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ABSTRACT . - 0

- This study exanined the relationshipAbetweén teacher
?dogmatism, student self-esteem and the variagnce of scores
measuring student perception of acceptance by the teachet.

Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale (Form E) was administered
to 23 teachers of-grade eight. Seven were determined to be
highly dogmatic (HD) while five were found to bé'lcﬁ in
“dogmatism (LD)}. The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept:'

" Scale was. admlnzstered to the 379 grade e1ght students of
the HDfLD-teadhers, Slxty—n;ne students were shawn to be

) high self-esteem (HSE) and sixty-one were "low self—esteem
USE)> C

On the basxs of Rosenberg s f1ndlngs, it was hypo—

the51zed that the varlance of student percept10n~o£ accept-
ance by the teacher--as measured by the Paviddon and Lang
AdJectlve Checklist--would be .related to the.degree of

teacher dogmatlsm and student self-esteem. The Scheffé .-

Test for Homogenexty of Var1ance with unequﬁl sample sizes
was employed. In-addition the Scheffé procedure for deter-'_

mining differences in means was ut;llzed-for post hoc pro- '.;%
. cedures. .

A s:gnzflcant difference in variance was predicted
in the follow1ng three hypotheses. _
' 1) HD-LSE-> LD-LSE; - . : ‘_
2) LD-LSE > HD-HSE; - ' ’
3) HD-LSE > HD-HSE.

- ’ ‘



ABSTRACT ' vi

Analysis of the data supported a significant difference of
variance in‘the third reiationship. Post hoc-analysis showed
mean perception of accweptance in the following order of rela-
tionships: HD-LSE < LD-LSE < HD-HSE.

Based on the findings, the need for further examina-
tion and'c.l,ar,ificaticn of Rosenberg’s characteristics of the
LSE adolescent is suggested In addition, the possibility
that percenred security may result in a 1essen1ng of HD ten-
denc:.es, -as theorized by Rokeach merits further mvest:.ga—

- tiomn. It is suggested that cons:.deratlon of the effect of
HD teachers on LSE students be cons:l.dered pnor to placmg

LSE students w:l.th HD teachers.

-



CHAPTER I _,
ELEMENTS OF TEACHER-PUPIL RELATIONSHIPS

Educators have long sought to identify and explore
teacher and student personality characteristics which inter-
act to produce a signiticant effect on the teaching learning
process. Teacher authorltarlanlsm, for example, has been )
frequently c1ted as a cause of student frustratlon and a :_:'

contnbutor to' 2 negat:we attitude toward school on* part

of the student Slnce the .concept of authorataraanlsm is

subgumed by Rokeach's not:on of dogmatlsm, it seems 11ke1y

that the teachers who are c13551f1ed as h1ghgy dogmatlc would
3 =7 ot
be inclined to create a classroom atmosphere whlch nay . be non- e,

-~

benef1c1a1 to certa1n types of students. It seems ev1dent"'
that the_converse might also be true. h .

It has beeu'shown that students uhozpercei;e~thehse1ves.
to be inadequate, but who are of average academlc ab111ty, ::

¢

may achieve lower grades than their counterparts who v1ew _

L& ]
’

.themselves with hlgh Tegard. Under these c1rcumstances a
grade eight student when requlred to select secandary school
subjects, may consider choosing those subjects: wh:ch are
understood by the student to requlre less than average aca-~
demzc ability. On the basis of the courses selected, the _
student's ultimate educational and vocational potentlal may

be restr:cted It would appearwunmmhzle to 1nvest/gate the

L3



ELEMENTS .OF TEACHER-PUPIL -RELATIONSHIPS 2
possibility that teacher dogmatism may influence the student
‘fo further question his adequacy.. If this is so,-the student
may confirm his self-doubts by choosing those subjects which.

will disadvantage him in later. years. Realizing the conse-

- quences of the decisions tpo be made, this research 'is con-

cerned with the grade eight student.

. Just what types of students would be more affected by
certaln characterlstzcs -of personality? The 11terature .o
(James, 18%90; Mead, 1934 iewin, 1936; Allport,’ 1937 Masiow,;-'

1943; Sherif and Cantril, 1947- Snygg and Combs, 1949- '

!Horney, 1950; Freud 1953;. Kelley, 1962 Rogers, 1969) sup-"':”

ports the contentzon that an. 1nd1v1dual s level of self--

.:esteem exerc1ses a sxgn1f1cant influence over his abllzty

o to cope with his énv1rcnment. That';£;;\Is~alfgktrne of the

classroom env1ronpent has been shown by the wrltlngs of
' Lecky (1945) Jer511d (1962) Coopersmlth (1967) Labenne
;and Greene (1969) Purkey (1970), Hamachek t1971) Schmuck

and Schmuck (1971), and Brophy and Good (1974)
‘ Dav1dson and Lang- (1960)'demonstrated the valldlty of

: th1s position when they §Eﬁwed the relat1onsh1p between a
‘ student’'s academc achievement, classroom ‘beha\n.our, sel £-

_esteem and percept1on of acceptance by the teacher: - In fail-

~

'_1ng to assess the impact of the teacher s personallty charac-

’ terlstics un the aforementloned re1at10nsh1p, the authors

-

seenm to have 1gnore3 a cruc1a1 element in that relatzonshlp.
. 4

\. . ’ o : "‘L;
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ELEMENTS OF TEACHER-PUPIL RELATIONSHIPS -

In the present study, 2 teacher's standing on the

dimension of dogmatism will be considered as a factor which

might effect differential reacEions in grade eight students
of various levels of self-esteem. That is, it is erpected
that a student with a particular }evel of self-esteem wi-ll
be either advantaged or disadvantaged in his interaction

\{1th a teacher who demonstrates characteristics assoczated

with h:.s stand:.ng on’ ‘the Dogmat:.sm Scale.

The sections wh.u:h follow descnbe the salient theoreti-

' cal elements of 'dogmatrsm as-deﬁ.ned and measured by Rokeach
(1960), and self—esteem among adolescents as’ defined by s
Rosenberg (1965) ,-and measured by' P:Lers-Harns [1969) Snlé'f
sequently, theoretical 11nks between these vanables are |
estabhshed On the basis of those 11nks hy'potheses will

be formulated and presented as, a conclus:l.on to the chapter.

-

Rokeach's Not1on of _gmansm

. - . . .
--The ‘origins of Rokeach's notiun of dogmatism ‘are seen

m the. work of .Fromm (1941) who investigated imtolerance 1n

gRT ant:.—Sem:Lt:.cs. . ﬁaslow (1943) continued From s study by

determlnrng that preJudzce stems from a world v:.ew in which

an md:.v:.dnal has.a personal need for status, power and pres--
t1ge a:nd ranks people as generally %upenor or inferior.

. Su¢h an md:undua.l requires a group of people wh:.ch he can .
hate and towards which he may display host111ty. ""In additionm,

- - . -

-

I



ELEMENTS OF TEACHER-PUPIL RELATIONSHIPS - 4

subjects evidencing such attitudes identify kindness with
ﬁeakness'but,respect those whom they judge to be strong or
of domiﬁant status. Maslow-identified-people who @ave such
a world view as being authoritarian. Adorno, Frenkel-
Brunswik, Levinson and Sanford (1950) extended Maslow's
work and applied their findings to the study and identifica-
tion of Fascists and rigthWing_political groups.
Rokeach's (1960) conrribution is based on findings of
" Fromm and Adorno, Frenkel-Brumswik zLevinson and Sanford
kiQSO), and offers am exten51on to their work. Rokeach pro-
poses that author:tar1an personallty characterlstlcs are not
confined to 1ndlv1dnals of a 5pec1£1c 1deology or rac1al ~
orlgln. Rather, these personallty characterzstlcs may be
present regardless of an individual's p011t1ca1, philosophi-
cal, or Teligious convietions.or‘his racial origin.; Rokeach
61960) includes aﬁthbritarianisg within a broader personality
eyaracteristic which he labelled dogmatism. Highlf’dogmati;
H(Hb) individuals are termed closed-minded by Ro#each. Con-
versely, indiviéuals iow in dogmatism (LD) are seen to be )
open-minded. Rokeach also consfders c;psedrminaed indiriduals'
to be intolerant while épenrminded jndividuals are tolerant.
According to Rokeach, open-minded individuals have a
facility for considering information which is presentedfto
’them_indepeedently.of'tpe source of that iﬁformdtion. That

is, they evaluate the information on its own merits., On the
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ELEMENTS OF TEACHER-PUPIL RELATIONSHIPS 5

other hand, a closed-minded person requires his environment
to coincide with.his'expectations and beliefs about that envi-
ronment. In so doing, the closed-minded person Aisplays a
great intolerance for informa%ibn which contradicts his exJ_
pectations and beliefs. He .is.notably laéking in a capagity
to disassociate information from its source.

Rokeach contends that a closed-minded person views the
world as unfriendly and threatenlng. As Rokeach states:

-

In the extreme, the closed-mlnded systen is nothlng
more than the total network of psychoamalytical
defense mechanism organized- together to form a cog-
nitive system and des;gned to shleld a vulnerable
mlnd (p. 70).

2

In atxemptlng‘to overcome such threats to the vulnerdble .

mind, the 1ndlv1dnal seeks to obtain a place for hlmself

h withig a.strgctume'whlch clearly deflneS'hls-role and the

role of others.  The structure then provides the individual

According to Rokeach, because no individual possesses
within himself all knowledge, external sources must be sought
for further information or to confirm information. Rokeach

»

considers such sources to be external referents or authori-

"ties.” These sources may be 2 person in a position to know,

a group, an institution, a document or a belief.

Rokeach maintains that the referent authorities of the

closed-minded individual are considered, by that .individual,

to-be?absolute. With few exceptions,, absolute authorities

\
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-

are not to be questioned. In ormation and people are accepted,
rejected or interpreted on the basis of whether or not they
are acceptable to the-subject's referent authorities.. Thus,
new or changed information must substantiate the closed-
minded indiyidual's previously established interpretations oOT
e;pectancies related to that informationm.

- A closed-minded subject; as seen by Rokeach, would place

his confidence in absolute referent authorities, and so.

demonstrate a lack of confidence in his own Judgement.

. Security is sought by rejecting 1nformatzon and people which

are not acceptable to his referent authorltles.

In contrast, open—mnded subjects regard referent i
authorities as fallible. Alternate ideas are cons1dered by
the ind1v1dual, even though they may 1n1t1a11y appear incon-
51stent with currently held 1nterpretatlons and expectanc1es
of the env1ronment. Securlty, in this case, comes from the
subJect s belief that he.will be able to Tesolve the .observed
1ncons:stenc1es and derive a personally satisfylng response
to the situation. For the closed-minded individual, belief
ructures impede effective contact with the environment.
en-minded 1nd1v1dual suffers no such 1mped1ment, in

t, his belief structures facilitate hls contact w1th his

environment. This contact with the.env1ronment is seen by

Rokeach as the product of the individual's affective and

cognitive functioning; In both cases, beliefs determine

\/‘:
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behavior.

Rokeach theorized that cognitive fumctioning or thinking,

remembering and perceiving is not separate from the affective

functioninig of the individual. Rokeach considers that emo-
tions are expressed and represented in thinking, remembering
and perceiving which are cognitive activities arising from a
syétem of beliefs. From this, Rokeach concludes -that beliefs
affect emotional behavior as well as cognitive behaviors such
as thinking, remembering and perceiving.

-

This is important because Rokeach intends to measure the

"totality of a person's organization of beliefs and expectén-

.cies which for Rokeach have definable and measurdble struc-

ture. The Dogmat1sm Scale, which appears in Appendix 2 and
which is discussed 3t greater length in Chapter II, was de-
veloped by Rokeach in an attempt to measure that structure.
It reports an 1nd1v1dua1 s stand:l.ng on the dimension of open-

mindedness, closed-mindedness.

leen that*Rokeqsk s instrument permits a discrimination

"t be made between individuals along a dimension of closed—

- mindedness, open-mindedness, several studies have purported

to show that the behavior of subjects evidencing LD charac-

teristics, differs from the behavior ofrthose evidencing HD

Tharacteristics. For example, Secord and Bachman (1964)

found that- an HD individual desires a safe, dependable envi-

ronment, while Crockett and Meidinger (1956) determined that

_—-"'_‘-
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the subject displaying HD characteristics was most secure
when interacting with those who share thé subiect’s views.

It seems that Rokeach's (1960) postulates concerning the HD
individual's need for security énd his hostility to those
who do not share his beliefs are supported in the literature.

Further support for Rokeach's position is offered by

Plant, Telford and Thomas (1965) who showgﬂ.tha; LD college
* students were calm, mature, forceful,-eff}cieﬁt and tlear
thinking. Their HD counterparts were found to be impulsive,
stereotyped in their thinking, and defemsive. Korn and -
Giddan (1964) demonstr;;ed that among 195 males, HD freshmen
wére_.less tolerant, less flexible and less secure than LD
freshmen. )l

Pérspnality correlates of dogmatism were also investi-~

gated by Vacchiano’, Strauss and Schiffman (1968) by testing

- 53 male and 29 female college students. They found those

students exhibiting-hﬁgh levels of dogmatism to have an-in-
‘tolerance for understanding the feelings and motives of-
others. Moreover, these students wished to avoid changes in
envifonmgnt or daily Toutine. In addition, personality mal-
adjustment and instabiiity were evidenced in the HD sﬁbjects
thrbugh a lack of self—confidenée; defensiveness, a non-
commitEal attitude and dissatisfaction with their behavior,
physical state, péréonal worth and adequaéy. These sﬁbjects

demonstrated confidence.in what they had been taught to



ELEVENTS OF TEACHER-PUPIL RELATIONSHIPS 9

believe despite inconsistencies in those beliefs.

1

t would appear that HD individuals are cautious in
accepting new ideas, perferring traditicnal beliefs. On the
basis of their findings, Vacchiano, Strauss ané Schiffman

(1968) state that:

Taken together they [personality factors] form a
logical personality profile which substantiates
Rokeach's formation of internal-belief structures,
that is, attitudes characterized as dogmatic.or
nondogmatic, and extends the concept of dogmatisnm
from a?'attitude system to a personality pattern
(p. 84). S

That such a personality pattern exists and that it comes

to play a role in the classroom functioning of teachers may

be inferred from research findings such as those of Lewin,
Lippitt and White (1939) and Schmuck and Schmuck (1971). _
Lewin, Lippitt and Nﬁite (1939) studied the'effgcts when
gdult leader;'demonstrating characteristics of closed-

mindedness interacted with teams of boys. It appeared that

"these leaders produced anxious, frustrated, quarrelsome

adolescents, Schmuck and Schmuck (1971) found that such
teachers demonstrating HD characteristics created a sense of
powerlessness, particplarly when they interacted with stu-

dents who possess low self-esteemn. -7

Zagona and gurdher'(1964) compared 30 LD and 30 HD

undergraduate students and found that with a HD leader, some

undergraduate students were unwilling to relate to; or -think

. about the subject matter, but quietly-acquiegced to other
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students or to the instructor.

These studies indicate that the relationship between
teacher personality and student behavior are influenced by
teacher dogmatism as it is reflected by the teacher standlng
on the dimengifn of open-closed mindedness. ‘

rﬂhy should this. be so? This questlon will be considered

when the interaction between student self-esteem level and
'teacher-dogmatlsm is investigated. Prior to this, the

: *
theoreticel background of the concept-of self-esteem will be

-

discussed.

' Student Self-Esteem

‘vA characteristic of students which is frequently reported
to be affected by teacher characterzstlcs 1s the student's
. level of self-esteem. The flndzngs of Rosenberg (1965) of-
fered herein are'those which have considerable promise for
‘helping . teachers to understand that critical aspect of the
adolescent fnnctlonlng.‘ ' _ .

Rosenberg contends that the self and others may ne re-

garded as objects wh1ch may be observed Thus, an 1nd1V1dua1
is able to make a compar1son between self and others.
Rosenberg maintains that the answers to such questlons as:
"Does the individual“have a favorable or unfavorable opinion '

of himsel £7*, “Does he consider himself worthy or unworthy?"

will 1nd1cate the degree of self—worth or self-esteem an
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adolescent possesses. An adolescent who, in comparing himself
with otﬁers, views himself as worthy is said to have high
self-esteem (HSE). Conversely, a low self-esteem acdolescent
(LSE) when comparing himself with others would consider him-
self as unlworthy.

Rosenberg defines HSE as an attitude reflecting that:

The individual-.respects himself, considers himself
worthy; he does not necessarily consider himself
better than others, but he definitely does not con-
sider himself worse; he does not feel that he is
the ultimate in perfect:.on but, on the contrary,
Tecognizes ‘his limitations and expects to grow. and
improve (p. 31).

-

Conversely, Rosenberg states that attitudes of LSE stu-

., dents are markedly different, implying _ -

. self-re;ectzcn, self-dissatisfaction, self-contempt.

The individual lacks respect for the self he observes.

The self-picture is disagreeable, and he wishes it

were otherm.se (p. 31).

It seems ev1dent that LSE adolescents will have greater
adjustment problems;than HSE adolescents.. This view is con-
sistent with Rosenberg s claim that the followlng are charac—
- teristics of LSE adolescents: lack of confldence, easily -in-
fluenced; desire and allow others to make decisions for’ them,
prefer to be aléne; skeptical, contempt for others, eager to
be accepted, may be hostile; dreamy, emotional, temperamental; .
do not say what they mean, words 95 not “come out right";
easily embarrassed, socially awkward,."squabbly”, shy

Rosenberg is principally concerned with the ad;ustment

problems of LSE adolescents. In elaborating upon that

-
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subject, he envisaées the possibility that adolescents experi-
ence fluctuation in their level of self-esteem. While this
' is a normal developmental phase of adoleecence,.the problem
is particularly acute in LSE adolescents. Thie is revealed
by the LSE adolescent's attempt to hide his feelings behind
a facade and to act differently than he feels. Rosenberg
demonstrated that a LSE adolescent is very sensit;ve to
éritifal comments or attitudes concerning himself, particu-
larly those artitudes which convey that he is not accepted
-'by others.. Such an adolescent pe:eeives himself to be
isolated frem his peers and lacking their acceptaﬁce. .
Rosehbergtﬁs elaborating upon concepts initieted by ethe:
researchers. ' . |
James (1890) aﬁd‘éooiey (1902) determined that an - ,
individual's §e1f—appraisa1.ie derived from his inteipreta-
tion of others' reactions to him. Mead (1934) poetuiates
that the’attitudes o{ others toward an individual are an
important influence -in that individual's formation of self-
attitudes. _hogers (1969), fer-his part,'maintains that as
an individual perceives others to reject‘or'judge him
~ "harshly, feelings of self-znadequacy will result.” The de-
.gree ‘to which the subject 1s influenced by others‘ evalua-
. tions of him is related to the degree that he deszres those
individuals' approval. Snygg and Combs (1949)-conc1ude that

all behavior depends upon the individual's perception of
-’ - )

S . ) . ./
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himself and his surroundings at a given point in time.

Rosenberg (1965) is clearly in accord with the aforemen-
tioned theorists as to the iﬁportance of the interaction be-
tween the subject and significant others in ‘the individual's
self-esteem ﬁeveloﬁment. In light of the foregoing, it would
not appear inappropriate to suggest that a beneficial class-

:
room climate is one in which the student, in particular the
LSE student, perceives both the teacher and his fellow stu-
dentﬁ to accept and value him as-a person.

.Converself, it seems reasoﬁable'to suggest that a non-
beneficial cléSSroom climate is one in which the student,
particularly the LSE student, perceiveé that both the teacher
and his fellow students do mot accepi him but depreciate him
as a person. 'Roéerbérg maintains that the latter sityatidn
is an anxiety provoking one.. ﬁe identified four major

gq&iety producing factors related to self-esteem in genefal

- -

“and LSE in particular.

