that the type of
climate perceived is influenced by the degree of compatibility
that exists between the interacting variables. Once again, this
notion raises the question as to what does the OCD) measure? If
. the contention is true that compatibility is an influential factor
affecting the teachers' perceptions of climate, then, o~gan1zation-
1 climate, as measured by the OCDQ, is not necessarily a valid .
indicator of the effectiveness of s schools. Halpin did not invest-
--igate the relationship hetween the proflle scores on the OCDQ and
external criteria of a school's effectiveness but he suggests the
possibility that the climate profiles may constitute a bettexr
criterion of the effectiveness of schools than many existing |
measures.12? yntil the issue of ‘corpatibility is settled;, the
use of the QCDQ in measuring effectiveness is highly in question.
.-It is entirely possible that an open. .climate may actually be in- !

¢ -'dicative of an ineffective school wherein poor teéaching occurs

in a structural setting that is compatible ‘with the need dispo-
Bitions of an 1neffect1ve staff. .. )

-

N I o
o et

127 1viga., p. 82.
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This viewpoint also raises questions regarding the effect of per-
sonality upon climate. hauplnlze suggested that personality chaz-
acteristics of teachers might very well be responsible for pre-
disposing them to modes of behavior that characterize climate,
Halpin posited that teachers who reflect characteristics similar
to the m gel types desgribed in the studies by Guba, Jackson, - -

ﬁ-‘ ‘.‘A‘ 1 ..._..‘I ﬂ..-—-.— -on.a dum L PSS Y La —
welid ans— - are types who are moreé iikely to facili-

tate closedness in the Organizational Climate of their schools,
These characteristics were identified in these studies as fitting
the cultural stereotypes of the teacher:. sexually impotent, obse-
quious, soc;ally inept, externally patient and painstakingly.de~ .
manding individuals. :

The findings of this study suggest that Halpin's "hunch" .regarding
personality was “"on target" but his contention that personality
factors alone can serve .as predictors is not veriﬁzed. It is:
apparent that climate,.as perceived by the teachers.in the sample
of this study, may be dependent upon the degree of compatibility
that exists between the need dispositions of an indzvidual and

the organization's role expectations. Further investigation along
this line of inquiry is necessary in order to answer certain ques-
ticns: What factors were responsible  for the high anxiety and the
acting-out behavior? Were these the direct result of conflict be-
tween the need dispositions of the teachers and the role expecta-
tions as defined by the ingtitutions? Does the absence of conflict
between these two dimensions result in the perception of open
climates? And does the converse of this hold true? When need dis-
positions and role expectations are not congruent, can it be pre-
dicted. that. the participants concerned will perceive the climate as
being cloged? .-

In conclusion, the findings of this study dxd support the concep~.
tualization that teachers' perceptions of the structural properties
of. their schools, in interaction with certain personality character-
istics of the teachers is related to théir perceptions of organiza-
tional c¢limate. The resulting relatioriships provided a basis for.
considering the compatibility of personality characteristics in .a.
structural setting as.a possxblo predictor of organizational clxmate.

.
. J

128 ,. W. Halpin, Theo:g,and Research in Administrataon (New York.
The Macmillan Co., 1966). p. 233._ " :

129 g . Cuba, . et.al.. "Occupatzonal Choice and the Teach&ng Career.”

Educational Research Bullet;n, 38, No. l (January, 1959), pp. 1-3.

130 D. G. Ryans, Characteristxcs of Teachers: Their Le scr;ption.‘
Comparison and Appraisal (Washington, D. C.: American Counicil
on Education, 1960).
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Essentially this study took the social systems theory into a new,
for it, aspect of organization. The theory was expanded to accom-
modate structural properties as operational definitions of insti-
tutional expectations. The results of this theoretical and empir-
ical excursion is that administrators could watch well organization-
al climate as Qetermined by the compatibility of individual per-
gonality and organizaticnal structure,

These considerations are especially relevant at a time when more
than ever before, the very foundations of o r traditional apnroacn
to formal schooling are being questioned.  The structure ahd -
function of public ‘'educational institutions ar~ under scrutiny
and increasing.emphasisis being placed upon innovation and- changé=- -
change in methods, ir organizational design and in basic concepts
which have shaped these institutions in the:past. .- . I

B

Those who are considering the adoption of innovative practices
which relate to organizational structures, cannot ignore the effect
of these changes upon the organizational participant. Too often
educators have witnessed the failure of "new approaches" because
they failed tn anticipate, and to prepare for the consequences of
injecting a "foreign protein" into the organizational body. As
Argyris has advised, a greater understanding of the "buzzing con-
fusion of gimultaneously existing, multilevel, mutual interacting
variables"13! ig essential in the study of organizational behavior.

The intent of this investigation was to attempt to view organiza-
tional behavior as a discrete level of analysis which considered
many variables from several levels, interacting with each other
simaltaneously. The findings should contribute to a better under=-
standing of the organizational behavior of teachers, and that it
will also serve to encourage others to guide analysis of organi-
zational phenomena, such as structures, as they affect individual
behavior.

131 ¢, Argyris, "Some Problems in Conceptualizing Organizational
Climate: A Case Study of a Bank," Administrative Science
Quarterly, Vol. 2 (June-March, 1957-58), p. 501.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE

-

A. W. Halpin and D. B. Croft

The items in this questionnaire describe typical behaviors or
conditions that occur within a school organization. Please
indicate to what extent each of these descriptions character-
izes your school. Please do not evaluate the items in terms
of "good" or "bad" behavior, but read each item carefully and
respond in terms of how well the statement describes your
school.