] -

"Instability of Self-Image"™. Rosenberg contends that-anxiety '
A :

results from fluctuating concepts of self not having a stable
framework into which they can fit. -The'imgg; the student has
 0£ himself is éerived‘fr?m his perception of the degree to
which others accept him; If his perception fXuctuates, it
“follows thét his self image would be unstable. The HSE stu-
.dent consistently viewing himself p051t1ve1y, within a frame-

'work of success, is able to accept failure or success w1thout

-
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umndue alteration to his self-image. On the 5ther hand, the
LSE student responds to his success or failure hy perceiving
himself to be judged by others as being of greater or lesser
worth. This is followed by adjustments of his self image.
Rosenberg maintains that such adjustment; contribute to in;
_creasing the student's anxiety which causes further down-
grading of the self-image, which in turn increases the anxiety
and so on. A:possible escapé from this sitdation is presentgd

to the LSE student through the construction of facades.

wEacade". The LSE subject wishe$ to hide his true feeling of

- worthlessness and lack of acceptance b? others. To do this,' "
he develops an attitude which he believes-will give the ap-
pearance of HSE. However, he is never sure that this tactic

is successful. Sometimes he knows it is not. Rosenberg
suggests that the‘maintenance of a facade, and the energy
requ;red to re-establish it when it fa1ls, produces further
anxiety. The results are predictable: the LSE adolescent
student is once more\t;apped“in the anxiety-producing self:
image_spiral and his vulnerability to depreciating experienpes

is increased.

“Vulnerability". -The LSE student is shown by Rosenberg to be

"jnordinately sensitive to any evidence in the experience of

his daily life which testifies to his inadequacy, incompe-

 tence or worthlessness". Being subjected to laughter, scom,
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- eriticism, scolding, blame or indications of self-inadequacy,

all of which indicate non-acceptance by others, invariably

.results in further self doubts and instability of the LSE

student's self-image. Not infrequently, a reaction of psy-
. £

chic isolation also ensues.

."Psychlc Isolatlon." The LSE student feels that he 1is re-

jected by his peers oT adults and he lacks faith in others.

. Accordlngly, he does not seek assistance or assurance from

peerf oT adults 51nce he expects to be rejected- Threats

" and problems are percelved to be "inordinately dangerous and

anxiety provoklng“ and are to be avolded by whatever means

possible. They represent the p0551b111ty of failure and the

-

confzrmat:on of 1nadequacy;
Rosenberg maintains that an important characteristic of
the LSE adolescent is fluctuating self-image which may result

from the effects of any combination of the foregoing four

 factors. - On the basls of Rosenberg s flndlngs, it would ap-,

pear reasonable to consrder factors of teacher-pup11 inter-
action which may relate to the perception whrqh the student
has of himself. Some of these factors ﬁeve been studied by
Glasser (1969) within the elementary.school elassrbom.
Glasser (1969) contends that regardless of the_student's
age, all students require, as a prerequisite to success, the
need to feel worthwhile. Teachers wﬂo have established their

own worth and who have a success identity can fulfill their

v
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own needs and are better able to provide this student need.

‘Such teachers will, according to Glasser, focus on the pupil's

present achievement, and encourage co-operative analysis of
past failures in order to develop ongoing pupil success. To
overcome loneliness, which Glasser sees as a2 detriment to

student success, students need to be involved with teachers

who are accepting of students and willing to interact with

-,

them. Rosenberg identif{es this négd of perceiving acceptance
by’bthérs aé.being particularly acute in LSE students who ‘
vigy_tﬁemselves as being rejected by others.

. It follows then that a teacher who is an accepting per-
soﬁ, should be able to make decisioné resulting in the greateSt
benefit for the student, rather than the teacher. -The HD
teacher has been described as seeking protection from a world
which is‘perceived as being unfriendiy. The LSE student de-
si%es to be accepted. It is possible tﬁ:; the HD teacher, in
seeking to fulfill his qeed, will be less able to consistently.
mee¢t the need of the LSE student. Glasser further believes
that knowledge and thinking are necessary ipgrbﬁients to
achieve worthiness. He maintains that a tea;her striving to
assiét‘g student will de-emphasize student assessment which
resuits in marﬁs which reflect success or failure. Glésser
idéntifies the ability of the teacher to accept.the stude;t
and cause him to'feel worthwhile as being of importance to

the student. This classroom environment, when consiétently

.+ ]
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" maintained, would surely assist the LSE student who has a

need to perceive acceptance in order to formulate a stable

perception of the tea
Since the HD tea

his referent authorit

cher's acceptance of him.
cher is bound by His interpretation of

ies’ expectatlons it is doubtful that

his. personality dynamics would allow him to operate in a man-

) ner ‘that would encourage a Glasserran type of teacher-student

contact, rather he would be concerned with the expectatioms

of his referent autho

-
-

rlty. It seems essent1a1, part:cularly

“in the case of ISE students, that they be provrded with a

classroon climate whi

ch allows them to con51stent1y feel more

fself—wortn and perceive others to be accept;ng of them. The

'stability of an HSE s

tudent's self—image allows him to cope

‘with success or farlure by 51tuat1ng jt within a stable frame-

work reflectrng the t

otallty of past, present and anticipated

. experlences of success. That is, present failure or success

ijs -seen as but a 51ngle element of 2 -whole, As the HSE stu-

dent conszstently per

isolated incidents of

ceives hlmself to be accepted by others,

failure” or sucgess should pot alter his

oyerail perception of acceptance. For the LSE adolescent who

is striving to galn acceptance and whose self-lmage isun-

stable, present fallure or success 1s seen as the sum total

of his experiences. As a result, present failure or.success

is focused upon, thereby effectiyely ignoring future hopes

and bringing into questron his perceptlon of acceptance by

<
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J

others. Continuing fluctuation of perccption of acceptance
‘by others shouid result.

As early as 1890, James laid the foumdation which led
to the notion that the totality of life's experiences con-
tribute to the individual's level‘bf,self-esteem. He sug-
gests that success in one facet of-cndeavour may increase
the individual's perception of his'worth in that endeavour

if that success is valued by persons whose approval the in-

dividual desires. Similarly, lack of success in one facet

-of endeavour may lower the 1nd1v1dnal's percept:on of ‘his |
‘ability in that fatet. Ordinarily these discrete var1at10ns
Tiﬁ selffimcgp woclé not significantly affect the generally
" held level of'self;ipagc. However, Gibby-and Gibby (1967i

«found that amon§ 60 grade seven students” of éuperiof’academic"
ab111ty, perceptzon of self was altered when one “central,
dommnant a5pect was revalued, or, when a suff1c1ent number of -

dspects were revalued.

-
-

It ﬁay'bc.suggested‘;hat a teacher, Byvprovidingzan'ai-
mqsphefefwhich is consistently helpful to_the LSE student, .

may assist that student to consistently view the teacher as

accepting him. Converéely,_a teacher who is unable to pro; SN

v1de this consistent atmosphere may re-enforce the LSE stu- -

.dent's fluctuation of percept;on of acceptance by the teacher.'

-2 - r

——

It would appear reasonable to Canlude that LSE studeats, -~ -
- . R

singly .or as a group, will exper:ence fluctuation of perception-

o
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of acceptafice in response to the gree.that they perceive
that their needs for acceptance are being consistently met.
The p0551b111ty that an HD' teacher would be able to proﬁp
vide an atmosphere conducive to these needs has yet to be )
determlnef. It would appear theoretically consistent that
" the LSE student,'characterized by an ‘inordinate sensitivity
to-his perceived inadequacies and perceiving non-acceptance
. by others, would be exceedihgly'vulnerable‘to any real or |
imagined attacks on his seiféimage. It seems reasonable to
suggest that if a LSE student- 1s to do well, he requzres a
classroom env1ronment Qf con51stent acceptance, self—securzty
and encouragement. The characterlstlcs of the HD teacher as ]
‘compared to the LD teacher, show the former to be less tol- .
erant, less flexibie, less secure and'more likely to foster
student apathy, in particular a sense of student poweriess-
nees.. If a LSE student who dlsplays the character15t1cs
previously described, flnds hlmself 1n the classroom environ-
ment which is created by a teacher demonstratlng HD charac-
teristics, then it is 11ke1y that the cIasSroom experience
~WiH operate to the student s dlsadvantage. That 1s, rather
than the LSE student's acceptance needs belng con51stent1y
met and reduc1ng percept1on of acceptance flud/uatlon he
.- will doubt the degree to wh1ch~he is accepted and evidence

an even greater degree of perceptlon of acceptance f1uctua-

' f) tion. S ' L
. " . . . et F 2l
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it would seem then, that a classroom situation which Te-
quires a LSE student to interact with a HD teacher holds
little promise for the LSE student. This, however, should
not'be the experience of the LSE student when interacting
with a LD teacher. It will be recalled that Rokeach (1960)
attributes certain characteristics to the LD person. Those
characteristics include a willingness to accept others,
coupled with a capacity to interpret current situations with-
out tecourse to dogma. These characteristics, when demon-
-strated by a teacher, should fac111tate the LSE student s
attempts to gain the LD teacher s acceptance. Since that

acceptance is more likely to be forthcoming from the LD °

P

_teacher, the LSE student's opportun1ty'to assess hlmself as

'being worthwhile is also'likely to increase. However, there

js a danger here in that the LSE student's perception of ‘

teachet acceptance is just as likely to’ fluctuate markedly

as a result of positive experience as it is in response to

' negative: experlences. That is, the LSE student will focus on

"

an 1mmed1ate situation whlch is positive to the exclusion of
‘other situations whlch may not be so. The classroom cllmate
provzded by the LD teacher might Just be building up the LSE’

* student for a fall. Nonetheless, it is held that the class-

‘ room c11mate fbstered by the LD teacher, by con51stent1y pro-

V1d1ng for the acceptance needs of the LSE student should be

more benef1c1a1 to the LSE student than the classroom cllmate
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fostered by the HD teacher. Furthermore, it is postulated
that this will be reflected in a measure of the LSE student's
perception of being accepted by the teachgf. That is, the
LSE student should perceive himsel'f to be more consistently

accepted by the LD teacher than he is by the HD teacher.

-

Clearly, there is a need to consider at greater length

the means by which teachers and students demonstrate teacher-

-

student attitudes toward each other. The section which fol-

lows is intended to provide'just such a critical elaboration.

Teacher-Student Relationships -
It is established in educational literature that

- ? a

teachers" and pupils' persanality characteristics affect

teacher-pupil .classroom interaction. This sectiqn will-'deal

.

with‘thé function of percéption as a variable in thé interac-
tion prbc;ss. .

Rosqﬁthal and-iacqbson‘(1968) d;monstrated, in their
controversial study, that the pPupil may ultimately be assessed
by the teacher on the basis of the expectations the teacher
holds for that student rather than on the ability the student
possesses. Brdphf and Good (1974) sfatg, perhap; in téo
broad a context, thﬁt:.

‘Such expectations cause a teacher to perceive mostly
those student characteristics that confirm expectations
and fail to perceive student characteristics that do
not confirm expectations. Also they cause the: teacher
to persistently treat the student in inappropriate ways
Ezreat§ng him as if he were someone else, as it were)
p. 41). ' .

B
—
1
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They further maintain that if such inappropriate tgeatment

continues, the student will begin to conform to the teacher's

expectations. Ultimately, the student's achievement, enjoy-

ment of school, and self-esteen as a learner will be affected.

These authors recommend that teacher expectations of

students be reviewed constantly and be -open—to=change. 1If
adjustment.is necessary, tﬂr teacher will need-to acknowledge
that the current evaluation! of the pupil iefwrong. For some
teachers this ma}-result'in anxiety and depression. To‘avoid
this, teachers may make responses consisteant with the behav-
iors described by Rokeach ClQéO) as characteristic of close-
minded (HD) ind::.viduali. ‘ '

| Johnson, Feiéenbaum and Weiby (1964) lend suppott to
Brophy and Good. They found that student teachers seek to
.avo1d personal responsibility for pup11 failure and thereby '
ayoid having to acknowledge teacher defeat. On the other
hand, student teacherr\t intetpret Student success as the re-
sult of teacher effectiveness.. Consequently, the teacher's
percept1on and expectations remaln unaltered Brophy and - -
Good Q197f) comment that "To the extent‘that a student per-
ceives his teacher's expectations' for him, his own expecta-
tions are gddng to be affected" Sinte the LSE student has
been shown to be 1nord1nate1y sensztzve to the réactions of
others, he is more 11ke1y to have his percept:.on of self

affected-by his perception of acceptance by others.’
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The foregoing studies would lead us to expect that the
LSE student who desr;onstrates behaviors which contradict the
expectations of the HD teacher's referent authorities will
be categorized by that teacher as unacceptable and will be-
have accordingly. The HD individual as compared with his LD
-counterpart; has ccen shown by Rokeach to be highly resistent
to attitude change. Accordingly, the LSE student's attempts
at complying.yith the HD teacher's expectations are unlikely
to change the.HD teacher's perception of him. In such a
case the wnacceptable student behavior is consistent with
the HD teacher's perception of the student and will be taken
' as support for the Hﬁ teacher's view of the student. It is
| likcly that unacceptable behavior will provoke the HD -
teacher to clearly show his non-acceptance of the studenc,
" in which case the student will be exposed to inconsistent

signals of acceptance and non-acceptance by che teacher. As

.a result there is little i;kellhood that the LSE studentts
percept1on of acceptance by the teacher would be stab111:ed.

Teacher actions, both direct and indirect, are essential
:elcments.in thc forming of the student's self-perception. As
Brophy and Good (1974) illustrate, a teacher may directly
tell. a student or group of studentc that a task is too dif-
ficult for them. More frequently the expectation of the
teacher is conveyed indirectly. Examples cited by'the:afore-

-

mentioned authors are the length é; time a teacher will wait
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for an answer fromﬁone child as compared with another child;

- the difficulty-of'the questicns directed to various students;
the comment of the teacher to the student or class following
a successful or unsuccessful attempt to solve a.problem; or
the frequency with which a teacher directs questlons to each®
member of the class. It should be noted that LSE stndents

not wishing to risk failure, criticism and rejection would

., 11ke1y be reluctant to freely participate in class act1v1t1es.

-

His 1nord1nate vulnerabllzty to attacks on his self-lmage
may cause him to feel greater umcertainty of acceptance and,
further isolation. | ) |
Teachers can contribute to the well-bEing of an LSE stu-
dent by evidencing‘behaviors interpreted-by'tﬁe LSE student
as being accepting of the student. For example, Amidqe and
Flanders_(1961) showed that-grade-eight sthdents, lackiﬂg in
self—confidence, a characteristic of LSE studects, mastered
.geometTry concepts more‘efficiently when teachers praised and
encouraged the student, were in close physical proxiﬁity to;
"him and clarified and used his ideas. These teachers are
said by the authors to ev1dence "teacher warmth“ ‘ - .
Della, P1na and Gage (1955) determined that students
concerned about personal relationships, related.to teachers
exhibiting tarmth, to a greater degree than to those teachers

- who did not demonstrate this characteristic.

Kleinfeld's study (1972) determined the teacher warmth

.
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characteristic to be an essential ingredient of teacher-
student relationships in which students felt they were in a
minority or unwanted. Since LSE students have been shown to
possess such feelings, it seems that a teacher who demon-
strates warmth could enhance the school experience of an LSE
student. While tﬁe studies investigating '"teacher warmth"
do explore an important characteristic of the teacher-student_.
relatlonshlp, they do not consider the degree to which this
factor is exh1b1ted consistently. It is the con51stency of
the - teacher-student relationship whlch is percelved tq be
beneficial to the LSE student. '

It would seem reasonable to suggest that'teaeher warmth,
which appears to be beneficial to LSE students, woﬁld more
" likely be con51stent1y associated with, the open—minded
accepting LD teacher than with his closed-mlnded (HD) coun-
terpart. Rokeach's (1960) description of the HD person
points inexorably to this assertion. Burke (1966) deter-
mined that the HD person is perceived as ﬁeing less sensi-
tive to people than is the LD ﬁerson. " Saltzman (1967) ex-
tended Burke's findings by 'showing that observers rated ‘HD
subJects as less sensitive and less p051t1ve in regard to
others than LD subjects. Sene;;1v1ty to the nee@s of athers
was shown to be a function of an individual's dogmatism level.

It is held that HD teachers are less’ Sensitive to the

affective needs of students than LD teachers, the result
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being that LSE students are obliged, as a function of their
particular dynamics, to periodically increase their attempts
to gain the acceptance of the HD teacher. This increased
activity will almost invariably involve the type of activity.
which is inconsistent with the expectation of the HD teacher's
-‘referent authorities. The results for the LSE student are
predictable.- |

The literature (Della, Pina and Gage, 1955; Am;don and
fFlanders, 1961 Johnson, Feigenbaum and Weiby, 1964- Burke,
1966; Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968; Kleinfeld, 1972; Brophy
and Good, 1974) offers insi#hts-inté fhé teacher-pupil class-
réom'interaction. It appears réasonable to sugéest that some
‘teachers assess students on the basis of teacher expectations
whicil persis-t and which are, for some te_ache:s,_very diffi-
cult to-altef. 'The association of such teacher expectations
with characteristics of HD teachers was previously alluded
to. The detrimentél effect of these chafacterisfics as they
relate tofthe'consistency of self-perceptions of the LSE
student was also noted. ’

Students' self—perceptlons were seen to be transmltted
from the teacher to the student by the manner in whlch ques-
tions were dlrecteg to the student and student responses
elicited. The degree of teacher warmth displayed in:teacher—

pupil relationships was shown to be related to the student's

self-confidence, his learning and to concerns as to his
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écceptance by others. It has been suggested that a consistent
display of teacher warmth is more likely a characteristic of
the LD than the HD teacher and that teacher warmth as con-
sistently perceived by the low self-esteem student would
benefit that student.

Therefore, it appears reasonable to suggest that stu-
dents who eihibit the characteristics of LSE students, as
compared with HSE students benefit from interacting with a
teacher who is édnsisténtly perceived by the st?dent to
exhibit teacher warmth and student acceptance. It would be
exﬁected'that'perception of teécheé'accepfance would §tgbilize.'

Having related the student's self—coﬁcept to the stu- |
dent's perception of the teacher, and having considered the
student's standing on self-esteem and the effects of the
teacher's séanding or dogmatism, the elements nécesﬁary to
the realization of the curréﬂt research are present. SuﬁmaryA
statements of those who have studied elements of.this problem
are reported;on in the following section. This is to be fol-
lowed by a;descriptioﬂ.of those aspects of the present study

which make it unique.

Review of Central Elements -

Teacher personality, associated teacher equctatibns and
attitudes, student self—esteem, and student perception of

acceptance by the teacher have previously been referred to as

a
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elements in the teacher-student interaction process. A brief
recapitulation of the central elements underlying the theoreti-
cal rationale of the current study follow. b

Brophy and Good (1974), through an extensive review of

the literafure, observed that teachers' attitudes affect
stgdent-teacher interaction in observable ways that will tend /”
to complement an@ reinforce the teacher's attitude. From )
this grows the i&ba that a sggéific dimension of student per--
.sonality may be of significance_tq.his potential‘acceptancé !
-or rejection by the teacher.

._Purkey (1570) summarized several studies in support of

,fgis contention that the: attitude shown by the teacher has an.
" effect on the studen;;s pércéption of-§e1f.-'Hé_suggests that
ci‘espect and acceptance.of £he §tqdent, firmmess which reflecés
'thép the-teachér cares for the student, and oppor;unities for

student success all develop positive self-perception in sfu;

dents. Rosenberg (1965) for his part, emphasizes four charac-

teristics of the LSE student.  These are: fluctuation of

self-imége; erection and maintenance- of 2 facadg;'vulnerabil-

iéy to that which might be construed as criticism; and psy- B
fchic isolation. Tﬁ; last three allude to the need for the -
LSE student to perceive himself as peing accepted. .. Whethex-
th; LSE student is tolerated and/or accepted is ;ée£ to be
inifluenced by fhe‘deéiee of teacher ‘dogmatism. . The HD

teacher is seen as being less likely to consistently promote
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conditions of acceptance.
The theme of acceptance was explored by Davidson and
Lang (1960) who established the relationship between student .
self-esteem, student classroom behavior and academlc per-_
formance a.nd studernt werception of acceptance by the teacher.
The study was 3ef1c1ent in that it did not con51der the -

' LJ

'teacher S personallty characterlstxcs whlch may havé acted -.t'
upon - _the stab111ty of the student.s perceptzon o¥f acoeptance.a'
A cruc1a1 llnkage;betweencstuddnt setf—est:em and fluctuatlon
of student perception of thq,teacher S, feellnge taward the e
student has not been estabrishqg, In an attempt to compen-. .
sate for that gdeficiency, the'present_study extends Davidson
and Lang in;that a link between a specifié personality charac-
teristic,'teacher dogmatism; studeﬁt self-esteem, and fluc-'
tuation of student perception of the teacher will be examined.

In consideration of the foregoing, it would aﬁpear that
a LSE student, 1nteract1ng with a teacher ev;denc1ng HD .
characterlst1cs would exper1ence a cons:dezable.degree of
fluctuation of perception of acceptance by the teacher. Con-
versely, it would appear 11ke1y that a HSE student, 1nterac-

.ting with a teacher demonstratlng LD characte;%stlcs would

~evidence less fluctuation of perceﬁtioe-of téacher acceptance.

Based on the preceding’ observat1ons, the present study

will consider the following quest1on ? Is the degree of

var1ance in student percept1on of,teacher acceptance Telated

- .
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to student self-esteem and teacher dogmatism?

Rationale of the Present Study

The characteristics of dogmatism and student self-
esteem have been previously discussed. The characteristics
and personality dynamics of LSE-HSE students and HD-LD
teachers will now be discpssed with'a'view'to.specifying the
conditions éonducive to stabiliziﬁg the student's perception
of teacher acceptance. When‘thé elements of student—teacher
1nteract10n are specified, it is suggested that the hypoL
theses to be tested will be ev1dent._‘-

The LSE student has been shown by Rosenberg (1955) to
have 2) a dominant need for acceptaﬁhe,-b) inordinate sensi-
tivity to real or perceived.threats to self—esteem,'c) hos-
tility, 4) a need for opportunities to try his ideas ‘and _
Teceive recognition for them, e) contempt for others and in-
ability to accurately express himself orally, f) an expecta-
tlon of failure and a response of m;sbehav1ng, g) fluctua-

txng sekf-image, h) a protecting facade, i) a lack of confi-

dence, j) skepticism, k) emotional and temperamental‘outbursts

and 1) socially awkward relationships. )

As may be expected, the LSE student has a history of re-
jection and failure and contemplates that this condition will
not change. He may give up-trying to improve his situation

and be reluctant to involve himself in amy activity which may

]
o WP L et o Nl
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confirm his plight. His feelings of self-defeat and vulner-
ability may be evidenced actively or passively. It would
appear ‘that the LSE student does not possess'the cﬁaracter—
istics which are valued by most educators, includiﬁg locai
school administrators.

Following a period of passive behavior, a small success
may cause the LSE student to assume a facade of succéss.
Lacklng a repert01re to express success in an.acceptable
manner, he may behave in an active,- self—defeatlng manner"
which wgfl br:ng censure from the teacher. Being 1nordlnate1y
sensitive and vulnerable to criticisnm, the LSE student w111
again perceive loss of acceptance by_the teacher. This pat-
tern may be'frequently repeated, always accbmpaniéd by_flut-_
tuations of perception of teachef accept;hce.

Those LSE Students who ha&e almost given up hope of im-
proving their self picture may AQVélop a submissive compliance
to the teacher therebf.hoping for teacher ‘acceptance. -How-
ever, the studenf's'need for dcceptance will soon cause him
to evidence this need. If he demonstrates tﬂe need in unac-
ceptable ways he will once hgain experience teacher censure
and fluctuation in perceived acceptance. This cyclical pat-
tern tends to be repeated. This is con51stent with Davidson
and Lang's demonstration that LSE students do evidence a

51gn1f1cant1y greater frequency of d;srupt1ve behav1or than

3 -
-

HSE students.

-
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-

While seeking to gain teacher acceptance, the LSE stu-
dent may behave passively for an unpredictable period of
time. The duration of time ducing which active behavior is
on the rise and the frequency of the rise in active behavior
will ;ary from student to student.

Upon each occasion of perceived-teacher non-acceptance,
the LSE student will experience loss and fluctuation of per-

ception of acceptance. iﬁ addition to increesed frequency of'
| fluctuation,.there Will be ;ccasions when ‘the teacher, feeling
‘_;parxicularly chreiéj;ed by.the LSE student‘s behevior, may
respond to him'in an unusually harsh mannef: It 1s reasonable
to consider that upon such occasions the loss and fluctuatlon
of perceptlon-of acceptance will be even greater than usual.
The ino;dipace need for ‘acceptance will. result in the LSE
studect_reacting to success ig a fashion resultiné in an
exaggerate& gain in perception of.acceptance; The foregoing
.would suggest that the LSE student experiences fluctuation

in perception of acceptence by the teacher frequently end in
extreme degrees. .

If the LSE student is to con51stent1y perceive acceptance
despzte his 1nappropr1ate expre551ons of success and his ex-
per1ences of fallure. it is p0551b1e that perception of -
teacher acceptance would‘ﬁecome more stable. Such a situa-.
"tion would most- likely occur when the LSE student has a LD :

-

teacher.
o™

;j) | - - ' A
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High self-esteem students, having experienced more suc-

cess than failure, perceive themselves as’ adequate, worth-
while, and acceptegd bv‘others._ On the basis of past experi-
ence, they have deveTODea acceptable active or passive nodes
of response to succees. Their energies are directed toward
self-improyemeﬁt, an activity generally conc: ed tc be bene-

ficial to the student. The foregoing factors may be seen as

cqntrlbutlng to stablllty of perception off teacher acceptance. °
‘_4.‘..-

Belng secure in the¥®r: perceptlon of acceptance,-isolated in-

[

( ..Cidents of Rercenred non—accepta.nce .should not result in over-

all-ﬁluctuatlon In’ perception of their acceptance.

v e b ¥ -

R 'I'he HSE student, as compared with his LSE counte »

~ods. more lakely to be'percelved as posse551ng characteristlcs

prlzed by most educators, 1nc1ud1ng local school admxnlstra-
tors. ) - _ )

- e » . N R , .

Upon.occasioc, tPe HSE studeat may evidence active, self- °

-enhancing'beﬁav%pr in a manner which is too forceful. This

(cay_be-in;erpreted.bf some teachers as a.pe}sonal chellenge. ‘
and will possibiy result ip censure by the teacher. The HSE
‘!!udeﬁt, whc'is_not iﬁor&iﬁately‘sehsitife to criticism, may
perceive-teacher non-acceptance' however, his general-sense .

. of adequacy and stable self—1mage should prevent maJor fluc-
tuations of percept:on of teacher acceptance.

Passive HSE students, having a repertoire of success

‘behaviors, will evoke in the teacher am attitude of
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accentance. When appropriate, these students are -able to
disagree with the teacher in an accentable manner. The HSE
student's fund of past successes will prevent major fluctua-
tions of perception of teacher acceptance.

Having reviewed the characteristics of LSE and HSE stu-
dents, attention will now be focussed upon the HD and LD
teacher. |

In stﬁdigs previoqsly quoted, the HI individual has been
sﬁown tpfévidgnce a) need for a safe, dependable environment
(Secord'aﬁd Bachman, 1964), b) security, érimarily when with
‘others who share his viéews (Crockett and Mgidinger, 1956),
c).defénsiveness, stereotyped thinking, impulsiveness (élaﬁt,
Telford and Thomas, 1965), d) less;toleranqg; less flexibil~
ity, and less security than his iﬁ counterpart. (Kormm and
Giddan, 1964), e) intolerance fbr understandingvibelinés and -
mdtives of others, resistance to_change in‘entironment or
daily routine, (Vacchlano3 Strauss and Sch1ffman,'1968). .

f) need for status, power and-prest1ge (Maslow, 1943), :

' g) need for secﬁr1ty (Rokeach 1960) The HD teacher, who
perceives the world t;\be unfr1endly, would find difficulty
in acceptlng the behav1or, 1deas or att1tudes of a student’ )
(hwhom he has already classified as being wnacceptable to him.

-

_ Since the HD teacher bases his actions on his perceived
> ,

-expectaiions of his absolute referent authorities’ who reward

and punish, he is not able to ‘functiom freely to meet student

>
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needs. His actions will be directed primarily toward belng
rewardeé ané protected by his referent authorities. As 2
result, he may reject or even seek to crush the student whose
behavior or ideas are perceived to be threatening. The man-
ner in.which referent authorities -affect the LD teacher will
now be considered.

-The LD teacher believes he is adequate and accepted in-
a world he'perceites as being basically friendly.-'Because
referent authorities are not regarded as aﬁsoi_ute, the LD
teacher is free to select, retain or discard them based upon -

-

his perceptlon of the1r competency. He does not necessarily

‘Tegard students who exhiblt other than expected behaviors or

1deas as personal threats to his status as a teacher or per-
son. It would be expected that the LD teacher would be able
to accept, and not crush, ‘the student whose behavior and

ideas are not those to which he, as the teacher, subscribes.

Having examined the exiremities of both the student and

_teacher personality. variables, attention wi11 now be paid to

the spec:.f:.c effects which*may be evidenced when ‘the oppor-
tunity for these characteristics to interact is presented in

the classroom.

The HD teacher s characterlstlcs, whzch impéde his
meeting the needs of LSE students have been previously
described. By contrast, the LD teacher is characterized as

not -experiencing such impediments. In essence, he views the
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world as friendly and does not seek protection, power or sta-
tus in an absolute referent autﬁority. Not being threatened,
the LD teacher has nc need to reject 2 student and is able to
accept the student even though he may not agree with his be-
havior. This being so, the LD teacher is free to assess each
student more objectively than his HD counterpart. He is able
to establish bounds of acceptable behavior which_may be dif-
ferent for each student. The LD teacher is not insensitive
to the needs of others nor is he preoccupied with his own
needs. Because qf this he may be able to identify the LSE
student's need for.acceptance'and seek to meet that need.

As previously discussed, the LSE student's need for

acceptanée will frequently result in his responding to small |

successes in inappropriate ways. However, the LD teacher

who is able to separate the student's iqappi:zzlate‘behavior

from the student as a person, does not percejye such student

action to be threatening. Instead of demonstrating hostility

and rejection of the student, the LD teacher is able to work

with the LSE student .to assist him in modifying his behavior.

‘The resulting teacher-student interaction will, in all prob-

ability, allow the student to perceive that the teacher does
accept him, _It may also result in the siudent #ttaching less
significance bet;eén success and perception of teacher ac-

ceptance. That is he will perceive that the LD teacher does

not base his acceptance of the student on the student's
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success. The exaggerated increase of student perception of
accepéance due to success should be lessened. The result
should be a stabilizing of perceived teacher acceptance.

In addition, the LSE student will not experience the
loss of perception of acceptance which gccompanies the HD
teacher's occasional hostile rejection leowingthe student’s
inappropriate behavior. Tﬁis should result in a2 lessening
of the exaggerated decreases in perception of acceptance by
the teacher and therefore more stable perception of .accept--
ance.

. Ins ary, by demonstrating acceptance of the LSE stu-
dent, the LD teache}'s'relaxionship should result in the
LSE student experiéncing less frequent gains and losses of
' perception of teacher. acceptance. In additiom, the abSénce
of the HD teacher's hostility should reduce the degree of
fluctuatiom. o |

While there are-charactériétics common to-all LSE stu-
dents, it is suggested that the. unlqueness of each LSE student
will result in a unique pattern of fluctuation for each stu-
dent. ¥t is expected th§t'perceptiqn of teacher acceptance
scores for LSE students interaﬁting with accépting LD teachers.
will evid;nce significantly less variance than scores of LSE
s;udenfs interacting with HD teache;s'wﬂo are less able to |
acceﬁt LSE students.

The HSE ;tﬁdent, aé'previously dqsq;ébed,‘Pas met with

-
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academic success and responds to classroom events in an appro-
priate manner. It has been suggested that academic success
and satisfactory behavior are attributes which are valued by
school principals. The HD teacher will, in all probability,
perceive that these attributes meet with the approval of the °
school principal whose support the teacher wishes to maintain.
The HD teacher will evidence the characteristics previously
attributéd to him. _ L. )
The HSE student's confidence'ang history of success may
prompt him to occasionally challenge those valueé or ideas
of the HD teacher in a forceful, confident manner. - In order
:to retain power and status, the HD teacher must either ctﬁsh:
the HSE student or comply with.the student's.ideag in such a
manner as_fo retain status. The HD teacher may seek to crush -
the student. However, the HSE student, when compared with
- his LSE counterpart, is not inordinately semsitive to threats
‘on his self-image, nor is he 'as vulnerable to criticism. It
would seem probable that the HSE student would consider that’
the HD teacher is criticizing his ideas rather tham hijlﬁeif'-as a
person. It follows that perception of teacher.ag;qptance
.would remain stable. In the event that the student does per-
ceive a lack of teacher acceptance, he will probabiy view his
failure as but a single eléﬁent‘of a whole which is composed

primarily of success experiences. If the HSE student is sub-

ject to HD teacher hostility he may experience slight tempofary

hd
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fluctuation in perception of aqcepfance. .
The HD teacher may per;eivé that it'would be wise to
agree with the HSE student's ideas. In response, the student

will perceive this action as further cdﬁfirmation of his
acceptance by the teacher. TUnlike tbe LSE student, the HSE
student is accustomed to success and acceptance by the
teacher. It is suggested that his reaction to further suc-

cess will be acceptable to the HD teacher and thus avoid

" teacher censure. Stability of perception’ of acceptance by

the teacher will ensue.

It is expected-that whether the HD tégghér seeks to
crugh the‘HSE student or ac;epthhis:ideas, the personality
chéracteristics of the student will lend stability to his
perceptién of éccgptance b& thé téacher. In consideration
qf the HD teacher's characteristics previously set forth, it
would appear reasonable that the teacher would céonsider the
HSE student as enhancing the teacher's own status and security
relative to the perceived ekpectatidns-df his absolute refer-
ent authorities. In turn, HSE students, as a group, should
-demonstrate stability of perception of teacher acceptance

when interacting with HD teachers.

Fluctuation of self-image has been identified with the
iR )

LSE student. It has been suggestéﬁ that this student wodld.

experience a considerab;e gain in perception 6f acceptance

when achieving a degree of success but experience considerable
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loss when confronted with failure. It has also been sug- .
gested that the LD teacher may function to limit the degree
of fluctuation experienced by the LSE student in perception
of acceptance.

It is expected that perception of teacher acceptance for
HSE students interacting with ﬁD teachers will evidence lees
variance than when LSE students and LD students interaég.

The LSE student has been previously depicted as experi-
encing fluctuation offperception of acceptance. When ‘inter-
acting with an HD teacher it.is suggested that this student
will experience exaggerated fluctuation in-perception of
acteptance/by the teacher. In contrast,:it is expected that
the HSE student will experience only_slight‘fiuctuation of
peqpeption of teachef acceptance-when interacting with a-ﬁD'.
teacher. o - o . -

It‘is'anticipa;ed that perception of teacher acceptanée
. scores for HSE students interacting with HD teachers will
evidence siéniffiémtl}f_ less variance than the sc'ores of LSE
students interacting with HD teachers. . :

Based upon the preceding observations, the present study
will CanSLder the followlng question: Is the interaction of
student self-esteem characterlstlcs w1th teacher dogmatism
characteristics related to the variance present in the scores
 of the student's perception of acceptance by the teacher?

In order to examine that question, it was postulated

T L T \_-)‘ﬁ : | -_ ..
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fhat the score variance on the Davidson and Lang Adjective

Checklist (1960) is ?elated to differences in subjects with

respect to the level of student self-esteem‘and'teacher dog-

matism. Specific approaches to testing that postulate are

H1

" H2

H3

. formd in the following hypotheses:

Scores for measuring student perception of
pupil-acceptance by the teacher, will show

greater variance in the HD teacher-LSE stu- .
dent relationship than in the LD- teacher-LSE
student relationship. B

Scores for measuring student perception of

~ pupil-acceptance by the teacher, will show

greater variance in.the LD teacheT-LSE stu-
dent relationship than in the HD teacher-HSE. " .

'-student_relationship. :

Scores for measuring student perception of
pupil-acceptance by the teacher, will show
greater variance in the HD teacher-LSE stu-
dent relationship than in the HD teacher-
HSE student relationship.



CHAPTER 1I
EXPERIMENTAL DESICGN

. In Chapter I, the independent variEbles, teacher dogma-
tism and student self-esteem, and the dependent variable,
score variance of pupil perceptlon of teacher acceptance
were 1dent1f1ed and descrlbed. Further, a theoretical ra-
tionale to predlct the outcome resulting from the inreraction -
of these-varlables was presented '

. The present ‘chapter will therefore examine - the measurlng
'instruments, the methodology employeg to collect the data,
and the selection of. the subjeetgi ‘The plan of_stetistical_

. analysis is also outlined.

Instruments .

This section is concerned with the destription and evalua-

tion. of the instruments used to collect the data.

-The Measurement of Teacher Dogmetisn

. . . - -

The instrument developed by Rokeach to define this vari-
able is the Dogmatism Scale, a sample of whlch is found in
Appendix 2. As it was felt that the appearance of the’ term
_“dogmat1sﬁ" may affect the subjects' responses, it was there-
" fore cons;dered prudent to employ the t:tle "Opinion Survey"

(0s). 'Nonetheless, the conceptualkelements_of the test

N
- N

. e P -
- -

- - - . ‘e
aiom.
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remain as conceived by Rokeach. This was confirmed through -
personal correspondence ﬁé}h Rokeach (Appendi§ 14). Sub-
jects are not restricted as to the amount .o.f time for comple-
tion of the 0S. As a result of five revisions bé Roieach,
the original 89 items conteined in From A were reduced to

the 40 items contained in Form E, the versfoﬂ used in this
study. While scales of fewer items have been dev:seéjg;kJ ¢
Schulze (1962) and Troldahl and Powell (1965), Porm E de— '
signed by Rokeach for group admlnlstratlon, has rece:wed the
‘mqgst validation and was employed in this research.

In order to establish its value as a research tgoi, the
following resui;s as obtained by other researchers are re-
ported- Roberts (1962) reperts e split half reliability-l

coefficient, corrected by the Speerman-Brown formula, of
0.88 with 40 student teachers and their supervising teachers.
Test-retest coefficients of 0.70° over a 15 week interval
_ were established by Zagona and Zurcher (1965)V(N-157) among .
wniversity freshmen and sophomores. A twenty-eight day re;'
-test interval y1e1ded a reliability coefficient of 0. 74 and
0. 86 in a study by Shupe and Wolfer (1966) )

U51ng Rokeach's (1960) scor:ng‘lbthod each 1tem can be
‘\a551gned a score from +3 to -3. A zero score is not allowed.
" Using this procedure a censxant of 4 is added to each score.