The purpose of this questionnaire is to secure a dqscriptibn
of the different ways in which teachers behave and of the
various conditions under which they work. The questionnaire
will be examined to identify the behaviors or conditions that
have been described as typical by the majority of the teachers
in your school. From this examination, a portrait of the
Organizational:Climate of your school will be constructed.

Reproduced with permission of publisher and author:
Macmillan Co. and Andrew W. Halpin
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MARKING INSTRUCTIONS

Printed below is an example of a typical item found in the Oxgani-
zational Climate Description Questionnaire:

1. Rarely occurs
2. Sometimes occurs
3. 'Ofteg_occurs
4. Very frequehfiy oécurs
SAMPLE:

Teachers call each other by their first naﬁés, 1 233;4

In this example the respondent circled alternative 3 to show that
the inter-personal relationship described by this item "often occurs"
at his school. Of course, any of the other alternatives could. be
selected, depending upon how often the behavior described hy the
iten does, indeed, occur in your school.

Please mark your responses clearly, as in the example. PLEASE BE
SURE THAT YOU MARK EVERY ITEM. CIRCLE the numeral which most nearly
approxinates the frequency of the behavior described...Authenticity
of the response is very important. Do give the most accurate res-
ponse that you can...Either a pencil or a pen may be used.
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BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

Please place a check mark to the right of the appropriate

category.
8. Position: Principal 1.
Teacher 2.
Otner 3._____
9. Sex: Man .
Woman ~ - 2.
10. Age: 20-29
30-39 2.
40-49 3.
50~59 4 e . -
' 60 or over S5._____
11. Years' of 0-3 . |
experience in ,
education: 4-9 ‘ 2._____
10~-19 34
20-29 4.
30 or over 5. ___
12. Years at 0=3 .- 1.
this school: _
4~9 2.
10-1_9'.‘ | 3
20 or' over | 4, -
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+l. Rarely occurs
2. Sometimes occurs
3. Often occurs )
- - 4. Very frequently occurs

13. Teachers' closest friends are other faculty members. 12 3 4
at this schicol.

14. The mannerisms of teachers at this school are annoy- 1 2 3 4
ing. O

15. Teachers spend time after school with students who 1234
have individual problems.

16. Instructions for the operation of teaching aids are 1234
available. .

17. Teachegs invite other faculty to visit them at home. .12 3 4

18. There is a minority group of teachers who always 1234
oppose the majority.

19. Extra books are available for'classroom use. 1234

20. Suffxczent time is given to prepare administrative 1234
reports. -

21. Teachers know the family background of other faculty 1234

members.
~ 22. Teachers exert group pressure on non-conforming - 12 3 4
L faculty members.
23. In faculty meetings, there is a feeling of "let's 1234
E get things done."” :
¢ 24, Administrative paper work is ‘burdensome at this school.l 2 3 4
\ 25. Teachezs talk about their personal life to other 1234
i faculty members. -t : :
f 26. Teaghers seek special favors f;&m the principai. 1234
27. School supplies are readily available for use in 1234
classwork.
28. Student :Srdgress reports 'req:ui.re too much work. 1234

29. Teachexs have fun socializing together during school 1 2 3 4
time,

80




30.

.‘31.

32.

33.
34.

35.
36.

37.

38.
39.
40.

41.

42.

43.
44.
45.
46.

47.
48,

49.

Teachers interrupt other faculty members who are
talking in staff meetings.

Most' of the teachers here accept the faults of their
colleagues.,

Teachers have too many committee requirements.

There is considerable laughter when teachers gather
informally.

Teachers ask nonsensical questions in faculty
meetings.

Custodial service is available when needed..
Routine duties interfere with the job oflteech;ng.

Teachers prepare admlnlstratlve reports by them~
selves.

Teachers ramble when they talk in faculty meetlngs.

Lod T

Teachers at thlS school show much school spirit.

The principal goes out of his way to help teaohers, .

The principal helps teachers solve personal
problems.

Teachers at thls scilool stay bj themselves.

The teachers accompl1sh their work with great V1m.
vigor and pleasure.

The principal does personal favors for teachers.

The principal sets an example by working hard
himself.

Teachers eat lunch by themselves in their own class-
roons.

The morale of the teachers ;s_high.

The principal uses constructive criticism.

The principal stays after 'school to help teachers
finish their .work.
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1. Rarély occurs
Z+' Sometimes occurs
3. Often occurs
. 4. Very frequently occurs

50. Teachers socialize together in small select gtouﬁs. 1234

51. .The. przncipal makes all clase-scheduling decis;ons. 1234

52. Teachers are contacted by the principal each day. ‘ 1 2'3 4

53. The principal is well .prepared when he apeaks at . 1234
school functions.

54. The principal helps. staff ‘members settle minor '1:'2 3 4
ﬂifferences. '

55. 'The:principal,schegules:;he work for the teachers. 1234

56. Teachers leave the grounds during the.SEHooI"day.' 1234

517. The prxnczpal criticizes a specific act rather. than 1234
"a staff member.

58. Teachers help select which courses will be taught. 1234

' 59. The princlpal corrects teachers mistakes. 1234

60. The prlnclpal talks a great deal. | - 1.234

6l. . The principal explains his reasons for criticism to 1234
teachers.