This creates a range ‘of from 1 to 7 but excludes final scores

of 4 for each item. Thus, ‘a subject can obtaln a total score
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range of from 40 to 280. . -

The Measurement of Self-Esteenm

The Piers -Harris Chiidren's Self-Concept Scale (1969)
(PH), also titled "The Way I Feel About Myself", is foumnd
in Appendix 4. It is a group administered, 80 item test
T de51gned to measure the self-esteem of students in grades 3
,'-Vto 10. There is no time limit given for the completion of
ftﬁe PH. Bentler (1972) reports that coefficients of internal
con51stency range . from 0.78 to 0.93, Retest reliability co=
'efficients of 0.71 to 0.77 are reported by Piers and Harris
: ](1959) ‘but Bentler (1972] suggests that these. coefficients
-~ may be higher for .an 1nterval of Z to 4 months. He further
states that correlates wrth 51m11ar instruments are in the
.mid-sixties, and the scale possesses teacher and peer valid-
ity coefficients on the order of 0. 40" Bentler concluded
that the scale "possesses sufficient reliability and validity
to be used in research ‘as recommended by the authors"
(p- 124). )

The Measuremeht of Student Perception of Acceptance by the
Teacher .

In order to measure the dependent vhriable in the present
study, the Adjective Checklist (AC) (1961) developed by
Davidson and Lang will be employed (Appendix 5).
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»

This instrument measures 35 behavioral traits held to be
impYicit in measuring the student's perception of the teacher's
attitude toward the student. The authors maintain that the
test is appropriate for use from grade 4 to 5unior high school
inclusively. Subjects are not limited in the amount of time
Tequired to complete the AC. .

Three criteria were used for the selection of the adjec-

- tives. They include: 1) selection from established trait
lists,'Z) appropriate difficnlty lerel,-and 3) an eqhal'disi .
tribution of negative and positive connotatlons. |

In administeriﬁg the checklist, students are L&ructed
to rate each trait name on a three-point scale in terms of .
how the teacher feels towards ‘them. In addltlon,_the assumed “%.
frequency of the teacher's evaluation is recorded. Total
test'scores range from 1.00 to 3.00. They'are obtained by
" adding the scores of all the words &nd dividing by the num-
ber of words checked. Scores near the upper limit indicatexf:ﬁ
that the student perceives that the teacher is feeling posi-"~ o
tively toward hlm--that is, acceptlng him.

Utilizing the three criteria stated prevrously, 135
tralt names were established by 35 teachers and 40 junior
high pupils as favorable, unfavorable, or neutral. The final -y
list contained only those words in each category that had
been rated as favorable (considerate, helpful) or Pnfdvordble

(Iezy, silly) by more than 80% of the selected teachers and
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pupils. It is suggested b? Johnson and Bommanto (1971) that

these results would indicate some evidence of content valid-

Ed

ity. Davidson and Lang (1960) report a rank-difference cor-

relation coefficient of 0.85 (p<0.p01) (N=105) for junior high

school children, based on a test fetest perigd of from four
to Qix wéeké. . |

A rank correlation coefficient -0.51 (p<0.001) was
determined between ; modified versifm of the Groat amd

Thompson Teacher Approval and Disapproval Scale and the AC

(1960) , (N=93j: utilizing three elementary school classes.

Procedures

-

Having described.and substantiated the use of the measur-
ing iﬁstruments, tonsidératidn will now be given to the pro-
cedure used to accumulate the data.” The specifics for the
teacher selection will then be outlined. This"is followed

by the details concerning student selectiom.

L]

Meeting with Board of Education Officials

This section will relate the procedure employed to accumu-
1até the data. :

An interview with the Board of Education Researcp Commit-
tee and the Curriculum Supe:intepdgnt of a large metrqpolitan
school board in Ontario was érrangéd in order to emnlist their

interest and co-operation. This having been accomplished, it

»

N
K 'f‘

“
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-

was decided that the principals of five specific-schools con-

- - taining grade eight would be approached by the experimenter
to gain theit participation in thevptoject. It was.requested

. by the Curriculum Superintendent that the experimenter re-
strict the data gathering to only five schools because of the
p;}sonal nature of the variables. Tﬁe schools which were
selected by the Curriculum Superintendent were judged by t@e
Research Committee and the Curriculum Superinteﬁdent to be

- of similar soci&Lécohamic status.

The Board Research Committee and the Currlculum Super—

intendent requlred.that the experimenter present to them-fbr

- approval, pr1or o the experimenter meetlng w1th the prlncl-
pals, a copy. of the presentation to be made to the pr1nc1pﬁls
and the teachers. In éﬁdztlon, the presentatlon w¥as not. to -

use the terms teacher dogmatism or student self-esteem“ As

- the processfof making decisions free from—or influenced by

~other people is a charactéristic common to teacher dogmatism

and student self-esteem, the presentation, as found in Appen-

dix 1, #Es designed to stress this éspett of the project.

Nhen the experimenter met with each prznc1pa1 to present the -

. prOJect, perm1551on was received to spedk to grade eight
" core subject teachers..-At the meeting a date in early April

. and May (1976) f@r the first and second administration of the

. Tentative dates for the first and second administration of .

~\ B . . L R oo
f . : : ‘ o ;é}ﬁ- -

“

Opinion Survey to the teﬁchers was e%tablished in each school.
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the Pier-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale and the Davidson
and Lang Adjectire Checklist were also agreed upon. The dates
selected by each principal allowed fer a period of apprexi-
.mately 2 month between test and retest. Following the original
testing, it was requested by two Principals thaxb because of
time constraints recently 1mposed by the Board, only a portlon
of the originally tested students be retested.. In conferrlng
with the remarning three principals, they expressed their
appreciationt'f the same procedure could take place in their
schools. The|experimenter agreed to retest every fifth stu-
éent,:the nands having appeared alphabetically on the class .
lists. In effect, thlS created a2 random selectlon of stu-
dents for the Tetest. Where possible, the retest was at the
same time of d and in the same location as the initial test.
In order t ensure maximm participation, the pr1nc1pa1
of each school scheduled a staff meetlng for the total staff
After dealing wzth matters pertaining to the total school
the pr1nc1pal excused all the staff with the exceptlon of the
-grade ezght core subJect teachers._ The pr1nc1pal 1ntroduced
the experimenter as a teacher employed by the Board who was
involved in a project which'reqﬁ;red.the type of assistance
ava:ilabie only from grade eight core subject' teachers.
Followlng the procedure out11ned in Appendix 1, the,

Opinion Survey (Appendlx 2) was administered for-the 1n1t1a1 :

b
*

time with the teachers.
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The subjects recorded th& school name, the date and time

at which thev completed the 0S and, for identification of

Students they teach, their own name and initial.

The results

were not revealed to the teachers. As ouullved in Appendix 6,

a second admlnlstratlon of the 'Opinion Survev was completed .

approximately one month later.

Following the: test times Previously estahblished .in con-

sultation with the Principal of each school, the experimenter -

~Bst with the student subjects. In two schools the meeting

Place determined by the Principal was a large, quiet open

.area. In the rema1n1ng schools, the students were met in

the classroom in whlch the core subJect was usually tapght.

The teacher 1ntroducea the experlmenter by name only. No

comment was made as to the purpose of the meeting.

The teacher

then left the Toom or’'area unt11 all testing was completed by

‘the expenmenter.. ) : -

. The experimenter followed procedures outlined in Appen-

d1x 3 for the f1rst admlnlstratlon of  the Pmers-Harrls test

(PH) and‘bav1hson and Lang Adjective Checklist (AC) test.

As previously arranged, the experimenter returned to the

school approximately, three weeks later and administered the

é:iii for a second time (Appendix 7). When i specific student
a

bsegt. the‘schqol Principal suggested a replacement from

the list of students who had been initially tested.

-

-
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Teacher Sarple

The sa;;::\zzﬁyisted of 23 teachers of grade eight in

five schools in a large metropolitan school beard in Ontario.

Thirteen of the teachers were male and 10 were female. These
teachers instructed in subjects designated by the individual
school as being core subjedts. The teachers selected for
testing tvpically spent 50% of the instructional time teachlng

a combination of subjects to one class group of students. By

:contrast, teachers of non-core subjects spent approximateT?

'15% or less of the instructional time with one class group of

In order .to operationally define HD and LD téa;hers, the

-

following procedures were employed. 0f the 23 core subjecg
teachers who volunteered to complet; the 0p1n10n Survey, 7,
scored in the range of +0.50 standard deviations (SD] or

greater from the mean of all teachers tested in'the experi-

ment. These 7 were operationally defined as HD teachers.

~ The 5 teacheis who scored -0.50 SD or less from the mean of

those teachers tested in the experlment; were operationally
deflped as LD teachers. Those scores between +0. 5 SD and
=07 S SD were dlscarded as indicating ari ambivalence of the °

teacher variable being studied (Appendices 8 and 9).

“ . - s
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. Student Sample

The student sample consisted of 379 grade eight students
the twelve teachers coperationally defined as HD or LD taught
in the core subject portion of the day. Of the toé;l number
of students, 69 scored in the range of +1.0 SD or greater
from the méan of all students tested. These 69 wWere opera-
tionally defined as HSE students. ' .The 61 stﬁdenté who scored
-1.0 SD or less. from the mean of those studcnts.tes;ed were
operafionally-definéd as LSE students. Those scores.betﬁeen
+1.0 SD and -1.0kSwaere discarded as indicating an am‘biv'a-'~
leﬁce of the:studenf variable being tested (Apéendices 11
and 12). |

Statistical Analysis

.

The following p;oceduré was employed to test the'hypo-
theses developed in Chapter I. |

Following the collection of all data and appropriate
storing, test and reiest coefficienps'of‘reliability were
calculated for all measuring instrumeﬁ;s. Tﬁe hypotheses
weré tested by first employing the Levene test for Homogene-
ity of Variance with uneq&al sam?;e sizes, followed by
_Séheffé post hoc procedures. The level of significance was

set at QOS.



CHAPTER III
RESULTS

In this chapter, which presents and discusses the re-
sults of the data gathering procedures described in the pre-
vious chapter, the hypotheses to be tested are first recapi-

. tulated. Prior to the analysis of the data, test-retest
reliability of  the instruments was verified. The Levene
Test for Homogeneity of Variance for umequal sample sizes
together with Scheff€ post-hoc procedures were then applied
to the data in order to test the hypotheses stated in Chap-
ter I. The chapter concludes with a-discussion of further
results of'testing the hypotheses and suggestions for fuf-
»ther research. ' .

- As outlined in Chapter I, the purpose of the present
research was to detegﬂine whether the within-cell score
variance on the student's perception of acceptance by the
teacher is a function of studént self-esteem and teacher
dogmatism. The hypotheses to be tested are: -

H1l Scores fof.measuring student perception of pupil
acceptance by the teacher, will show greater
variance in the HD teacher-LSE student relation-
ship than in the LD teacher-LSE student relation-
ship. : : _
3 - HZ Scores for measuring student perception of pupil
’ ' - acceptance by the teacher, will show greater

variance in the LD teacher-LSE student relation-
ship than in the HD teacher-HSE student relation-
ship.. < -
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H3 Scores for measuring student perception of pupil-
acceptance by the teacher, will show greater
variance in the HD teacher-LSE student relation-
ship than in the HD teacher HSE student relation-
ship.

Prior to the analysis of the data used to test the hypo-
theses, it was considered prudent to establish the-test-
retest reliability for the instruments used to measure teecher
dogmatism, student self-esteem and student perception of
teacher acceptance. ‘Provision was made during the experzment
to collect the necessary retest data for thesSe tests three
weeks after the initial administration. ‘

The results obtained for test;fetest reliabiiity{of che
measuring 1nstruments will now be presented. With re f,pect
to the teacher dogmatism variable, the small sample size [12)
precludechcalculation of a test—retest_coefficient. Notwith-
standing this, all but one teacher was catego?ized in the
reteet data as remaining within the operétioﬁal}y def%ned
limits of LD and_Hb. This suggests that the instrumenc shows
satisfactory retest reliability (Appendix 10). Other test-
retest scores yielded the following Pearson correlation-
coefficients: 1) for the Piers-Harris Chlldren s Self-
Concept Scale +0.96 (N=76); 2) for the AdJectlve Checklist,
+0.78 (N-?G] (Appendix 11). It was therefore considered that
the measuring instrunents:had demonstrated adequate reli-

ability for the sample used in the present research.

L]
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Table 1 shows the means and §ariances of perception of
acceptance by LSE and HSE students who find themselves in
classes taught by HD and LD teachers. Table 3 shows an
orderly progression of scores which is consistent with the
theoretical rationale which resulted in the formulation of
the tesearch hypotheses.

Before testing the specific hypotheses, the Levene
Test for Homogeneity of Variancerwith urequal sample sizes

- was utilized. The hypothesis being tested is:

" Hy: o = g, = ...0?

A summary of this analysis appears in Table 2 which
sﬂpws that there is a global differen;e_among the variances,
significant at the .05 level. _ |

To test the hypothesés H1, H2 and H3 Scheff€ post-hoc
procedures were used. Table 3 shows the three Scheffé con-
trasts which correspond to Hl, H2 and HS. Table 3 shows.

that the evidence infirms Hl and H2 and confirms H3.



RESTLTS

Table 1

Means and Variances of Perception of Acceptance
Scores for the Four Treatment Groups

Treatment Group N Mean Variance
HD,?%E 33 1.51 .18
LD, LSE 28 2.17 .12

/ 'HD, HSE 32 2.62 .05
LD, HSE 37 . 2.77 .02

o * L
Y
' ] - ’
0. X
2 -
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Table 2

Su:_nmary of Analysis-for the Levene Test on the
_ Scores HD, LSE; LD, LSE; HD, HSE; LD, HSE.

57

A E
Source SS af - - MS F
" Between - 1.413 3 - 0.471  20.19*
Wighin  2.937 126  0.023

TOTAL - 4.350 129

* significant at the .05 level of significance
where_ 0.951:(3,126) = 2.68.
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Table 3
Scheffé Contrasts Corresponding- to the
Three Research Hypotheses .

Hypothesis RS
HL - -0.0049 < g,2 = 0,% < 0.2175
H2 -0.0255 < 0,2 - ¢;% < 0.1985
HZ £ 0.0858 < 6,% - o5? < 0.03002*

. * H3 is not supported.
. /

58
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Discussion of Results of Hypotheses

‘While the statistical analysis failed to support H1

or HZ, it did sepport H3. That is; when comparing the scores
of student- perception of teacher acceptance, there is no
significant difference in variance between the HD, LSE and
}D, LSE relationships or between the LD, LSE and HD, HSE
Trelationships, but there is 2 significant difference in the
veriance between the HD, LSE and the HD, HSE relationship.

" In coesideratian of the results,lattention will first
be given to those variablee which may have influenced“the
teacher-student relationships resulting in the ndﬂ-suppbrt

of H1 and HZ, this will be followed by a discussion of H3./

) - ' 'Ih& HD individual as described by Rokeach (1960) was

.

shown (Chapter»eﬁe) to find security in an ordered environ-
ﬁ.‘ f
Th1s be;ng S0, 1t.1s concelvable Ehat the HD teacher .
‘“". -

¥ il
may'ﬁ!%e been *%61e o order the env1ronment and thus find a

"7 greater degree of security by clearly de11nea§1ng teacher
expectations of the -students. In response, the LSE studeni
ma§ haye sought to secure teacher;acceptance'ﬁy endeavouring

to meet the teacher's stated expectations. The characteris-

tics of the LSE student may have prevented him from



RESULTS 61

consistently meeting the teacher's expectations and from. ex-

periencing the acceptance cf the teacher.’ He may have been

able to fulfill the teacher's expecta¥ions more frequently
.than'anticipated. Accordingly, ea success would have re-
presented one less failure and one less) perception of per-
ceived non acceptance. As a result, the range of fluctuation
in the LSE pupll's perceptlon of acceptance by the HD teacher -
as originally hypothesized, may have been modified. If so,
it'is-unlikely that there;weuld have ?een a significant di-f-
ference in AC score variance when comparing_tﬁe HD-LSE and

LD-LSE-relationships. - .

The ﬁgf‘ézadent may have been frustrated by the HD

teacher S canstralnts, and may have exhibited behav:ors whlch
. 1éd to teacher criticism. ~The possrbzlzty that 1ncreased
teacher censure may have created some additional varlance An: ;'
the AC scores must be considered. Hewevpr,"the characteris- -
tics of the HD student as de'scribed in Chaprer.One should nzt
haveiallowed for more than a modest‘increase in.variance.
 That increase, wh:le ‘being . sufflcient to create non-51gn1f1cant
variance between the LD-LSE and. HD-HSE relatlonshlp would(?ave
been 1qsuff1c1ent to change the‘orlglnally hypothe51zed signi-
ficance in variance between the HD-HSE and HD-LSE relationships.

| A secomd possible explanation for the non hypothesized

resylts may lie in the observation that people who are in a

position to administer rewards and punishment are considered-

-
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to be-significant to others (La Benne and Greene, 1969). It
follows that the instructiocs orjwishes of a 'significant
otﬁer' dould most likely be attended to. Conversely, one
who is not regarded as a 'significant other”™ will be less
likely to exert influence.

To the LSE student, school and the teacher may represent
an extension of previously experlenced failure and non-
acceptance. As the student may.not wish to'rlsk further
failure, he may reject the values of the school and the
teacher, thereby reducing the si%nificahce of both. . Conse-
quently, the rewafds'and puptshments meted out ty the teacher
may-be of little significance to the LSE student. He will

..not be unduly ccncerned as to rhether or not the “teacher:

. . ’
- . A .

+ .accepts him.

. The interaction of the LSE student witﬁ the HD teacher
has geen'explained in Chapter_One. In the present study, if
_the LSE student had eons:dered the HD teacher as being non-
significant, the student would have been 1ess'11ke1y to per-
$ist in his attempts to be accepted. This_is not to suggest )

that the LSE student'would have ‘abandoned his e%forts towards

teacher acceptance - or that the HD teacher would have ceased

to react to the student's attempts to be accepted rather,

. it,i suggested that the. frequency of attempts for acceptance
.'5 and consequent rejectjon‘ﬁay-hhve.been decreased.. It fcllows

that the more intense outbursts of the LSE'student, resulting
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o - ey ’ . . -
in more forthright teacher rejection, may have been less fre-.

cuent than anticipated. As a result.of a reduction in fre-

i

guency and degree of fluctuation in perceived teacher accept- :«

Ps

ance, the variance of the AC scores. in the HD-LSE relation-

-ship may have been modified.

L]

The LSE Stucdent may not have regarded the teacher as a

'significant other' as a resul the student's experiences

- -

of fa:.lure and non- acceptan e LD teacher w“as prevmusly >
descnbed as accepting the LSE student but .not candon:mg h:Ls |
beh—anors. In adcht:on, the LD teacher was descnbed {Chap~--
ter ‘One) as be:.ng able to exh:Lb:Lt teacher wamth.:, 1f th:.s ;
is so, the LD teaclier may have been ‘of greater s:.gn:r.f:.cant:e ?
to the LSE student ‘an the HB teacher was to the LSE stu- .'
dent, a.nd the hvpo‘thes:.zed vanance may have been only
s‘llghtly reduced: It would be e:q»ected t:hat the effects of‘ "_
teachet characteristics would result m a reduct:.on of ~
‘variance in the AC scores in the HD-LSE relat:.onshlp, but ~
very little score reductlon in the LD-LSE relatmnshlp._ As <
- ‘a result, when companng the vana_.ﬁce of the relationships . |

- -

there’ would be no sig:n-:.f:.can-t d:.fference.

- L

The interactiom of th.e‘ LSE student wlth the HD teacher
)-’as expla:.ned in Chapter'Qne. It was hypothes:l.zed that this

-‘ re;l.at:.onsh:.p would result in mn:.mal vanance. However, if -

-~

-

the HSI-'. student were to perceive the HD teacher as bemg the

determnlng factor in _success or failure, the student,‘may

A 3 ) - .