62. The principal tries to get better salaries for | 1234
teachers.

63. Extra duty for teachers is pocted conspzcuously. 1234

“

64. The rules set by the prznc;pal are never questicned. 1234

65. . The principal looks ‘out for -the personal welfaxe of . 1 2 3 4
teachers. :

66. School secretarial service is available for teachers' 1234
use. N

67. The pxincipal runs _the faculty meet*ng like a business 1234
‘conference. . .

4
.-

68. The principal is in the buj~ 1ing before teachers 1234
arrive.
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. , 1. Rarely occurs
T e L 2. Sometimes occurs
‘ % .3. Often occurs
4, : Very frequently occurs

69. Teachers‘work*together preparing administrative 1234
reports.

70. Faculty meetings are organized according to atight 1234 -
. agenda. . ‘ S

71. ‘Faculty meetings are mainly principal-report meet- 1234

ings.

72:‘“§hé princzpal tells teachers of new ideas he has 1234
“run across. -

73. Teachers talk about leaving the school systen. . 1234

74. The principal checks the subject—métter ability 1234
of teachers.

75. The principal is easy to understand. 1234

76. Teachers:. ate informed of the results of a super~ 1234
visor's visit. :

77. Grading practzges are standardized,at thlS school. 1234
n R
78. The prlnozpal 1nsures that teachers work & the;; 1234
full capacity.
79.” Téachers leave the building as soon as possiblecat 1234
day's end. -

-
ved

w'éo{‘ The principal clarifzes wrong ideas a teacher may 12314
have. ‘
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16 P. F.

WHAT TO DO: The questions inside this booklet are to give you a
chance to say what sort of a person you are and to state your in-
teres’s and attitudes. Since each person is different, there are
genezally no “right" or "wrong" answers, but only what i3 true for
you.

If a separate "Answer Shzet" has not been given to yéu, turn this
booklet over and tear off the Answer Sheet cn the back page.

Write your name and othet particulars at:the”top of the Answer Sheet.

We f.rst give you two examples so that you will know exactly what to
do. To the right of each sentence there are three answers indicated.
Look at the top left hand side of your Answer Sheet where it says
"Examples.” Although you are to read the questions in this booklet,
you must put your answers on the Answer: Sheét, alongszde the same
number as in the boo&let.

Read the foxlowung examples and mark an x foz your answers on the
Answer Sheet:

EXAMPLES:

1. I find it hard to wake up quickly Yes In Between No
. in the morning. ..ccsvevececcccssy(true) (or not sure) (false)

2. I would rather spend an evening:
a. listening to good music; ] ,
b. reading an exciting story..... a Uncertain b
’ (of either)

Inside you will find more questions like these. When you are told
to turn the page, begin with number 1 and go on at your own rate.

In answering these questions we would like you to keep these four

points in mind:

1. Answer the questions as frankly and truthfully as possible since
there is no advantage in giving the wrong impression. Never give
an untrue answer about yoursslf because you think it is the "right
thing to say.” Thore are ways of detecting such unfair answers.

2. Although this is an untimed test, we would still like you to
answer the questions as quickly as you can. Do not spend time
puzzling over the questions. Give the first, natural anawer as
it comes to you. Some questions are a bit similar to others but
no two are exactly alike and your answers will often differ in
these ¢ases.
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3.

5.
6.

7.

8.
9.

10.

o ety ) R iualicieaincigte et R AAGE . S o S I LR, £ b L S o\ bl R S St

Use the:middle answer only when.it is absolutely- impossible.
to lean toward one or the other.of the answer choices. ‘In
other words, the "Yes" (or "a") or the “No" (or "b") answer
should be used for most cases. P

4. Do not skip any questions. Occasionally a statement may not
seem tc apply Lo you or your interests, but answer every one,
, somehow. . Your answers will be kept confidential.
3 . .t . . ..
3 ——eewaweas =we==e DO NOT START UNTIL TOLD TO DO SO wearecccecmacaw=
: 1. I think my memory is better than - - - Yes, In Between, No,
j it ever WaS........a..’..e..o....o....- true . not sure - false
{ 2.. I could.happily liive alone, far from
3 anyone, like a hermit...ccccceeeee.. Yes Occasionally No
3 3. If I say the sky is "down" and winter
: is "hot" I would call a criminal:
1 (2) a gangster, (b) a saint,
4 (C) a CIOudooooooooooooooo-oaoo.o'o'cs;'-oo a b ' ) . C‘.
4.

When I see "sloppy". untidy people I.
(a) just accept it, oo -
{b) get dlsgusted and annoyed....... a. ...In Between" b

It annoys me to hear people say they
can do somethlng better than Others.. Yes Occasionally No

At a.party I let others keep the

jokes and stories goingee.eseeseceess Yes Sometimes No
If my income were more than enough for

ordinary daily needs, I would feel I

should give the rest to a.church.or: :... S
other worthwhile caus€eecceeccceesecs Yes . In Between  No
Most people I see at a party are un-

doubtedly glad to meet mebl oiss e Vaswes * Yas .- Sometines No
I would rather exerclse by.

(a) fencing and dancing,:! . i»ounec Lw v o

(b) wrestling and baseballcue ceitelsre © a- In Between b

1 smile to myself at the big differ~
ence between what people:do and. what :

* they say they d0cccceecnccuveccecne. Yes: =~ Occasionally No
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

le.