[}

. "

RESULTS ' 64

Y -
1 “

seek to gain the acceptance of the teacher. In consideration

of the dynamics of the HD-HSE relationship, it is possibile
that.vq;iance in’ the AC scores may be slightly increased.
In combarvng the HD- HSp and LD-LSE- relatlonsth the in-

crease of the var1ance in the HN-HSE relatlonshlp may have

been su§F1c1ent to result in non 51gn1f1cance of variance.

Howéver the "HSE student's charactetlstlcs as prev1ously

-

descrlbed may hlave prevented major- reductlon in varlance. As

a re‘sult the degree of ‘vanance b,etween the HD-HSE and..HD-LSE _

would temaig as hypothe51zed. f . - : S

. The p0551b111ty that iﬂe orgaq}zat;on‘pf the classroom
may have ‘affected the . degree of teachef szgnlflcance is yet

to be explored. The close student tq sfhdent 1nteract10n in-

- --
- .

the open-area.EIassroom may heve a¥forded the student a ..

gleater deéree of peer suppbit than wéuld:have been engen- -

. e t..

. , o . _ ] _
*/dered in the more traditional classroom setting. As_a con-

- .- : o« .
. . sequence, the ‘student may have perceived studemt peers to be

o?’gteater significance in the-open'ciassroom. of the'twelve
classrooms selected for the present resesrch, six'were -open
area classrooms.‘ The p0551b111ty that the open area class-
'room'orgaeizatibh maf have decreased the anticipated degree
'_'of ‘teacher signi.fi'eaﬁce‘does'not appear to be mireasonable._
If.student peers did assume greater significance than anti-
ciﬁated thé results would be similar to those in which the

.teacher was ‘perceived to be of less significance than

. , .
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anticipated. N\

The influence of the absolute referent authority on the
HD individual has been explained previously fCha@ter One).
The possibility exists that the principals of the schools
were open-minded. If so, rather than insisting that the

teacher-pupil relationship be one of dominance-submission,

" the principals may have favoured a relationship described in

-

Chapter- One as evidencing.teacher warmth. -While it would

‘haxe been difficult for HD teackers to demonstrate charac-

téristics of teacher warmth, the HD teachers would have

attempted to fulfill the e

Ration of the'principals if .

they.;ere tegarded as' absolute referent authorities.
'The-deéree to which an HD teacher would have succeeded

ia altering his behaviors in order to relate to students in

a ncn;HD_manner has not been previously studied. - Rokeach

"(1960) contends that the HD'individcal is able to change a

'-beriﬁheral belief as a result of instructioms emanating from

the referent authority. The beiiefslof'other regicns areiyj,
not altered.' If the principal had been able to prov:de an
atmosPhere of cons1stent acceptance and secyrity for the HD
teacher, the teacher, w1thout dlteration to the belief sys-
tem, may have been able to evrdence some of those attrzbutes
of teacher warmth which were ra]ued by the principal.-

The HD teacher, in relating to the LSE student was ex-

pected to be able to demomstrate only minimal student
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acceptance. , However, give;&the securitv of the referent
authority, the HD teacher may have reacted in a mere accepting
manneT to those behaviors which would have been considered to
be threatening in the absence of the principal’s support. As
a result; the LSE student may have reacted more moderately
to the teacher's reactions and, in turn, experienced fewer
jncidents of both-extreme and ongoiné teacher rejection.
Consequently, there could have been’a reduction in fluctua-
tion ih perceptlon of teacher acceptance.

It was previously suggested that the LD teacher would
not regard the principal as an absolute referent authority.
It is un11k’iy that an open—nanded principal would effect an
apprec1ab1e change in the ED teacher-LSE student relat:onsh1p .
or the student's perception of teacher acceptance: In consi-~
deration of the somewhat reducéd variance in perception of
acceptance in ‘the HD-LSE relationship, it is reasonable to
antlczpate a reductlun in the d1fference in varlance between

the HD-1SE relationship and the LD-LSE relatlonshlp. As 2 -

result the difference of variance in these relatlonszps was

-
-

on-51gn1f1cant. .
The p0551b1e effect of an open-ninded prznclpal on the
HD-HSE relatlonsth is more d1£f1cu1t to coénceive. T
_The HSE student does not rely totally on the teacher for
acceptance needs. However, ‘the "HD teacher’s demonstration of.

pupil acceptance may have 'served to bring some reduction in

' - q .t -
‘. ’
- . .
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variance in perception of teacher acceptance. It is possible,
when comparing the LD-LSE relationship with the HD-HSE rela-
tionship that a reduction of variance would result in no sig-

nificant difference in variance between the two relationships.

L)

However, it would be more probable that the HSE students

characteristics would not have allowed sufficient modifica-

. tion in the variance of perceptiod of teacher acceptance to

alter the hypothesized HD-HSE relationship.

LN

Educational Implications

-

This study reveals that the teacher-pupil-relationship

Ld

contributes to a difference in’ meac‘of stu-
dent. perception of dcceptance By tﬁe teacher. The LSE stu-
dent taught by a HD teacﬁertperceives less teacher acceptince
than does the stcdent,in the LD-LSE, or HD-HSE teacﬂer-_
ctpdont relationship. Bviden::e is presented by Rosenberé
(1965) -that the LSE adolescent who perceives nan-acceptance.
is disadvantaged in_persoﬁal relationships. Purkey's report
| (1970) suggests that the LSE adolescent may be academically
disadrantaged In the present study, the LSE student per-
ceives significantly greater acceptance ‘by the LD teadher
than by the HD teacher. The LSE student may be less disad-
vantaged socially and'acaGEmically'uyen interactinﬁ.wirh a LD
than with a HD teacﬁer. From the foregoing it appears Teason-

-

able that the variables~of teacher dogmatism and student
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self-esteem be consideréd in the class placement of grade
eight students. Specifically, it is suggested that, where
viable alternatives exist, LSE students be placed with
teachers who. do not‘exhibit HD characteristics.

The ultimate responsibility for the effective fimction-
ing of the staff and students lies with ihe school p;incipal.
Implications arising from the significant difference in means
of student perception ofcceptance between.the HD;LSB, LD-
LSE and HD-HSE relationships shbuld not be overlooked by the
principal. It is suggested that principalé ogiéchools con-
taining grade eight be able to identify teachers who evidence

HD characteristics as well as the needs of LSE students. By

providing consistent supp6r¢ and guidance to HD teachers,

‘the principal may be able tolbetter‘accommodate the' LSE

students' needs fo; acceptance. ]
It is suggested that all grade eight teachers should

become familiar with and be able to identify the charac;eris:.

ti?s of LSE students as set forth by Rosenberg (1965)., When

these are known it is possiblexthatjf;l teachers may demon-

- strate teacher warmth and pupid acceptance to a fuller extent

than if they were undware of LSE characteristics. LSE stu-

dents may, as a result, gain in both degree and constancy of

perception of teacher acceptance.

It has been previously suggested';hét the need for order,
which is identified by Rokeach (1960) as a characteristic of
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*r

the HD individual, may have provided LSE students with guide-
W

1ines.within which they could experience a degree of success,

-
»

and therefore, acceptance. The HD teachér, teaching a sub-
ject requiring student freedom, may be providing an ordered
environment. The result may be counter—productive-to student
success. Ip reviewing student progress, the principal ‘may
fihd it profitable to consider teacher characteristics as
related to the subject being taught. It may be advisable to
counsel the HD teacher into teaching anothér subject. A fur-
ther alternative would be to coqsidef the feasibility of
team teéchiﬁg which would reduce the impact of the HD
;eacher's methodology. '

Hypothesis 3 would suggest that when.comparing LSE and -
HSE students, the_LSE_students'perce;vé the HD teacher to be
1es§ accepting of them. They may also peréeive that attemﬁfs
to succeed academicaliy.are futiie. Thus,'LSE stﬁdents wmay
coﬁsider'anx assignment given infthaE;context to be a possi-
ble source of further failure. As a result jlittle or no
effort towards succes$ may be expended by the student. As
pre;iously explained, LSE students may, at‘hny given time,
be experiencing a rise or a fall in perception of ééceptance
by the teacher. Marks on a test or examination may rgflect

the degree of motivation associated with the rise’or fall of

‘the student's percepticn of teacher acceptance. Previously

cited authors have shown that LSE students are somewhat

-

>

(e}
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deficient in oral communication. It is suggested that in
terms oé subject content, all students in grade eight be
assessed at frequent intervals both crally ané in written
work, and that equal weighting of marks be given to each type
of assessment. In adopting this suggesfion as a school policy
it may be possible to moderate the position of LSE students

in the LSE cycl¢ and the effect of their oral communication'
deficiencies on their academic success.

If the foregoing suggestions are adopted, LSE students
may experience increased academic success. They may also
perceive themselves to be moTe -consistently accepted by the-
HD teacher. 'However, -LSE studenté are charactefized by -
'Rosenberg as perceiving themselves as not being acﬁepted by
other students. It is therefore suggested that" teadhers
devise ways in which acceptance of LSE students be evidenced,
by non-1SE students. The following suggestians are put forth
to accomplish this: ’

A) Teachers of grade eight should attempt to identify
LSE students’ accomplishments. The value of tﬁese should be
subtly brought to the classes' attentlon.. Thxs should fac111-
tate the. perce1ved acceptance of LSE students by thelr ‘class-
mates as well_as by their’ teachers. It would seem Teascnable
to suggest- that, over a period of time,'LSE'stndents would
perceive tﬁeif consistent acceptance by their fellow students

and teachefs.
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B) Curriculur content may be explored bty grade eight
teachers in order to discover ways in which LSE students may
benefit. The use of apprspriate literature may allow for
the identification of characters who evidenée LSE but-who
pigyed a significant role in a story. By identifying such
characters, and exploring their nature; an appreciation of
such people by the class may develop. Through discussicn,‘
without alluding to specific class members, a teachef'may
lead a class to greater acceptance of LSE class members. As
a result, LSE students may perceive themselves to be in-
creasingly accepted by the class.

Previéu§1y cited authors suggest that students who ﬁer~
_ceive consistent acceptance by the majority of people whom-
they deem to be impprtani, will probably evideénce general
HSE. It would seem reason#ble that  consistent acceptance of
students by their parents would be helpful in HSE formula-
tion and maintenance. It is therefore suggested that the
school establisﬁ ongoing communicatioﬁ with the commumity
which will énablg'parents-to be informed of children's needs.

for acceptance from a very early age. . Parent-teacher pro- o
grams could consider -evidences of non-acceptapce'which aret
jidentifiable by parents and discuss methods of remediatiom.

- Such frograms, if sugcessful, would result in parents' in-
creased awareness of students® acceptanc? needs. It is pos-

sible that fewer sqﬁdents would thereby evidence LSE

‘ -
| !
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characteristics of non-acceptance. While HD teachers will
still be present in schools, their effect on LSE student
perception of acceptance may be lesseneci if the foregoing
suggestions are ifnplemented. -

The Davidson ané Lang study established ;hatp student
perception of acceptance by the teacher is’ a function of stu-~
dent self-esteem. As a result of the present research, the _
Davidson and Lang findings have been extended to include an ' )
appreciation of the effect of a teacher's level of dogmatism
on the LSE student's perception of acceptance. That is, when
;cénsiéering' perce;;tion of teacher éccepténce- variance, LSE
students. demonstra‘;e significantly greater score variance

- when interacting with HD teachers than do HSE students. .

As stated in Chapter I, the purpose of the I;resent Te-
search was to investigate a2 link between students’ percepfion_
of the teacher, teacher dogmatism and student self-esteem. )
Such a link appears to have been established. As a result
of the specific findipgs in the present‘ resegrch, 2 number

of suggestions for further research émerge: ‘

Suggestions for Further Research.

—

A number of studies which may follow from the current
research will now be suggest;.ed.l )
. The need for an ordered environment was found by 'Rokeac—h
(1960} to be characteristic of an HD individval. This need
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has been related to the non-suppor% of H1 and H2 in the
present.study. If a more ordered or structured environment
results in the LSE student fulfilliﬁg behavioral goals it
ray also servs to assist the student to achieve academip
goals. '

Rokeach (1960}, in referring to rigidjthinking,‘seems
to imply ordered or structured thinking. If the HD teacher
achievés security, by insisting that a struqtured methddology
be:ca;efully fol;o?ed by studéqts, it'is possible that LSE
students, in adhering strictly to that methodology may ei—-
perience greater academic sucééss.

The following résearch'islsuggested, An acadenmic sub-
ject which lends itself to a structured methodology, for
éxample mathematics, should be selected and an academic sub-
ject which does not lend itself to a structured methodology
should be selected. Both subjects should be taught by HD
and LD teachers to LSE and HSE gfade eight students. The
dependent variable measured would be the students’ academic
. success in the two subjects. It is also suggegted that_self?
.esteem change be mea;ﬁred as related t6 both subjects prior -
to and at the conclusion of the experimental béscedufe four
to six months later. & "

The studies of Purkey (1970), Schmuck/;;d Schmuck (1971),
and Brophy and Good (1974} suggest at classroom enviro:;'ment

is'closely related to the acadezic achievement and social
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adjustment of the student. Research relating the student's
;ercept%on of teacher‘significance to the classroom environ-
ment has yet to be undertaken. It 1s suggested that the
relationship between student self-esteem, teacher dogmatism,
classroom atmosphere and student perception of teacher signi-
ficance be stud?éd in the grade eight classtoom. The findings
may assist in defining speéific teacher and classroom envi-
ronments in which the teach®r is regarded by the student as
a-significant influence. This knowledge may assist in the
- most advantageous plecement of students who-a;aneréeiVed to
need greater or lesser teacher influenee. "_
With respect to the HD teacher s reactzon ;o the princi-
pal research has yet to cons:.der the‘::t".'e—of‘the- pnpczpal
‘as a 51gn1f1caﬁt other or as an absdiute referent author1ty
in relating to a HD teacher. If it is Tevealed that the~'”L
princiﬁal_is perceived by the HD }eacher as being en abeolute‘
referent authority, the possibility exists.for the principal
to modify the teacher's attitudes toward students. Further
research may show that the LD principal is able to prov1de
the HD teacher w1th the needed support to reduce the effect
of dogmatlsm on specified groups of students. If so, thei,
effec;s of dogmatism on the LSE student which causes him to
pereeive non-acceptance may‘be lessened. It is suggested
that a longitudinal Sstudy h%%nade of the change in LSE stu:’

dents' perception of acceptance by an HD teacher when that”

.,
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teacher is influenced by a LD principal.

Rokeach's (1960) theory of'dognetisn suggests that both
the cognitive and affective domains are influential in the
formation and maintenance of beliefs which result in dogma-
tism. Because of the.lnvolvement of both domalns, Rokeach
contends that it is difficult for a permanent change of be-
liefs to occur. -if,;t can be shown that the LD principal”is

able to influence the ~degree of teacher dogmatism, this as-

pect of Rokeach's theory_would be open to further investiga-

Ctiom.
~ The studies ‘of Btophy-and Good (1974) suggest that the -
extent to which a student perceives hts teachers’ expeeta-
'tions of him, h;e own expectations .are going to_be'effected.
It would anpear that the Davidson and Lang instrument is the
beginning in the development of an edequéte instrument. As

no other instrument is avdilable whlch offers the advantages'

of admzn15trat1on, scorlng and interpretation-it-is suggested

. that ‘extensive research be undertakén to refing and provide
more sophiSticated statisticnl eviden
- validity of the AC. _
As previously stated, Rosenberg (1960) proposes four
characteristics of the LSE adolescent one of which is that
.the student's self-image will fluctuate. .In view of the
' "i:;;j7'inter-re1ationof the four cﬁeraeterietics it would

ear inconsistent that only one characteristic should"be
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- delineated as fluctuating. A clearer picture of the total

LSE personality would be afforded if the inter-relation of
the four characteristics were clarified. It is suggested
that-further study be implemented to provide such clarifica-
tion. o~ _ ‘

It is-also suggested that the relationship between the
terms 'self-image’ and 'self-esteemi‘fs used by Rosenbetg -

bé more clearly delineated. In the context of his book,

'Rosenberg does not clearly specify the unique'particulars

-

embodled in the use of the ternm 'self-lmage as cquared

wlth-the term 'self—esteem'. A more~prec15e descr1pt1on may

reveél.still-further facets of,the LSE adolescent s.person—"‘

aliry. . ‘ N

The present research indicates that the degree of _per- o

ceived pupil -acceptance by the teacher is related to the.
.various comblnatlons of teacher-pupil character:st:cs. The
LSE student taught by a HD teacher percelves 51gn1£1caht1y_\
less teacher acceptance than does the student 1n the LD-LSE

or HD-HSE teacher-student relat:onsth. It is suggested

that the present study be replicated-to determine .the inter-

’

. action effects of these teacher-pupll relationships.

Rokeach (1960) d15t1ngulshes between rlg1d thznklng and
dogmatzc .thinking. Closely associated wlth r131% th1nk1ng .
js the idea of structured thinking. It would seem that an

HD teacher may. be both rigid and structured in xhlnk}ng;

=)
)

bine

i
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That is, heFmay resist change in single habits and also be
.exceedingly structured in his wresentation of ideas. But

hese. two characterls tics are not necessarily SYNONYTOUS.

-~ ~

o “The LD teacher may not be Tlgld in his thinking but may be
| very structured in his presentation.
An explanation'previously employed for the non-support
of H1 refers to rlgld party-line thinking but also implies
.. the concept of structured, orderly thlns&ng It would appear
that rlgldzty, as described by Rokeach, would be less likely
. : to provlde for the needs of the LSE studsnt than would the,
concept af’ structure. " The d:.st:nctlon .between rigid®ty and
[ — ’
AR structure is hot cons:.dered by Rokeach and could not be
SR app&!led to as an explanat;on of the stat;stical results.
. o .,--_ I'r. is suggested that the concept of structured or or—
<. ¢ . derl? th:.nk:.ngis opposed to ngzd th:nking be explored. 'fhe
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. curitj' when with others who do not share his views; c} de- - -

> . N
: CHAPTER IV

SIMMARY AND- CONCLUSIONS >

Rokeach identi?ied and later measured a cluster of per-
sonality 'components.which he called dogmatism. Rokeach con—-
sideredna'ﬁighly dogmatic person to evidence the following
chai-acteristics to a greater xdegree than a non dogmazfic- pe‘}'-'

son: -a) a need for a safe, depéndable _environment{ b) inse-

fensiveness, stereotyped thinking, impulsiveness, d) inflex-

of others, f) Tesistange to change of envii'onmnt or daily

: _. ibility, ;) iﬁio]:erance for understanding feelings and motives

-

r&xt::.ne, .g) need for status, pmrer, pre ge and secmty.
'raken togefher, Rokeach considers these- components to com-
pnse 1 "network of psychoanalyt:.;a. defense mecha:nsms oxr- 0
gan:.red together to form a cogn:.tlve system ﬂd designed to

shield a vulnerable mind (p. 70)" The Dogmat:.sm Scale
whq.ch\ras t1t1ed Op:un.on Survey (0S) in the present s
has’ been shown_ to reliably measure the degree to wh:.c.h a per-
son is dognat:.c. A high score on the 0S indicates high dog-
matism ('B'% Conversely, a- low score Jndlcates'.the person
.to be low :.n dogmat:.sm (I.D) ‘ ) - 'u.

* In stu&ymg adolesoent self-esteeif@rg spec:.f:.ed

four cha?rzctensucs coman to low self-esteem {LSE) adoles-

cents. These charactenstrcs are,: fluctuat:ton of self-lmage,

L]
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erection of a facade, vulnerability to any circumstances
which would cause further loss of self-esteem, and a sense
of psychic isolation. High self-esteem (HSE) adolescents -
evidenced these characteristics to a lesser degree than LSE
students. Piers and Harris developed the Piers-Harris Chil- -
dren's Self Concept Scale which is considered by Piers to be
consistent with the basic concepts of self-esteem as theorized
by Rosenberg : .

A review of the literature revealed that it is benef1c1a1
for students to Rerce1ve themselves as be}ng accepted by their
teacher. The study of Davidson and Lang demonstrated that '

LSE studénts“perceive themselves to be accepted by t_he teacher
to a lesser degre; than do HSE students. Hoﬁever, the findings
tended to be 1nconc1u51ve in that the role of teacher person-
'alzty was no‘t conszdered. The charactenstlcs of LSE-HSE stu-
~dents, as postulated by Rosenberg, 1nteract1ng_w1th teachers
ev;ﬁenc:ng the characterast1cs of HD-LD, as postulated by .

| Rokeach strengly suggested that the dependent varaable,
student perceptzon of acceptance by the teacher, would be
character1zed by an inordinate degree of variance. _ A hypo-
,thesis of variance was formulated. Specifically, the purpose
of the current study was to determine 1f when . measuring stu—

-'a

dent perception of pupll-acceptance by the teacher, students

- would evidence greater variance in the a) HD_teacher-LSE

»

studént relationship than in the 1D teacher-LSE student .

fa
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ﬁelationship; b) LD teacher-LSE student relationship tdan in
tﬁe HD teacher-HSE student relationship; c) HD teacher-LSE
student relationship than in the HD teacher-HSE student
relationship.

The Opinion Survey was administered to 23 teachers of
grade eight core subjects. Five teachers were judged to be

LD and seven were judged to be HD. The 379 core subject

pupils of the 12 teachers were ;dministered the a) Piers-

Harris Children's Self Concept e {(PH) #nd b) Davidson

and Lsng Adjective Checklist (AC). Sixt&=nine.students were
Judged to be HSE while 61 were Judged to be LSE. Fous’groups
of students were. 1dent1f1ed accordlng to thezr self-esteenm -

and the degree of dogmatlsn ev1denced.by their core subJect

dxeacher.d The four groups were “i) 33 LSE students with HD
X .

teachers, ii) 28 LSE students with LD teachers, 111) 32 HSE

'.students with HD_teachers and iv) 37 HSE students with LD

. teachers.

The Scheffé Test for Homogeneitx of Variance for unequal
ssmple sizes was applied to analyze the data. Post hoc pro-

cedures were implemented by means of the Scheffé Test for

significant difference of meams.

The statistical ahalysis resulted in non support of

~ hypothesis one and hypothesis Ero. Hypothesis three.was

_supﬁorted. The post hoc analysis revealed that the mean of

-

student perception of acceptance by the teacher was
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significanc&? lower: 2) in the HD-LSE relationship than in
the LD-LSE relationship; b) in the LD-LSE relationship than
in the HD-HSE relationship: c¢) in the HD-LSE relationship
than in the HDT-HSE relationship.

Rokeach suggests that the HD individual seeks a secure
environment. Rcsenbérg delineated thegeed for the LSE
adolescent to perceive acceptance. The possibility was ex-
plored that the HD teacher, in seeking to fulf111 his securlty
needs by. comp1y1ng wzth the perce1ved expectatlons of his
referent authorlty, nay "have 1nadwertent1y provided the LSE
student_w;th ? greater_degree of acceptance and stability
- than hypothesized. - f L S . -

' The'infiuence of the teacher as a significant other is
discussed in research literature.. The pcssibility that the
- teacher's influence is lecsened.in ;he LSE ctQGEnt«teacher
relgtionship is brought into question by this study.- It is
suggested that .erg may be-a relat;ggship between the loss
'of teacher influence and the stgbilitf of student perception
of teacher acceptamnce.

. The fiﬁdings of the present research lend suppcrt to .
prophy‘and Goods' sgggestion that furth;r inveqfigaticn of B
the influencé of open area classrooms on teacher pupil rela-
tionship%.is merited'(p. 310-311). This p0551b111ty w3s
dlscussdd as related to score variance in perceptlon of

acceptance of LSE.and HSE students by LD and HD teachers.
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The possibility that a school principal may be able to
influence the rélationship between the HD teacher and LSE
student was explored. The significénce of this possibility
as it relates to Rokea.-ch's theory of dogmatism was discusse.d
as was the benefits of this possibility to the LSE .student.

Hypothesis 3 was supported and from it was drawn the

“recommendation that teacher dogmatism be considered in the
Placement of LSE students.

In the final analysis it appears that teacher dogmatism |
and student self-esteem will require further study in_ an
effort to reveal their overall effect on teacher-student

interaction. ‘It is possible that specific aspects of the
chara,c;gristi_cs may dominate tﬁe teaéher—étudent felati&:ship.
The effect of those o§1‘7the teaqher-student relationship is
yet to be determined. o : o | 9
In 'concl—;xsion, it is suggestted that educators who are
concerned with the effects of teacher dogmatism on students
with ?rarying degrees of self-esteem might profitably éxplo:e
i _the practical applications and theoretical implivautions of

the current findings.

. -

*
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FIRST MEETING WITH TEACHERS

Experimenter: ,
Mylname is Clare Cressman. I am presently a doctoral

candidate af the University of Ottawa. In'September; I wi;l

be returning to Peel Cougpty as Vice'Principalfof_the Woodiands

School.

-
-

Since last July, I have been seeking to learn Wore about .

classroom relationships which exist between ourselves as

T teachers and otr pt;pzls.

.
-

Desp1te almost twenty-flve years of teachlng.ln secondary

and elementary school I flnd that I feel more effect;ve with

_ some students than- I do w1th others. And I recall that, as

a student, I felt more effect1ve w1th some ‘teachers than with

T other teachers. i :-v; . . .

. feellngs of effect1veness.

-
-
-
/

P
.

The quest1on arises: 'Hhht are the reaiﬁns for such
féellngs of varying degrees of effectlveness in the pup11-

teacher relat10nsh1ps’ 1f we can answer this questzon, we

. may be eble to arrange for a11gn1ng puplls and teachers in .

such a manner that puplls and teadhers experlence maximium

A revzew of research literature rndlcates that the- degree

‘to whlch we percezve our need to- be free to make decisions

v

and to allow others to make decisions may be a key variable

1n the pupzl-teacher relat1onsh1p..

o

Y

-

: Iqthas been shown that some teachers feel most effective.

-
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'

in making their own decisions in regard to items such as the
degree to which curriculum guidelines, etc. are followed.

Other teachers feel more effective when they closely follow

course guidelines etc. Similarly, some of us allow for con-

siderable freedom among student% to make their own decisions

'in classroom matters, while others of us wish our students

to follow more definitely prescribed classroom proceduftes.

This 15 in no way meant to imply. that both types of

.teachers are not equally effectlve._

" In regdrd to students it has been shown that some £Ee1 -

~ more effective when they perceive that_they have cons;derable'

freedom to make. dec151ons-r Other students "’ feel more-effectzve .

when they perce1ve that they are being glven careful guzdance
in- thelr work .and are secure with the1r teadher._

It is important to emphas;ze_that both typengf teachers

. -

- may be equally effective. Both types of students'may be_

equally effectlve. It would appear reasonable to suggest

that a compatible al:gnment of teacher and puplls in terEE

.of preference of dec151on-mak1ng would allaw for maxzmum efe

-

fectiveness. of teachers and pupzls.

In reV1ew, if ‘we were -to draw a contlnuum llne, all .

teachers in Peel would place w1th1n the’ dlstrlbutlon of .

'shadee‘of-hair coloring, eye color, height!_etc: Difference

does not impl} inferiority or superiorlty’- juat difference.;

]

. -
- . +

* decision-making preférence in the same way: as they would.for'

-
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Similarly, students may also bé'placed on the continuum.
Again, difference is difference, not inferiority or supe%ioity.
Thus we can see that teachers @ave preferences of decision-
making. Students have needs in decision-making. -Therefore,
regardless of decision-making preference, all teachers are
needed to meet the decision-making preferences of students.
This is a key éoncept and component of teacher-pupil relation-
ships. ) e RN -
Ifems,such as pu@il-teacher Tatio, incre#sing diversity
‘of pupil home background, aﬁd_the greﬁa to place more special -
need children in regular classrooms, create pres%u:es on all
rof us. If we could align décision-making preferénces of
teachers and pupils, it could reduce some pressures. But
this principle has yet to be provén;-.l am asking for your
help to do 56. : : . | ' \
The most direct method of doing th{;_is: 'ﬁJ Teachers
completé an "Opinion-sﬁrvey". This requires about 10-15
minutes.and is thé'fqtal time coqmitment're&ﬁested; B) ‘Stu-

dents will fill 6ut two questionnaires'whiéh Tequire a total

time of forty minutes’
Let me prlain ﬁorg fully the pupil.procedure. -?he
pu§i£ tests will bé admin;;tered.by me in your classroom
'while you take a break in the staff room. One questionnaire
will tell'the‘decision-néking preference of the student. A.

second questioﬁnaire will indicate the student's perception .
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of his decision-making role in the class of a specific feacher
who is named. FHowever, the students will 1) have no clue as-
to the function of the project, 2) know nothing of staff par-
ticipation, 3) have no knowledge of why the name of the
teacher is on his sheet, 4] all participating teachers' names
will be représented, and 5) all names will be repiaced by

- numbers for computer processing. Thus, your name wiil' become
a number along with other_ teachers. _ _

It is not my wish to have anyone participatiné in this -
project reluctantly. Rather, it is my hope that by. showing
you that you may have meaningful input’ i_nt6 a project which
has practical classroom application,_while at the same time
providing for maximum anon_)'mi'ty, you will wish to participate
and contribute 10-12 minutes of your time.

For statistical purposes, some teachers and puﬁils will
be asked to fill out the identical surveys again in three
weeks' time. o

I feel obligated to commmicate the results of the pro-
ject to all schools whose teach‘e.rs participate in it. This
will be done in the form of a resuwmé which will explaln the
fmd:.ngs in terms of teacher preference of dec:.s:.on-maklng
as it is related to the students' perception of decision-
ﬁaking. | | o , !

I am prepared to distribute the 8-10 minute Opinion Sur—

vey at this time. If some of you have previous comtments,
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I certainly understand. Perhaps you could complete the survey
later today and return it in a sealed envelope to the.school
secretary so that I could pick it up in the morning. I would
be pleased to answer any questions now. (At this point the
experimenter responded to questions, most of whiéh were
directed toward clarification of methodology to-ensure teacher
confidentiality.) ° C |

| Experimenter then continues:

. The surveys will be distributed now. If you have another
comhitment-at this time; or if you woﬁld'prefer not to p;iti-
cipate.in the projcct,-feel free to leave now, during thé
distribution_of the survey. _The instructions on the survey

are self-explanatory so you may begin as soon as you receive

it.

(The experimenter:distributed the survey. At some schools,
some teachers regeived the survey, completed it elsewhere °
;;d regurﬁed-it.' Only one teacher did not réturn the survey.
The principal explained that this individual does not partici-

pate in surveys as a matter of personal principle.)

-
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CPINION SUEVEY
The informaticn neeced Icr this project will be
held in strictest ccnfidence. This includes wvour crinions
of the statements and the inforrmation recuested belov.
Please fill-in the bianks.
F X
- PRINT LAST KRaME : INITIAL SEX
S -
- e . “'--.._'__‘_‘ . N
' ' . mmcmc :.IPER.:.ETGCE \ YERRS EXPERTIENCE GRADE EIGHT.
R S e : ) ) _

T

DATE . TI!&. OF DAY

T SCHOOL - * DATE
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The following is a siudy of what the general public
thinks and Teels adout 2 nusmber of important sceial and
perscnal questions. The best answer <o 2ach statement
belew is wveour perscnzl oninien. Ve have tried te cover
many Ziflzrent anc ovprosing ncints of view; vou mav Jind
yoursell agreeing strongly with some statements, ginarree-
ing just as stire rgly with others, and perhazps uncertain
about cthers; whether you arree or disagree with any state-

oo

e al
ment, vou can be sure that many peorle feel the same as vou
do.

Mark each statement in the left margin according to
how much you agree or dlsagree Wlth it. Please mark every
one. o - . . :

Wtate +I' +2, +3, or_ -1, y =3, depending-on how
vou feel in each case. R
+1: T AGREE A LITTIE ~ . '-1:'-1': DISAGREE A LITTLE
+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE -2: I DISAGREE ON THE VWHOLE
. 43: I AGREE-?ERI MIcH -3: I DISAGRE%i?EEE;HUCH

.The United States and Rnssza have just about nothing
in common. :

___-The highest form of government is a democracy and the
highest form of democracy is a government run by those
who are the most intelligent. .

- <Even though freedom of sveech is a worthwhile goal, it
is unfortunately necessarv to restrict the freedom of
certain political groups.

LIt is only ratural that a person would have a rmch
better acquaintance with 1deas he believes in than
with ideas he opposes.

k]

Man on his own is a helpless and miéerable"creatufe;

-Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty.lone- .
some place.

.Hbst peoplp just don't give a 'damm' for others.:

. <I'@ like it if I could find someone who would tell me
how to solve my persconal problems.
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T AARTE 1 Trmmro - MO ADDT b Ty =
I ACE=E Modud Ll LS ~1: 1 D..'.S.‘\GP..L:- A LU0
. ——— AT LR R s en] - TVT O e BT TR e oy
I AGRZE (N 7TEZ WHCOLE =2: I RIZAGEZE C7 7HD VWHOLD
APty : T ORINUASER A .
I AGREZT VERY IUCH ~3: I DI3AGREE VIREY ITUCH
- 3 -e < - o 3
-1t Is cnly natural for a person tc be rather fearful
Fad H b -
0l tre Zuture.

.There is so much to be done and so little time to do

it in.

.Cnce I get wound ur in a heated discussion I just -

can't step.

-in a discussion I cften fiéa:lv necessary to repeat

myself several times to make sure I am being under-
stood. _

.In a heaﬁed dlscu531oh I generally beccme so absoroed

‘in'what I am going tco say that I forget to listen to
what the others are saying. o :

— It is better to be a dead hero than a llve couard

While I don't like to acmit this even to myself =y
T great ambition is to becone a great'man like Eanste.n
or Beethoven or Shakespea

— +The main thing in life is for a person to want to do
scmething important. '

-If given the chance, I uould do sonething 6f_great

benefit to the world.

—.+In the history of mankind there ‘have prdbably been
. Just a-handful of really great thlnkers

.There are a-number of people I have come to hate be-
cause of the things they stand for. :

.A man who does not believe in some great cause has not

really lived.

.It is only when a nerson devotes } .elf.to an ideal

or cause that life becones meani .

—__-0f all the different philosophies uhxch exist in the
world there is probably only one which is correct.
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+1: I AGREE 4 LIT™TI: -1: I DISACGKEE & LITTLE
+2: .7 AGREZT {N 7HE VuCLE -2: 1 DISAGRZZ ON THID WHCLES
+3: I AGEZZ VEIRY MUCEH -3: I DISACREZ VIRY UCH
-4 person who gZets enthusiassic abeous oo nanyv causes
is lixely tc te 2 pretty "wishr-washy™ sert ¢f parsen.

.To cormpremise with cur pelisical oroonents is danger-
cus because it usuzlly leads o the catrayal cf cur

side.

.When it comes to differences of orinion in religion
we rust be careful not to compromise with those who
believe differently from the way we do.

.In times like thése, a ‘'person must be pretty selfish
if he considers primarily his own happiness, ‘

.The worst crime 2 person could commit is to attack
... publicly the people who believe in the same thing he

‘does. . B . o

<In times-like these it is oiten necessary to be more

on guard against ideas put out by people or groups in..

one's own camp than by ‘those in the opposing camp.

-A group which tolerates too much differences of opinion
among its own mexbers cannot exist for long. . .
-There are two kinds of people in this world: those who
-are for the truth and those who are against the truth.

»

-My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to
‘ admit he's wrong. . . . :

-4 person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is .
,  beneath contempt. ) : ' '

_.Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays ‘aren’t

worth the paper they are printed on.-

-In this complicated world of ours the only way we can
know what's going on is to rely on leaders or experts
- who can be trusted. S ' . . . .

-It is often désirablq to. reserve judgment. about what's
going on until one has had a chance to hear the opin-
ions of those one respects. . :
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AGREE A LITTLE -1:

+1: I I DISACRZE A LITTLD .
+2: I AGREZ CN TEZD WIOLE ~2: I DISAGRIZ (I THEE LHOLE
+3: I AGREZ VERY MCCH =3: I DISACREZ VERY 1UCH
.In the long run the best way to live is to pick
friends anc asscceiates wrcse tastes and beliefls are
the sarce a3 cone's own. .
.The present is all toc ofteon full of unhappiness. It
is only the future that ccunis.

.1f a man is to accomplish his mission in life it is
sormetimes necessary to gamble "2ll or nothing at aliv”.

.Unfortunately, a good manv peovle with whom I have
discussed irportant social and moral problems don't
really understand what's. going on.

;Hoét peorle just don't know what's good for them. -

Please hand the survey to Mr. Cressian when'you.finisp, then

leave.

Thank you. T
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FIRST MEETING WITH STUDENTS

Experiinentef:

Good morning (afternoon). My name is Mr. Cressman.
Every year you, your friends, and your teachers spend over
one thousand hours in school. When you ga to work full time
?ou will spend over two thousand hours with your employer or
- fellow workers. 1 am sure you can understand that working
and learning together - yod, your frlends, ‘teachers or fel—
low workers - is an 1mportant part of your life. -

The reason I am here today_zs to ask your assistance in
finding out the way you work tpéﬁthér with‘youf friends and
teachers. .: . o -

Nh:le assoc;;zzig“ﬁth young people for many years, in

" both elementary school and secondary school, from grades )

'fbur to thirteen, I can honestly say that I found that I got

_ along better with some students than with other students.

As a studént, I remcmber‘;h#t I got along better with some

teachers than with other teachers. Many"t;ines I did not know

why this was so. Today I am asking you to coﬁﬁlete two short

surveyﬁ._ Your reSponses may help us discover part of the
Teason why we get along better with some folks thamn ﬁith others.

| for your work here today to be_teal;y.worthwhiie,‘it will

be necessary for you to be absolutely‘honest. I guarantee you

that no persoR in this school will ever see your answers.

.No one,

aH
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As you watch your friends skate or go through gym rou-
tines, you often express thoughts such as - "he's good" or
"she does that well"™. 'Also, it is natural for us to wonder

what others think of us. You may think about your teachers

and yourself - "my teacher thinks I work hard"‘ - "he thinks

I'm ‘forgetful" or, "my teacher thinks I'd be a good laade

- The first: ‘questions you will receive ask what you tﬁmk

;ome certain teacher feels abouC you. - - - T o

-

Perhags, fo:: some reason, you would prefer not to pam- )

) c:.pate. If that is so, I w:LIJ: -tmderstand and 1f you ‘wish,

- -
-

-you may Jom your teacher 1n Just a- moment. - e

I w111 give out the f:l.rst set of questions now. Please

leave the sheet face down 01{1 your desk JAs I g:nre them out,

those who do not nsh to stay, may leave and go to room .

(Adject:we Chec.kh.st given out. ) - T

Experimenter: _ . .

Please turn your question sheet over and follow my -

-

- -

instructions. : S, -

Pnnt your last- name, ‘then your first name. 'I'he date

today is day ___, mtmth-- . Fill in the name of your
school. . The time I would like you to put down is - .