17.

18.

13,

20.

21.

22.

23.

J..w

As a.child I-felt sad to leave home Yes .Occasionally No

to ‘go to schaol ,each, day..'...........‘ :

If a good remark of mine is passed
by’ I:

. (a) let it-go, . ..
- (b) give people a chance to. hear it.

againoocoo.oooooooooooo.ooooocooo Y- 1 Ih Betweell

When someone has.bad manners I feel:
(a).it is hot my business, .
(b) I should show the person that
people disapprove..ceceeccsccsvse 4 In Between

' When I meet a new person I would rather: -
.{a) discuss his politics and.social views,

(b) have him tell me some good, new .

jokes..................‘..'..‘... - a. In Between

When I plan.something; I }ike to do ‘
SO quite alone, without any outeide

b

helpooooooooooooooooooooo'oooooooooooo‘ YGS occasionally NO

I avoid spending time dream;ng about " .
What might have beeno " s0s0sssevcsvee YeS‘ Somtimes
When I am going to catch a-train, I -'” .-

get a littleé-hurried, tanse, or anxious .
though I know I have time..g......... - Yes" Sometimes
I have sometities) even if bxiefly, had ey <
hateful feelings towards my parents.. Yes »In Between
I could.be happy’ it a job that requzred o

me to listen to unpleasant complaints all _

day from employees and customers...... Yes: -In Between

I think the opposite of the opposmte KR
of "inexact".isi S SRR
(a) casual, (b) accurate, (o) rough.. . a " b

I always have lots"df energy at times

when I need fiteceeeeeccceccoccccoonsse Yes 'In Between

I'd be extremely embarrassed to ieli. |
people I'd spent my vacation at a

nudist camp...............‘.......... Ye‘s- In Between

I greatly enjoy all large gatherings.

like parties br AafCeS...coccececesee.. Yes Sometimes ‘
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24.

25.

26.

27.

.:_l.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

I feel that: .

(a) some jobs just do not need doing so’
carefully as others,

(b) any job should be done thoroughly *
if you do lt at all................ a

In streets or stores I dislike the- way

L4
L4

SOme peOpJ.e o'CaI'e at oneoooooooooo.oooo' es
I would rather be:
(a) a bishop, (b) a colonel o a

If a neighbor cheats me over small
_things, I would rather humor him ‘than "
Show hlm up........................‘.’.... Yes

- I would rather see:

(a) a good movie of hardy, ploneerlng
days,

- (b). a clever movie farce cr skit on’ the
society Oof tomorrow...ccececececccees a

When I have been put in charge of a thing

.I insist that my.instruccions are followed

or else I resigNicececesssccoocecrceeecs YeS

I find it wise to avoid excessive excite-
ment because it tends to wear me out... Yes

If I were good at both I would rather
play at: L
(a) chess, (b) bowlingeeeeseeoiosesess @

I feel it is-cruel to vaccinate'véry‘gmall.
children, even against contagious diseases,
and parents have a right to stop it.... Yes

I put my faith more in:
(a) insurance, (b) good fortune........ !

I can forget my worries and: responsi-

b111t1es whenever 1 need to............"'Yég

I find it hard to admlt when I an wrong. Yeg

In a factory I would rather be in charge
of:

(a) machinery or koeping recotds, _
(b) talking to and hiring new people... .a
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In Between b
Iin Between NO

In Between b

Occasionally No

In Between b

Sometimes No

Ochgionally No

| I Betyeen b

'In Between No
.In Between .. b

Sometimes No

Sometimes No

In Between b
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37. which word does not belong with the
other two:
(a) cat? (b) near? (c) sun?.......cc.. A b c

38. My health is affected by sudden changes,
causing me to alter my plans for that

TeASON ce ce0 00 s 00000 sosessss e ' R EEE K] Yes QCC?.S.’.‘.Q!‘.?..llY Ng
39. I am quite happy to be waited on, at Yes Sometimes No
appropriate times, by personal servants. Often ‘ Never

40. I feel a bit awkward £n company and do ‘
not show up quite so well as I should. Yes Occasionally No

41. I think pecple should observe moral
laws more strictly than they do....... Yes Sometimes No

42, Some things make me so angry that I
fingd it best not to speake..eecso.cce. Yes In Between No

43, I can do hard physical work without
feeling worn out as soon as most
PEOPlesssectecccccesscasssascsssasscss YOS Sometimes No

44. I think most witnesses tell the truth
even if it becomes embarrassing....... Yes In Between No

45. I find it helpful to pare up and down
when I am thinking...eeeecesecceccseees Yes Sometimes No

46. I think this country would do better
to spend more on: o o
(a) armaments, ({b) education,ececeeieces a In Between b

47. I would rather spend an evening:
(a) in a hard game of cards, - :
(b) looking at photos of past vacations. a In Between b

48. I would rather read:’
(a) a good historical novel,
(b) an essay by a scientist on harness- :
ing world resourcesS.....sess.ss0s. & In Between b

49, There are really more nice people than ]
objectionable people in the world:..... Yes In Between No

50. I honestly think I am more planful,

energetic, and ambitious than many
perhaps equally successful people..... Yes Occasiovnally No
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51.
52.

53.

54.
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.
60.
6l.

62.

63.

There are times when I do not feel in.
the right mood to see anyone: S
(a) very rarely, (b) guite often...., ‘a

When I know I'm doing the right thing
I find my task €aSY.ceccecccctcscsses - ¥es

always
I would rather be:
(a) in a business office organizing
and seeing people, |
(b) an architect, drawing plans in

the baCk ZOOM. ceesoccassssacsossis a

Black is to gray as pain is to:
(a) wound? (b) illness? (c) dlscomfort? ‘a

I am always a sound sleeper, never
walking or talking in my sleeposs.... Yes

I can look anyoné in the eye and tell
a lie with a straight face (if for a
right end)...................‘....0... Yes

.I have been active in organizing a club,

team, Or SOCial gYOUP.cccoscssasececss YeS

I admire more:
(a) a clever but undependable man,
(b) an average man but strong to
resist temptations.......;......;’ ‘a

When I make a just complaint I always get
matters adiusted to my satmsfactzon.. Yes

Discouraging circumstances can bring-
me near to tears..................... Yes

I think many foreign countries are
actually more friendly than we suppose. Yes
There are times, every <day, when I want to
enjoy my own thoughts, uninterrupted bg
other people......................... © Yes

I get annoyed at being held up by small

rules and regulations which, I admi¢,
are Yeally necessaryeecceccccccsccsces Yes

89

In Between b
Scmetimes No
seldom

In Between b

b c
In Between No
Occasionally No
Occasionally No

In Between b
‘Sometimes No
Occasionally No
‘Sometimes No
In Between No
In Between No




64. I think much so-called niodern "pro-
gressive" education is less wise
than the old rule "spare the rod Yes, Sometimes No,
and spoil the child."..cicevveeeee. True False

65. I learned more in school days by:
(a) going to class, (b) reading a
DOOK. ceeieiicieiaetectensansncanees a In Between b

66. I avoid éetting involved in social Yes, Sometimes No,
responsibilities and organizations. True False

67. Wwhen a problem gets hard and there

is a lot to do, I try:

(a) a different problem, (b) a dif- .

ferent attack on the same problem.. a In Between b
68. I get strong emotional moods--anxiety, - )

anger, laughter, etc.--that seem to
. arise without much ac4ual cause.... Yes Occasionally No

69. My mind does not work as clearly at Yes, In Between No,
s ngme times aS at others‘ioocoicococ" True - False

70. I am happy to oblzge people by making
- appointments at times they like, even
if a bit inconvenient to me........ Yes Sometimes No

"~

71. I think the proper number to cohtinué
the series 1, 2, 3, 8, 5, is: .
(a) 10, (b) 5; (C) 7....0..;....0..“ a; . . b C

72. I tend to be critical of other :
people's wofke......;...,...,...... Yes Occasionally No

73. I would rather do withoutzsbmething

than put a waiter or waitress to a <

lot of extra *rouble..ieccceeeseaes. Yes Occasionally No
74. 1 love to travel--anytime.......... Yes Occasionally No
75. I have sometimes come near to faint-

ing, at a violent pain or the sight

Of blOOdooococc0»..0..“.00..100.000 YGS In Between NO

76. I greatly enjoy talking to people
about local problemS....ccceeeecee.. Yes Sometimes No
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77. I would rather be:
(a) a construction engineer,
{b) a teacher of social ideas
and NManNNEerS.cceeecccccocscsans a In Between b

78. I have to stop myself from gé;ting
too involved in trying to straight-
en out other people's problems... Yes Sometimes No

79. I find the conversation of my
neighbors dull and boring:
(2) in most cases, _
(b) only in a very few..eeeceooee a In Between b

80 I generally fail to notice hidden
." - propaganda in what I read, unless Yes, Occasionally No,
someone points to iteceeeeeeees.. True False

81. I think every story and movie should
remind us of a moral..¢ccececee... Yes Sometimes No

82. More trouble arises from people:
(a) changing and meddling with ways
" “that are already 0.K.,
(b) turning down new, promising
methods............cceeeliee.. @ . In Between b

] 83. I sometimes hesitate to use my
{ own ideas, for fear they might

-

be impractical...cccceececcceeces Yes 1In Between No
3 84. Prim, strict people do not seem Yes, Sometimes No,
: to get on well with me......cc.... True False
3
1 85. My memory does not change much 'Yes, Sometimes Nd,
from day to day.........‘... e o 0 0 00 .T.l‘ue False

86. I may be léss considerate of other Yes, Occasionally No,
people than they. are of ‘me::..... True False

87. I am more restrained than most "
peorle in saying what my feelings - ...
are........................‘..'.'....:Y?s Sometimes No

88. If the two hzads on a watch come
together exactly evary 65 minutes
(according to an accurate watch),
the watch is running: . Lo
(a) slow, (b) on time, (c) fast.. a b c
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89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.:

28,

99.