If you are a girl, circle the word "girl". If you are a boy
circle the word "boy". Where the words "name of teacher™

appear, print-the name of the teacher who teaches you in this

. ro'om at th:.s tﬁn of -day. _' .‘

»

-



-
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Directly_under the name of the teacher you see three
boxes containing the words "most of the time", "half of .the
time" and "seldom or almost never”. - To the left of this you
see the woras "my teacher thinks I am ...... - Instead of

the words "my teacher" put in the name (name

of appropriate teacher of core subjects). Now let's read

" that together. - - thinks I am pleasant.... If

you feel your teacher tHinks you are pleasant "half of the
time” put an X in.the box imder "half of the time". .But,
ié’yqéﬁfEel'that your teacher thinks you are pleasant "sgl--
:dqm'br almost never”, put an X in the box under those éords.
For ;aéh-adiectiye in the 1list Eélow‘you have the same three
choices. B - x o
. " Do not omit any adjectives; KBe as honest as'yéu can.
* Remember, neither your teacher nor your principalhwill sgé
_If there is a wo?d you do not ﬁﬂaersggﬁd, pléase raise
your hand and I wiil com; to youi_seé% aﬁd explain it to you.
When you finish your sheet,-check it to see that you
have not missed any words. Then turn the sheet over and wait
for the other students to.finish. . o

Please begin. °

(Students completed the Adjective Checklist.)

Experimenter:

You seem to have done that quite well.
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‘In addition to wondering what your_teacher thinks about
.you, vou also think about vourself. Perhaﬁs vou think "I'm
not too anxious to studyh -- "I can do that quite well" --
"I don't mind trying new things".

The:npgt sheets contain statemeﬁts about yourself. You
will need i; consider each-statement and decide if it is true
or false. u_ f i- : .

Agaln, T remind you that ‘no one .in this school will ever
'see your answers, so. you can ‘be completely honest. o ; .

T w111 give out the statement sheets now. Please leave ,

them face down on your desk.

(Piers-Harris Self ConceptlScalé:given'out.) }" .

-

Experimenter:
Turn your booklets face up. Please print your last name,
followed by your first name. Write the age you are today.

Circle the correct word "girl" or "boy". Write your present

" grade and schopl. Today's date is . Under the
word "school",_piease prin; the name of your core subject
teacher. | |

(Experimenter circulates among students:)

Experimenter: : )

-

Please turn the page and I will read the instructions as .

you follow my reading. - d
4 T :
(Experimefiter reads instructions at top of page 1.)

'4
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.E{éerfmenter:

‘l» _‘Two questions ask about your feelings toward brothers
and sisters. If vou have no brothers or sisters, answer
these ouestlons as if you did have brothers or sisters. Do
not leave out any statements. Please begin.

‘ (Students completed the P§ersfﬂarr15 Self Concept Scale:)

- . -

_Exper1menter' i ' . T
It looks as if everyone is f:.n:.shed. Please'pu't the :
single sheet under the other sheets. I'll come around and

staple then together.

(Experimenter circulated throughout the room stapl:ng anﬁ

collecting the sheets.)

Exper;mehter' ]

When we flrst gathered today, I asked for your a551stance
in flndlng out the way you work together. You have just
answered some questioms ibout how you feel your teacher’ thlnks
of you and how you work. You also answered statements as to
what you thlnk about yourself and how you get along with |
others.' You have made a valuable contribution and I thank

tyou for your good work.

A few weeks from now some of you will be asked to comes -X

together agaln in order to complete the pro;ect.wh1ch we
- started today. _Icih confident that'you wili do as well then

as you did today. . - B

¥
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Before vou leave I have one final request. Please do

not discuss with your friends what we have dome, at least

not until after (time}. I think you can under-

stand that it would help them to learn of the project for the
first time when we gather. Then they may be able-to do as

well asiyoﬁ have just done.

_Thank you. Your teacher will retum in a few minutes.

“

————
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THE PIERS;HARRIS'gHILDREN's SELF CONCEPT SCALE
"~ (THE WAY I FEEL ABOUT MYSELF)

P!
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~

THE WAY | FEEL ABOUT MYSELF

NAME. ......cce0ceaw s e v s e s esrees e
CMGE ... ém.oa&ac-w ..............
GRADE . ........... L SCHOOL = v v e vreee e eenn s
DATE .. ovvvnennon.

¢ ’ -

»

© Ellen V. Piers ond Dole B. Harris, 1969



Here are g set of statements. Some of them ore true of you and so you will circle 109
the yes. Some are not true of you and so you will circle the no. Answer every

question even if some are hard to decide, but do not circle both yes and no. Re-

member, circle the yes if the statement is generally like you, or circle the no if

the stotement is generclly not like you. There are no right or wrong answers.

Only you can tell us how you feel about yourself, so we hope you will mark the

way you really feel inside.

1. Myclessmatesmokefunofme . . . . ... ... ... ... yes no

2. lomohoppy Person . - « v v o o s v e aae e ytsno

3 |tish.crdformton:oke&imck...-..... ............. yes no

4 Lomofensod - « o o o vn v mnencae e yes no-
5. 1 OM MO v v e e e e aaeee e e :: ..... yes no

6. lamshy . .. ..o v ;...........Q..\-;t‘T*..ygsno

7. 1 gat nervous when the teacher calls on me e e you ;.;- .
" 8. Mylooksbotherme . ............ l..,_:‘...,.;-....yano |
9. When | grow up, lwillbd&ainpoﬂmtpum ........'..;.. yu o

10. 1 get worried when we have testsinschool. « « v < e o v e o vt yes 0
'I!.lanmﬁopulc.....f........ .............. .. yes DO

12. 1 Jm well behoved inschool . . . . - . . . O s

13. It is usvally my it when something goas wrong - « - <« v oo - - yes no
14.|e;muwbmuyfany..' ....... eeeseeee ,..m o
15. lomsirong. « « - « « ¢ o s e o o= oo R . yes no k
16, Ihove good ideas - . - . o« .- - A e yes no

17. 1 om on importont member of my fomily . . . . . . . . . PR yes o
18. luanllyinmtdyoﬁnwﬁy R TR e e ee e yos no

19. 1 om good at making things with-my hands . . .. . . . . e yas o
20.I9inupensily......;.... ...... e s e eceasesas yss no
R
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2l. lemgoodinmyschoolwork. . .. ... ... ... ... ..., yes no

2. ldomanybadthings. . . . ... ..... ... ... ... . .. yes no

3. lcondrawwell .. .. . [ yes no

‘24. leamgoodinmusic. . ... ... ... ... .. ... .. .. .. . yes no

25. lbehavebadlyathome .. ... ..... ... ... ... ... yes no

25. | om slow in finishing my school work Lo yes no

Z7. 1am an important member of my closs - oo e - yes no
Z&I_Gnnervms-....'... ........ ettt e eceia, yes no

' 29. lluvepiﬂyeyos_.'...._.... .................. . yes no
o _30.,.Icmgiveogoodljeporri‘nﬁ'ontofthecios... ........... yes o
NW‘Q‘M'”B“'; RREE R e .l. yes no
- 32. Ipickonmybr&ﬂia{s)mds&a{s) .\.... B . yes no
) . B Myﬁ;imc!slikemfidecs ..... m e e e et st e ettt ... yes no
34. Joflengetintotrovble. . . . ..... . ........... ... yes no

35. lamobed'nntorbom yes no

. 36. lamiveky . . . .......... ................. yes no
3. twoeryalot..... .. e yes no

38. Mypu-rentsexpecrhonm'hque.‘ .................. yes no

! 39. 1like being theway lom . . . ... ... ... .. . yes o
40. | feel left out of things o yes no



41.

42.

&

k

&

49.

Lhave Nice hait - o « o o o m v s e e e R
| often volunteer inschool. « « <« v e v v o v = - - . yes
| wish | were different . . < - < . < - - - e yes
[ sleep well G aight « « « « « o v mnm o e o me o yes
lhate sChOOl . « v o o @ =t o v v s st s e st e s s e yes
{ am omong the lost lobe chosen forgomes .. <« « o o 0o o v o -t yes
“lamsick@lot. ¢ c vt v o et e e e e e e yes
lomoRenmeontootherpeople . . . . .« o v v vt m v et v v e e yes
Myclmufainschoolthinkl}nvegoédidm.- ........... yes
lc;nmhoppy.....t.-.' ........... e yes
thavemany friends:. . . .« -t it e e e e e e ae e . yes
lamcheeri"url .‘.E\. ........... Reeecssanassss yes
lqndimbgbo;mésuhhgs ...................... yes
langoodlooka.g:....' ...................... yes
lmbsofp.pf ..... e S . yes
'lgetintoabrof:i?gb;s.f...;......'......' ........ yes
I am popular withBOyS. « «s < « <+ = v+ =t el yes
l;eoplep.ickonm‘_'e{... ........ ‘.. ......... ...._.... yes
Mysam;lyaaa‘;fppoanndinm ..... A
‘l‘havecpleusméhce.. ........... e oo yes

111

3

3 3 3 8 8 8 3 3 8

3
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61. Whmltryfomkemﬂﬁng. everything seems fogowrong . . . . . yes no
62. lampickedonathome . . ... ... ... B yes no
63. Toma leoder ingamesond sports . . . .o - s o n oo e yes o
64. lomelumsy . . v v v v v v v m i e e e e e e yu"no
é5. hgcmesmd‘spdts,lwafchimfeodofplc} .............. yes no
66. lforgetwhetllm.l .................... A e - .. ye$ DO
67.lmneusyt:>gctaia|gwith...:....- ......... \T/:...vcsno
68. 1lose my temper 6GSily . - < s e s eeieeco e yes oo
£9. lampopularwithgirls. . . . . . . c e e vt eetaii e yes no

70, lamagoodreoder. . . - . . - '..‘.‘ .......... ‘ e eaeen yes no

_71. lwouldruthgrworlit‘olu\oﬂéchwﬁham.‘ ............. yes no
n.l!ﬂmmy}:rc;fhx(sisft) ..... f e s e e e ses e . yes no
B.Ihncéoqdﬁgro ...... Ve eeaeen e e ce s e YOS5 DO
74. lamoflenafraid. oo v o v evennn e yes o
75. imMmu'mmw..L.....‘....-...,’-ﬁsm
76. lconbetrusted . . .....ootnann ceeereeean yes no
77. 1 om diffarent from other pecple’- . . . . . e L e
78. 1 think bod thoughts « « « < oo e eeenene R yes 0o
79. leryeasily . . .10 c ittt e .....“..yuno
80. lomagood parson. . . . . . . B IR A yes no

-~
> \‘J Score:
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ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST
NAME  DATE :
TEST TLRST BAY MoHTa
SCHOCL _ TIME ' |
GIRL BOY (CIRCLE ONE)
NAME OF TEACHER
{
. SELDCH|
: MOST | HALF OR
¥y TSACEER THINKS|OF THE |[OF THE|ALMOST !
I AI'!. e @ = ® & = TII'E TII‘E NEVEB o
BEEASANT )
| SELDOM ’ SELDCY
MOST | HALF OR _ MOST | BALF CR |
OF THE!|OF THE| ALMOST[MY TEACHER THINKS|OF THE{OF THE ALNOS
| TIME | TIME | NEVERHT AM. . . . . . - E | TE | NEVEY
= I socramz ' '

A SLOPPY WORKER

¥ _DREAMER
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" SECOND MEETING WITH TEACHERS

Experimenter to each HD or LD teacher:

You will remember that when I spoke to the staff I men-
tioned the need to conduct a retest of the Opinion Survey
for statistical reasons. Rather than arréhging a meetiﬁg
for the purpose, it may be more convenient for you if I were
to give you the Opinion Survey now so you can take it home
for completion. TI'11 pick i; up from you in the mormning.,
(In one school, the prinéipél fequested_that;he be allowed
to di'stribute the Opinion Survey to tﬁe teachers involved.
The requést was'graﬂted and the Opinion Surveys we&e.qol-
lected by the experimenter the following day. pﬁe teacher

was no longer teaching at any school, so no retest was

possible.)

- ot
T e
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\‘ B
3 |
-SECOND MEETING WITH STUDENTS

Experimepte:: s
- A few weeks ago we met together. At that time I asked
you for your assistance in finding out what you felt your
teacher thought about you and what you thought about your-
seIf. I mentioned to you that by meeting once more the s
project could be completed. Today you w111 be about to do '
that by helplng in- the same way that you did before.‘ Remem—'

ber, no one but me-wlll Imow what your answers are.

L]

- -

-

you félt.your teacher thought about- you.- I.w111 now give out

similar questions. PIEase leave the papers face down.

»

'Pe:hap > for some reason, you would preférrnot to do '.

is-is so, I will understand' and if you wish you

may leate and go to room as 1 give out the papers.

-

(AdJectlve Checklist to be given out.)
- ’ ' .

- . - E

Experimenter:

1nstructlons as you follow on your sheet,;

(Identlcal 1nstruct10ns ‘as outlzned in Appendlx 3 were read )

(Adjectlve Checklist completed and collected )

Experimenter: LT

- The last set of questlons I will gzve you, ask’ about
yourself Aga;n, remember, I-am the only one who w111‘seo

-

_ o L 3
Please turn your question ‘sheet over and I:will rﬁﬁd the

Yeu recall that the first questlons had to do w1th what _

o~

L
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Y, hd

your. answeTrs. _
I will giwve out the last set of questions now. Please

leave them face down on your desk.

-

(Piers-Harris Self Concept Scale given out.)}

_Exper:menter'
Please turn your question sheet over and I will read
the 1nstruct10ns as you follow on your sheet.
(The 1nstruct10ns as out11ned on the Pzers-Harrls Self Con-'

cept Scale -will now be read.)

.Exper1menter.
When you finish, turn your paper over and I will. collect

it. Please remain in your seat umtil all of the Papers are

collected and stapled. Put the single sheet under the other

-

sheets.

*

{(Piers-Harris completed, stapled to the AC and collected by

-

the experimenter.)
Expenmenter' | S .

Thank you. You have been an imﬁértant_part of this pro-~
ject in finding out how we work together. I wish you every

success -in the rema;n1ng weeks of school. Please go to the

class where you are regularly sdheduled to be~at this time.°
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OPINION SURVEY SCORES OF ALL TEACHERS TESTED

N=23
Teacher Opinion Survey Score ’
T 1 192
T 2 182 ' -
T 3 173 "\\\
T 4 167 -
T S 161
T 6 161 SN
T 7 158
T 8 o 151
T 9 . | 151
T 10 143
. T 11 142
T 12 135
T 13 135
T 14 130
T 15 130
T 16 124
T 17 122 | j
-T 18 121
T 19 114 i g
T 20 106
T 21 98
T 22 - 86 ° .
T 23 42
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STATISTICAL DEFINITION OF HD-LD TEACHERS

HD Teachers

HD Teachers

LD Teachers

- LD Teachers

defined

defined

- defined

defined

as +0.5 from the mean , 7?““*-~;__ﬁ
M= 136
+0.5 SD = _16
= 152

as those scoring 152 or higher on the OS.

as -0.5 from the mean .-

. -

- M= 136
-0.5SD= 16

= 120

as those scoring 120 or below on the OS.
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OPINION SURVEY TEST AND RETEST SCORES OF TEACHERS SELECTED

Teacher Initial - Reatest
Test

192 205

HD 1
HD 2 182 | 173
HD 3 173 -
AD 4 167 | 161
HD 5 161 . - 159
HD 6 161 : 154
HD 7 158 . . 1n
LD 1 114 | 127
LD 2 ‘ 106 " 108.
‘LD 3 98 } S 80
LD 4 86 . 106
“p s 82 " . 40
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SCORES OF:

A) ALL STUDENTS FOR PIERS HARRIS CHILDREN'S
SELF-CONCEPT SCALE AND ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST.

B) RETEST SCORES OF APPROXIMATELY
ONE FIFTH OF ALL STUDENTS TESTED
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SCORES OF:

A) ALL STUDENTS FOR PIERS HARRIS CHILDREN'S
"SELF-CONCEPT SCALE AND ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST

. B) RETEST SCORES OF APPROXIMATELY
ONE FIFTH OF ALL STUDENTS TESTED

Student - PH "PH . AC g AC
Number Score Retest Score Retest
1 T 2,97
-2 . 73 . 2.8 .
3 71 - 74 2.77 | 2.74
& - n - 2.82 ' a
’'5 69 -~ . o 2.57 .
6 . 67 _ 2.57  -.
7 67 " 69 2.8 2.82
67 T wn
9 g 66 - . . T 2,29
100 66 - 2.83 | :
11 64 68 2.69 2.17
12 . 64 . . - 2.57
13 .60 | 2,20 °
14 " 59 ' 2.23
15 . 58 .- 56 2.46 . 2.6
16 . c. 86 ) 1.83
17 s - ©2.31
18 -, - 54 T 2.66 .
19 54 58 2.6 2.6
20 _ 52 : | 2.68
21 ' 51 2,17
22 - 51 : 2.69
23 - 50 .z )
24 ; 46 : . 2.63

.25 45 ' ) 2.63



i

APPENDIX 11 128
Student PH PH AC AC.
Number ‘Score Retest Score . Retest
26 45 1.74 .
27 45 42 2.31 2.37
28 44 2.63
29 42~ . 2.54
30 15 8 1.42
31 24 - 17 1.6 1.82
32 43 ) 1.45 _
33 a8 2.0 ‘g
34 - a8 2.23 .
35 49 55 2.34 2.48
- 36 49 2.65 .
. 37 50 - 1.91
38 51 . 2.43
- 39~ 54 2.46
40 57 2.17
41 62 2.6
42 "N 63 . 2.38
43 " 65 60 '2.37 2.43
- 44 68 ot 2.91 ‘
45 69 2.82 . -
46 69 . 2.86 ‘
47 69 @ 71 2.80 2.8
48 70 . 2.97
49 n - 2.85 .
50 n 2.77
51 73 73 2.68 2.68
52 75 2.94 -
‘53 75 3.0
54 77 2.86
55 , 79 79 2.94 2.91 °
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Student PH PH AC AC
Number Score Retest Score Retest
56 79 2.97
57 78 2.74
58 73 2.74 .
59 72 69 . 2,77 - 2.74
60 72 2.77
61 i s N ' 2.66
62 i 71 2.94
63 ¥ 69 67 2.66 2.63
64 68 - 2.71
65 . - 66 | - 2.69
66 " 65 .. . 2m ]
67 . es - 68. .  2.57 2.57
.68 62 . ' 2.46
69 - 62 5 2,74
70 .. 80 o 2.6 )
s S -~ 58 55 2,37 - 2.37
72 58 - 2.31 |
73. - 58 . 2.54°
74 56 2.57 . .
75 -, 54 = 46 2.54 2.69
76 A 2.36
77 51 _ 2.8
78 . 50 2.14 L
79 48 49 2.57 2.63
80 ‘ a7 - 2.26 '
81 . 4a " 2.26
82 ) " 40 L 2.14 .
83 . 38 38 2.08° 1.94
84 59 C o 2.34