I get impatient, and begin to fume
and fret, when people delay me

UNNeCeSSaArilyYeeecrsereccenrreneees Yas
People say that I like to have : Yes,
things done my own way...eveeeee.. True
I usually would say nothing if the

tools given me to do a job are not Yes,
quite what they should be.seooso.. True

At home, with a bit of spare time, I:

(a) use it in chatting and relaxing,

(b) plan to fill it with special
JODSeeeuernererccnonnonccncnes a

I am shy, and careful, about making

friendships with new people....... Yes
I think t at what people say in

poetry could be put just as exactly

in plain ProSEe.iscsceccescecscsss Yes

I suspect that people who act

friendly to me can be disloyal

behind my back:

{a) yes, generally, (b) occasion~
ally, (c) no, rarely.eeeeeececeeesss a

I think that even the wost dramatic

‘experiences during the year leave my

personality much the same as it was.Yes
I tend to speak rather slowly..... Yes

I get unreasonable frars or dis-
tastes for some things, for ex-
ample, particular animals, places,
And SO ONiececccescescsscocccnscenss YeS
In a group task I would rather:
(2) try improvements in organiza-
tion,
(b) keep the records and see that
rules are kePteeseecsscccoceocs a

92

Occaéionally

Occasionally

Sometimes

In Between

Occasibnélly

Sometimes

Sometimes

Sometimes

Sometimes

In Between

No
No,

False

No,
False

No

No

No

No




100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

To vote well on a social issue I

would read:

(a) a widely recommended novel about
it,

(b) a textbook listing statistical
and other facts....'.‘..‘........

I get rather fantastic or ridiculous
dreams (in S1eeP) cesssscccosasscoccs

If left in a lonely house I tend,
after a. time, to, feel a bit
anxious or fearful...cecececcscscscse

I may deceive people by being friend-
ly when I really dislike them..ccc..

which word does not belong with the
other two: \ -
(@) run? (b) see? “(c) touch? .....

If Mary‘'s mother is Fred's father's
sister, what relation is Fred to
Mary's father:

(a) cousin? (b) nephew? (c) uncle?

3

Yes

Yes

Yes

In Between

Occasionally

Sometimes

Sometimes

No

No

No




STRUCTURAL PROPERTIES;QUESTIQNNAihE -

The items in this questionnaire describe structural character-

istics that may be present in your school. ' Please do not

evaluate these characterxstics in terms of being desirable

or undesirable, but respond in tetms of how accurately the

statement describes your school. Lo
MARKING INSTRUCTIONS

Printed below is an example of a typ1ca1 item fbund in the
questionnaire:

1. Rarely
2. Sometimes
3. Often

4.. Very frequently

SAMPLE: S

Teachers are required to maintain lesson plans. 1 2 3 @

In this example the respondent marked alternative 4 to indicate
that most teachers in his school maintain lesson plans. Any of
the other alternatives can be selected depending upon the be~
havior described by the item.

Please mark your response clearly. Please mark every item.

94

LA ¢ 3 S T A . A ko R




STRUCTURAL PROPERTIES QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Teachers

2. Department Chairmen

3. Consultants or Specialists
4. Administrators

= ‘ (Circle one)

Who has the.greatest influence in decisions about:
l;..The instructional program? 1 2 3 .4
}‘é: 'Cu;ricular offerings? - . 1 2. 3 '4
{ | 3.: Tgaching.ﬁéfhods? | .1 2 3 4
4. Textbooks? . o Tl 2.3 4
% 5. Pupil regulations? . L 01 2 3 4
%/ 6. Teacher régﬁlati;ns? CA | sil 2 3 4
i 7. 'Hiring new staff? T ' - i?:z 3 4.
] 8. Prxomotion of,éfofegsionaiigtaff? : | ' 1 é 3 4
% 9. Adoption of new policies? 5 1-2 3 4
g 10. A@op;ion of new proérams? 1 2 3 4

T G WS P G AEP Gt DU RS B Gr W W D S hadade Bdod 4l L X L 2o T T Y Y ) ‘l--“-'*-----;-- ....... @S e S SB FIn 09 S B S

g
3 ‘1. Rarely occurs
3 . o
1 2. Sometimes occurs:
g .+ . 3.7 Often occurs
] T 4. Very frequently occurs
E 11. Teachers are requlred to go through channels :
g (chain of command) IR 1.2 3 4
3 ' | .
3 12. Teaching in your dxstrzct is a good job for:
3 someone who likes to'Be "his own boss.“ . . L 2 3 4
% 13, Teachers in your district must refer most
i non-routxne decisions to someone hxgher up o '
1 . for a final O.K. ’ : . T 1 2 3 4
f 14. 1In your district feachers have to foliow pro-
. cedures which conflict with their own. profess;on-
al judgment. S . 1 2 3 4
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1. Rarely occurs
e 2. Sometimes occurs
- 3. Often occurs
4. Very frequently occurs

. : (Cixcle one)
15.:. Teachers are free to use any teaching techniques
thev think best. 1 2 3 4

{16. Teachers are free to discipline students as they

see fit., - 1 2 3 4
“17. Principals in your district must refer ﬁost non-

routine decisions to someone higher up for a o

final O.K. 1 2 3 4
‘18. Vice-principals and department chairmen in your

district must refer most non-routine decisions -

to someone higher up for a final O.K. 1 2 3 4

19.. There can be little action taken here until a

superior approves a decision. S Y 1 2 3 4
20. A person who wants to make his own decisions :
- would be quickly discouraged here. 1 2 3 ¢4
21l. . Even 'small matters have to be referréé to some-
one higher up for a final answer. o 1 2 3 4
22. Any decision I make has to have my superior's.
> ¢ approval. 1 2 3 4
23.- Responsibilities and lines of authority within
the formal chain of command are well defined. 1 2 3 4
24. Teachers are required to maintain lesson plans. 1 2 3 ¢4
25. Teachers are reqﬁlred to follow an adopted course
. of study. -t 1 2 3 4
26. Teachers are required éS report td‘écﬁoglyorw-
leave school at specific times. 1 2 3 4
" LT WL L S S .
27. Teachers are required to 31gn 1n and151gn opt ..
when coming or leav1ng ‘school. 1 2 3 4
28. Rules and regulagibns are unifdrmIY-abpliedd ;oY t20 3 4
2! ot L i . -
29. Uniform grading procedures are required. 1 2 3 4

. .
E
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30.--

31.
32.
33.
34,

35,

36.
37.
38,

39.

40.
41.
42.

43.

l. Rarely occurs

2. Sometimes

3. Often occurs
4. Vexry frequently occurs

"Appropriate" teacher dress is prescrxbed

by the school.

Teachers are required to select textbooks from
an approved textbook list.

Rules and regulations govern teachers' decismons

‘and actions.

Rules and regulations govérn admlnlstratlve
decisions and actions.

Teachers are evaluated according to a

‘formalized procedure.

Teachers are required td'follow suggested
instructional sequencas and unit plans as
closely as possible.

Teachers are allowed to teach only those sub-
jects which are included in the course-of-study.

Teachers are required to observe minimum time

allotments for"academic subjects.

Teachers are requxred to submlt lesson plans

for review.

¥
-

Teachers are requlred to attend PTA meetxngs.

Teachers at thls school expect -other teachers
to be strict with students.

At this school, procedures for -disciplining
students are well defined.

e "
(2N ’

-Teachers at this .school cxpect other teachers

to teach a certain way.

A person can make his own decisi.ns without
checking with anybody elsc.
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occurs

(Circle one)

1'-2-?4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
123 4
1234
1 2 3 4




1. Rarely occurs

2. Sometimes occurs

3. Often occurs

4. Very frequently occurs

(Circle one)

person doing the work. 1 2 3 4

44. How things are done here is left up to the

45, People here are allowed to do almost as they
please. _ : 1 2 3 4

.46. Most people here make their own rulee on the job. 1 2 3 4

417. The adminzstration adheres to establlshed rules
: and regulations in deallng with the teaching staff. 1 2 3 4
3 48, Supervasors and/or admlnistrators v1szt my ‘class-

*  room unannounced. 1 2 3 ¢

o~

R

49. The Principal is willing to by~pass regulations

f to help pupils. , 1 2 3 4
! 50. The Principal is willing to by-pass regulations

: ' to help teachers. ‘ 1 2 3 4
? 51. Teachers in this school aie‘closely supexrvised. - 1 2 3 4

52. The teachers are constantly; bexng checked on for
rule violations. R C : 1 2 3 4

53. People here feel as though they are constantly
being watched to see_ that they obey all the rulesJ 1 2 3 4

TUORE R S e [aai

. 54. " Teachers in this school are conszdered to be .
. specialists in their respective fields...w . + - 1" n 3 4
1 T . I KR
3 55. Academic degrees are an important considera- _
tion in recruiting of. inmstructional staff. - "1 2 3 4

56. Academic degrees are an important considéra-

tion in recruiting of administrative staff.” .- 1-2 3 4
57. Advanced degrees are an -important considera~i_ _

tion in promotion. ST 12 3 4
58. Teachers are required. to: attend teacher! s SRS _ :

institutes. s ' 1 2 3 4
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

1. Rarely occurs

2. Sometimes occurs

3. Often occurs

4... Very frequently occurs
- (Circle one)

To qualify for regular salary increases in your

district, teachers are required tc earn a speci-

fied minimum of college or in-service credits. 1 2 3 4

Teachers present papers at profession meetings |
and write articles for professional magazimes. 17 2 3 4

Seniority is an important consideration for
promotion. 12 3 4

Unusual teacher competence is rewarded by a
meritorious salary adjustment. 1 2 3 4

Teachers are granted tenure solely on the basis
of competence and demonstrated achievement. 1 2 3 4

Teachers are evaluated more on teaching methods
than on the academic achievement of pupils. 1 2 3 4

Teachers are evaluated more on teaching methods
than on staff relations. 1 2 3 4

Teachers are evaluat.ed more on teaching methods
than on classroom contxol and discipline. 1 2 3 ¢4

Teachers are evaluated more on pupils' academic
achievement than on staff relations. 1 2 3 4

Teachers are evaluated more on pupils' academic
achievement than on classroom control and disci-
pline. 1 2 3 4

Teachers are evalunated more on staff relations than
on classroom control and discipline. 1 2 3 4

The positions listed below are freguently reflected

in the organizational chart of most public schools.
Please rank these positions numerically on the basis

of the relative degree of prestige associated with each.
The positions with the highest prestige is to be assigned
the number 1, next highest 2, etc.

Department Chairaen

Classroom Teachers

Administrators

Specialists (Counselors, Psychologists, Speech
Therapists, etc.)
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APPENDIX B

THE STRUCTURAL PROPERTIES
ITEM ANALYSIS RESULTS

TABLE ‘ Page

15 Structural Properties Items, Scale (Factor)
Agsignments, Means, Sigmas, Correlations With
Total Scale [R (Total)], And Correlations With
Scale Sums [R (Scale)] ceeeccevscconccescsccsssacssss 101
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TABLE 15
ITEM ANALYSIS RESULTS OF THE
STRUCT:RAL PROPERTIES

ITEM SCALE MEAN SIGMA R(TOTAL) R(SCALE)
4 H 1 2.463 1.380 0.5467 0.5658
% 2 1 2.831 1.238 0.5112 0.5979
r 3 1 3.071 1.254 0.4372 0.5349
! 4 1 2.564 0.963 0.5723 0.5656
! 5 1 2.639 1.024 0.5675 0.6653
4 6 1 2.716 1.206 0.5591 0.6453
: 7 1 2.605 1.119 0.4293 0.5469
; 8 1 2.716 1.163 0.4657 0.5439
? 9 1 2.547 0.914 0.5785 0.5537
10 1 2.003 0.935 0.5972 0.6488
g 11 1 1.757 0.934 0.4770 0.4979
: 12 1 3.000 1.191 0.5919 0.7030
13 1 2.645 0.877 1.3841 1.4975
14 1 2.510 1.059 0.4425 0.5424
{ 15 1 2.554 1.285 0.5296 0.6415
f 16 1 1.510 0.944 ~0.2056 -0.2777
g 17 1 2.411 0.812 0.4156 0.2451
g 18 2 2.581 1.033 0.3872 9.6462
; 19 2 1.693 0.824 0.399¢ 0.5509
: 20 2 2.274 0.953 0.2902 0.6155
; 21 2 2.557 0.928 0.3814 0.6610
% 22 2 2.172 0.966 0.4997 0.7884
f 23 2 1.753 0.852 0.5748 0.7306
- 24 2 1.402 0.715 0.4706 0.6697
. 25 2 1.652 0.841 0.4089 0.6166
: 26 2 1.155 0.453 0.3411 0.4521
! 27 2 1.209 0.567 0.3275 0.4517
g 28 3 2.581 0.980 0.2300 0.7811
i 29 3 3.162 0.802 0.2220 0.7714
; 30 3 3.115 0.908 0.1145 0.7391
; 31 3 2.699 0.863 0.4478 0.4949
: 32 3 2.4820 0.952 0.4218 0.5213
{ 33 4 2.416 0.889 0.3400 0.5974
; 34 4 2.821 0.903 0.4211 0.7211
g 35 4 3.020 0.822 0.3491 0.6311
- 36 4 2.784 0.912 0.2610 0.5750
: 37 4 2.855 0.887 0.2784 0.6104
g 38 4 1.946 0.782 -0.0763 0.1273
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.APPENDIX C

PRINCIPAL COMPONENT MATRIX

Page

16 Principal Components for Sixteen Personality
Variables and Four Perceived Structural ,
‘:‘ . ¢ Property variables................0..0.............. 1_03

.
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TABLE 16

Principal Components for Sixteen Personality Variables and
Four Perceived Structural Property Variables

PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS

VARIABLE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
A 56 14 28 -30 -17 25 13 -02 26 05 02 06 - =10 21 -12 -30 -30 ~-23 09

B 20 - =-28 43 09 38 -45 31 -05 08 ~21 02 ~13 -29 05 23 - ~-11 -08 ~01

Cc 65 -22 ~06 10 -17 -10 17 24 -15-30 05 30 -08 04 04 21 -08 -14 38 09

E 21 64 14-04 03 -39 -18 =~ -12 03 - ~12 09 08 -10 04 31 -43 -01 01

F 80 17 42 -20 -12 10 -20 32 10 - -7 -1€ 12 -23 =10 -08 -01 15 23 ~36

G =25 -42 29-10 19 23 30 38 06 -29 -13 -23 19 -17 -26 04 10 <15 04 11

H 73 01 12-~11-08 03 06 10 14 18 04 -08 12 02 06 24 31 31 -08 27

o I -16 41 -35 04 -08 45 15 -21 20 -08 -02 37 37 05 =20 12 10 -03 -02 -09
~§ L =34 37 35-21 -04 -17 20 17 -12 37 -07 20 -12 -20 -28 27 -22 06 02 03
g M 04 55 63 37 -11 07 34 11 03 -35 23 02 -31 -22 - -09 14 12 -17 -06
;? N 18 57 15 05 39 06 ~25 -16 10 ~-30 -24 -06 -06 13 -17 -07 =23 16 07 22
‘g 0 =34 18 10-36 30 04 -28 38 -09 ~21 46 20 15 06 21 09 -04 05 -02 01
g Qp 30 33 -17 23 33 24 40 24 -12 22 05 -25 06 34 09 03 -16 -01 06 =14
uﬂ Q 14 -09 07 38 50 -48 10 -5 23 13 04 15 32 =32 11 -08 -07 - 03 02
Q3 19 -32 26 -18 60 08 06 -15 25 04 - 20 =37 12 -07 11 19 -08 -06 ~-16

g 94 =54 38 -09 -20 09 22 14 -19 17 08 -04 ~19 =13 -21 35 08 14 -05 31 09

5 I -28-08 62 25 ~09 -10 04 -18 - =25 =19 ~11 16 08 24 40 -08 -02 -13 -14

f II =-24 09 54 29 -18 05 ~06 32 15 13 -26 32 - 20 16 -29 15 03 13 01

E III 14 =02 43 13 22 35 06 -32 -63 09 08 11 08 -14 05 -14 16 01 -03 08
aﬁ IV =-22-13 36 50 ~13 18 =16 -14 25 17 50 -13 04 09 -19 07 -07 10 09 12
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