85 - 89 ' 2.46
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APPENDIX 11
Student PH PH AC AC
Nunber Score Retest Score Retest
86 59 57 . 2.57 2.8
87 60 2.63 N
88 61 2.31
89 61 2.6
90 62 62 2.83 2.8 .
91 62 2.77 .
92 - i 63 2.51
93 64 2.51
94 ) 65 2.51
95 65 2.34
96 66 2.6 ST~
97 67 | 2.68 -
98 67 70 2.63 . 2.62
99 67 2.69 T
100 67 2.44-
101 67 2.45 |
.102 68 67 2.43 2.51 .
103 68. 2.8 -~
104 "68 2.74
105 68 2.43 .
106 69 70 - 2.43 2.37
107 70 2.63 L )
-108 70 . 2.34 .
109 71 -2.71 ’
110 . 71 . 2.74
111 71 2.7
112 71 2,63
113 71 2.91
114 72 2.83
115 73 2.83
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APPENDIX 11 - 131
Student PH PH AC . AC
Score Retest Score Retest
‘116 73 2.71
117 76 2,74
118 58 . 2.63
119 58 58 '2.43, 2.48
120 57 g 2.51 .
121 57 ~ 2.34
122 56 2.51 .
123 ,56_/Ph . 83. 2.4 2.0
124 55 - N 2.17 :
125 55 2.69
6 54 W 2.48
i 54 ‘ 2.37 ]
1 52 2.48 )
129 52 . 2.38 .
130 50 2.17
131 48 52 2.34 2.37
132 48 2.36 |
133 47 . 2.2
134 46 N ) _
135 46 55 2.09 - 2.77
136 44 2.51
137 44 2.23
1138 43 2.11 ,
139 43 48 © 2.0 ©2.25
140 43 | 2.03
141 41 2.11
142 " 40 2.03
143 36 - 44 2.57 - 2.62
144 34 2.43
145 32 2.57 b
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Student PH PH - AC AC N
Number Score Retest Score Retest
146 .32 2.57
147 37 36 2:25 2.26
" 148 a1 . 2.14
149 ) 46 1.88
150 52 2.77 R
151 | 52 2.77 RS
. 152 - 52 R 2.4 . ISR _
153 " =5 - L2077 R RN
“154 - 56 2.37 RAKTA N B
) 155 56 ;s 2.37 R
’ » 156 57 2.6 T -
157 58 . 2.6 0 ST
.158 59 2.23 S
‘159 59 2.2 ° T .
160 60 57 . 2.83 2.74
161 60 2.66 . )
162 { 62 2.51 - e
163 c 62 1 2.92 o
164 63 - 62 2.83 2.8
65 - - 63 2.43 -
166 65, - 2.6 . R
167 - 68 .- T 2.28 R
168 - 6? . 8T " 2.66.  -2.65 :*
“169° -e .78 2751
.. 170 72" - 2.74" co
171 71 . 2.89 :
172 70 70 2.2 2,34 e
173 ‘ 69 2.55 -
174 - 68 2.83 _
175 66 ° 2.37 -
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Student “  PH PH AC AC
Number Score Retest Score Retest
176 63 68 2.11 2.18
177 63 2.57
178 60 - - 2.23
179 . 58 2.37 *
180 _ 58 - - 61 2.46 2.48
181 . 58 2.63
182 : 57 ) 2.43
183 55 . - T 1.89 ‘
184 | 54 . .49 2.37 2.29.
§ ass . | 52 _ . 1.74
186 A 2.23 ] i
187 _ 51 - . 2.7
188 . se-° 52 T 220" 2.17
. 189 . - & ' 2.6 |
190 ‘ 48 2.5 B
191 - 30 ... 1.03. 0 T
. 192 17 21 - 1.1 . 1.65
193 27 0 T T 1.03 o
194 47 Cos7 1,48 -
195 os0. 2.11
196 .54 ° 49 2.09 . .2.08
o 197 - - S5 2.34
198" . . .- S8 : S 2.23 '
199 - 55 ° o 2.2 | :
200 . - s6 - .55 S 228
201 86 . 2.36 |
: 202 ' ~57 T 2.34
_ 203 - 60 - 2.37 .
.- 204 . 61 61 2.46 ' 2.51
205 o 61 : 2.8
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APPENDIX 11 134
Student PH PH . AC AC
NumbeT Score Retest Score Retest

206 61 2.26

207 ° 63 . 2.23

208 64 67 - 2.06 1.97
209 64 2.51

210 &5 2.45

211 67 . 2.62 .

,/ifz 68 2.49

213 68 2.57

2f4 69 2.5
1215 69 : o 2.%7

216 60 S L. 2.7 2.57 °
217 70 C 2.63

218 72 2.37 i
219 72 . . 2.54 )
220 17 75 2.54 '2.65
221 75 2.74

222.. . 75 ) L 2.27 -
223 68 ’ e Tw2.17

224 66 68 _- 2.5 2.68
225 64 2.6

226 64 T.o. 2.6

227 63 © . 2.59 S
228 61 62 - 1.88 1.54
229 60 ) ] 2.43

230 60 ) 2.71

231 ‘57 2.8

232 55 56 © 0 2.69 £ 2.74
233 " 54 2.2 .

234 52 2.34

235 52 . 2.14
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APPENDIX 1T 135
Student PH PH AC AC
Number Score Retest Score Retest
236 51 51 2.06 2.05
237 50 2.63
238 49 2.14
239 49 2.14
240 47 50 2.14 . 2.23
241 47 2.03
242 40 1,17
243 34 1.2 .
244 73 71 2.91 2.91
245 73 2.74
246 73 2.23
247 71 2.77
248 70 76 2.31 2.22 .
- 249 .70 2.9
250 70 2.91 .
251 70 2.46 '
252 70 72 3.0 3.0
253 69 ' 2.6
- 254 68 ©2.63 | ”
255 68 2.68
256 66 . 2.48 ¥ T
257 66 2.8 .
258 ° ' 66 2.66
259 66 2.68 .
260 65 71 2.54 2./68
261 65 2.43 '
262 65 2.91
263 65 2.86
264 64 69 2.63 2.6.
265 63" -
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Student PH PH CAC AC
Number Score Retest Score Retest

266 .63 2.5
267 63 2. )
268 62 65" 2.34 2.48
269 62 2.54 -
- 270 62 - 2.28
27 62 . 2,09 .
272" 62 68 "2.26 2.11
273 . 61 2,37
274 - 61 2.7
- 275 61 2.42
276 60 64 2.37 2.42
277 60 2.29
278 25 1.2 o
279 3 24 1.63 1.82.
280 36 - 1.06
.. 281 38 2.34
282 39 . 1.04 .
283 40 42 1.14 2.4
284 4 2,06
285 43 1.68
286 . 44 | 1.17 _
287 a4 43 1.16 1.97
288 45 2.06 ‘
u ““\zgs‘ < 47 .23
290 50 2.34
201 51 2.43
202, 53 2.37
293 53 , 2.46 .
294 53 51 2.46. 2.34
295 55

1.94
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Student PH - PH AC ' AC
Number Score Retest - Score Retest
296 56 ' | 2.2
297 A 56 1.97
298 .- 56 | 55 2.3 2.42
299. - 56 - 2.23 ,
300 57 '2.03 ~
301 . 58 2.48
302 . 58 60 - 2.2 2.05
303 ‘58 : 2.51 ‘
304 59 2.09
305 _ 59 - 2.4
306 - 59 61 2.74 _2.65
307 . 60 | 2.94 '
308 60 A 2.37
309 77 . 2.71
310 75 ' ~ 2.63
311 - - 72 70 - 2.39 2.51-
312 71 2.49
313 68 - 2.62
314 ' 66 - T 2,49
315 . 64 2.51
- %, Y 4
316 64 ' ‘ 2.4
317 59 2.6
318 : 59 2.4
319 . 58 62 . 2.43 o 2.42
320 57 - 2.4
321 56 2.43
322 55 2.45
323 o 53 60 2.86 2.85
324 52 2.6

325 51 : o 2.08

J\/
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Student . PH PH y AC AC
Number Score Retest Score Retest
326 ' 51 o . z.08
327 49 2.34
328 | a1 . 2.06
329 - 39 - 1.89
330. : 35 T 1.42
331 .33 1.71
332 " 30 1.17
333 30 i . 1.7 o7
334 _ 20 _ ; 2.14
335 25 1.60
336 25 ©1.91
‘337 42 R 1.2
338 . 44 ' 1.14
339 .46 - 2.11
340 53 ' . 2.26
341 54 56 2.37 2.4
342 55 . 2.48
343 . 59 2.4
344 s9 2.71
345 ' 60 . 2.8°
386 60 : . 2. 3
347 | 62 2.34 |
348 63 .- 2.51°
349 . .64 ' 2.7
- 350 64 2.66
351 65 . 2.63
352 65 2.77 :
353 . 65 63 2.74 2.65
354 68 : © 2.6

355 68 - 2.88
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Student PH PH AC AC

Number Score Rétest Score . Retest
356 70 2.89 .
357 - 70 67 . 2.89 2.54
358 73 2.91 A
359 ' 73 ' T 2.83
360 ' 66 - 2.57
361 65 . - 2.29
362 - 65 ..ot 2.63 )
363 : 64 - 2.6
364 « 63 : 2.28 :
. 365 63 : 2.06 .
366 60 64 - 2.17 2.18
367 . -~ 60 | 2.66 -
368 ¢ 59 : T 2.26 |
369 55 54 2.74 - 2.77
370 54 | 2.71
371 . " 51 - : 2.2
372 50 . - 2.1 |
373 . & 52 2,14 2.06
374 49 - 2,03 - |
375 43 : 2.28
376 42 .- -1.8
377 39 C 34 1.28 2.26
378 33 | ' . 1.28 -

379 26 _ 1.7



~

APPENDIX 12

-

. STATISTICAL DEFINITION OF HSE-LSE STUDENTS



. APPENDIX 12 141
STATISTICAL DEFINITION OF HSE-LSE STQPENTS

N = 378

M

57.7124 ' T
SD = 11.7769

1 3

_ 1. HSE Students defined as +1.0 SD from the mean

M= 57.7124 . -
_ R .
. "%1.0 SD = 11.7769

-

= 69.48 = 69

HSE Students defined as those scoring 69 or higher on
the PH scale. . '

_2;. LSE Students defined as -1.0 SD from the mean
P o . e

M = §7.7124
-1.0 SD = 11.7769

. = 45.9355 = 46

- ' E
LSE Students defined as those scoring 46 or lower on -

the PH scéle. . , -

..
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APPENDIX 13

ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST SCORES FOR HD-LD TEACHERS
INTERACTING WITH LSE-HSE STUDENTS

1. HD-LSE Relationship
N = 33 '

Student scores on AC

.« 1. 1.03° . 18. 1.89
2. 1.03 T19. 1.42
5. 111 20, 1.71
4.-1.17 21. 1.17 )
"os.o12 L 22, 1037
6. 2.06 23. 2.11 _
7. 1.16 24 114 o -
8. 1.17- 25. 1.2
9. 1.68 26, 1.91
10. 2.06 27. 1.6
1. 1.14 28. 2.14
12. 1.04 29. 2.28
13. 2.34 30. 1.8
. 14, 1.06 31. - 1.28 - o
15. 1.63 32. 1.28 _
16. 1.2 . sE. 1.7

17. 2.06
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-

2. LD-LSE Relationship o
N = 28
Student scores on AC
1. 2.63 15. 2.s1
2. 2.63 16. 2.23
5. 1.74 17. 2.11 -
4. 2.31 18. 2.0
5. 2.63 19. 2.03 -
6. 2.54 - 20, 2,11 -
7. 1.45 . 21. z.p}». .
8. 1.6 . . 22. 2.57 - =
s. '1.42 . 23, 2.43 ‘
10. 2.26 7 24, 2.57 |
1. 2.14 25, 1.88 KR .
2. 2.08 26. 2.14 R (/
13. 2.0 27, 2,25 -
4. 2,09 - 28. 2.57

1]
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HD-HSE Relationship

N = 32 )
Student Scores on‘AC .
1. 2.51 17. 2.23
2. 2.74 18, 2.77 i
3. 2.89 19. 2.31
4. 2.200 - 20. 2.9 o
5. 2.55 21, 291 - -
6. 2,54 . 22. 2.46 N | )
7. 2.58 . 23. 3.0
8. 2.37 28, 2.6 ’
9. 2.-63_ T ezs, 271 0 T L=
10. 2.71 - 26. _2.63 |
11, 2.36 >'_z7; 2.39°
12. 2.5 28. 2.49 - _ -
13. 2,74 ~29:° 2.91 ,
14, 2:27 . so.'_z;s' '
‘15, 2.1 | -7 31. 2.89
6. 2.74 . 32, 2.83 3 - .
‘



"
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4. LD-HSE Relationship
N = 37 '
Stq\dent scores on AC
1. 2.97 20. 2.69
2. 2.8 21, 2.77
. 3. 2,77 22. 2.77
o 4. 2.82 23, 2.66
: 5. 2.57 24, 2.94 .
SAN h 6. 2.97 25: .2.66
Co7. 2.9 . 26. 2.74 .
T s 2.8 27, 42,71
9. 3.0 28, 2.83 ?
h 10, 2.94 129, 2.83
11. 2.68 30.° 2.91 toe .
C 12, 2.77 31. 2263 )
13. jz.ss 32, 271 -
- . 14, 2.9 33, 2.74
7 15. 2.80 38, 2.71
' ;—'/// | " 16. z.gé 35. 2.34
. | 17. 2.82 “36. 2.63 -
iz
| ] 18. 2.74 37. 2.43
- 19. 2.74 .
ST
o N " *}3 -
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= T~
%
~ , - 900 Dynes noag, = ~—
N Qttawa, Ontaric, é - 3
> S ¥2C 3la — :
—_ \§ N September 28, 1975. é 3 & 3
X AN =
N, A A Tame < e o4 >
Pile Ve .Laa."ls, _S 1 *q Qe
@1 Dept. of Psycholiogy - zducation, = AN <
X, Monteclair 5t. Coll., % a8 & -
N Upper Meontelair ' —= =
— New Jersey, O'70f.s3. C::J
E . UeS.a. ‘ S '
\

Dezr Sir:

. \
I am very interested in the study in which you inLolved same
years ago as it was described in. the Journal of ikperimental
Education, Voluze 29, Number 2, December 19&0.

»ﬂh Sotne one
no veeod of ure

In parficular, I am interested in the Checklist w ch you dev-
eloped for the study at the juniar high school lepel,” Can you
tell me of other studies which have made fse of th scale. I
have tried to trace this out in the various :- t have
not been successful. It appears to as if

ful instrument. . : ‘ﬂ‘_‘,

'S'o

Priuce fon,

C Teds + Mersoiemonte
ok Hw ERC Aocomads

-

:

o

g
> 4ot

Also, did you pursue further ‘studies i the area of pupil pe
:oigt;.gn as related to various dimensions of teacher persan-
a1l to? . = 0

My interest in this area is.as a result of my present doctoral
studles in.which I am interested in the relationship between
teacher personality, teacher cognitive styles as related to

student perception of teachers and themselves and student cog-
nitive learning styles. My present specific study is trying -

to determine the relationship of teacher dogmatism to student -
perception of the teachert's attitude to. the student.

Vg

Chuk- Sk —ER
~allso

I would be mo‘.-‘t gra}:eful for assigtance or information as to: .
a) further studies utilizing your Checklist > 2
' b) any. further statistical verification of your instrument ERIE
/ c) any leads along the line of the studies in which I am in-
o 6!, volved. . . ,

Thank you mbst k{ndl'y_ and all best wishes in your present under-

takings.

&2 ﬂﬁﬂ Mr. Clare B/ Cregsman
 Sehise, 06+ Bommariy A
( Teske ¢ Mersoreads ju et el
T | 4 Hadlook /I?E;-”@L; e




Dr.

January 4, 1976.
900 Dynes Road,
Apt. 2307

ttawa, Ondarlo.
K2C 3L6. '

-

M. Rokeach,

Department of Psychology,
Michican State University,
East Lansing, Michigan,

48823.

-

'Dear Dr. Rokeach'

4

I am writing to ask several questions re your theory of
dogmatism. )

a)

b)

In your recent writings you have not made use of your previous
framework of categorizing beliefs into the areas of central,
intermediate and peripheral. I do not perceive any

theoretical reason for not doing so. Is there a reason for.

not relating this former framework to- -your more regcent
writings, and do you feel that your concept of ief-disbelief
organization as outlined in *The Open and Clos Mind' is still
valid? -

It would seem to me that the majority of new material enters
into the belief system at the 1ntermed1ate level. Would you

. agree with this?

c)

The HD subject is viewed as not accepting information if it
originates from a source which is not acceptable to the HD
subjects referent authority. When source and content are
considered, do you view one of these entities as being more
influential than the other in the decision of rejecting or
accepting the information? I perceive that the source is
more influential than the Ttontent. Thus the content will not
be accepted by the HD subject if the person (the source) is

. not acceptable to the HD subject. - Would you please clarify

a)

e)

this point?

I\Hote that your dogmatism test is employed under various titles-

such as ‘'World View Survey, *Your Opinion,' 'Opinion Survey'
etc.. What are your views regarding this practice? Do you
feel that the change of title would in any way invalidate the
statistics in view of the fact that some people may interpret
degmatism to be a negative term and the avoidance of it would
affect their responses?

At the present time I am preparing a study u51ng as the
independent variables the self esteem of grade eight students,
the dogmatism of their teathers and as the dependent. variable
the perception the students have of their teachers.

cesl

u

L

-



Tor this study may I have your permission to use your

Docmatism Scale Form E? May I purchase from you a CODV

of the format of the test which is approved by vou, including

anv instrucitions to the subjects, information re the administration

£ the test and cuides tc the marking of the responses?

O
)

£) May I reproduce the Dogmatism Scale in sufficient quantities

tc meet the needs of the study? .
I have enjoyed the present study ancd find your theories re dogmatism
to be of considerable value as applied to the area of teacher
personality.

If you are able to suggest studies which may strike you as being

. pertinent to the variables as I have outlined them above, I would
be most appreciative. Please feel free to mention them to me.

I trust that your present endeavours are meeting with success.

As this study is to commence fairly shortly I would very much
appreciate it if it would be possible for you to convey your reply
regarding the above queries as soon as convenient.

. L]

Kindest rqgards,

Y &

Mr. Clare B. Crgssmén.



2€ent you constrigtes,

I truly appreciate your assistance in regard
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WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY
PULLMAN. WASHINGTON %183

v

DEPARTMENT OF SOOLOGY

February 17, 1976

Mr, Clare 3. Cressmzan
900 Dynes Road
Apartment 2307
Ottawa, Ontario
Canada X2C 3L6

Dear Mr. Cressman:

Your letter was forwarded to me at my present address, and while it is long,
Iﬁllukemeffortto.m_rqumdmubestIm. L

a‘). My present emphasis on values (see especially ay book, The Nature of

Huoman Valves published by Free Press in 1973) suggests that the concept of

values is more central than the concept of attitudes, and that the concept

of self-conception is more central than the concept of values. So, I'm still
veryqnhomcemedwiththemml,pmﬂmldjmbuthmsubati-
tuted self-conception for beliefs about the _self, or primitive beliefs, and
values zs the more central idess. But, you are right that I have not explic-
itly drawn attention to these matters. Perhaps I should have.

b) I sm not sure I know how to answer this question, mainly because "the .
place of entry" is not clear to me. If a belief is really new, I suppose the
place of entry is comparing it with the other belief that's old, whatever
that might be. So, perhaps there is no one simple, single answer that I
wight give to this.

c) Again, I am not sure I urderstood your question, but in my own thinking I

- would say that the more highly dogmatic a person, the more will source be more

important than content relative to one another, especially when the informa-
tion is ambiguous.

d) This is the first time I leam of my Dogmatism Scale being called "World
View Survey" or “Your Opinion,” etc. I really have no objection to-this,
since these titles are more or less innocuous ones. I certainly would not
call my scale the Dogmatism Scale when presenting it to the snbjects.‘

e) You certainly bhave my permission to use the Dogmatism Scale. I grant it
routinely. All you have to do is duplicate it from my book which also includes
the instructions, scoring, and so forth. I have never attempted to develop
this teat in any commercisl fom. >

£f) Yes, you may reproduce the Dogmatism Scale in whatever qmtiue&su
require. to .

. . -




Me, Clare B. Cressman
February 17, 1976

c Page 2-----,---.-.-05

Finally, I am sorry to say that I have lost track of the literature in this
area, since my present work is mostly concernmed with values. I am ashamed
to say that you are going to have to go to some such source as the Psvcho-
logical Abstracts for more recent references. You may find a couple of
review articles in the Psychological Bulletin in May 1969 helpful to you.

With best of luck on your present research efforts.
Sincerely yours, )

Milton Bokeach

Professor of Sociology and Psychology

MR:bu



900 Dymes Road,
ttawa, Cntario.

X2C 31L&, ]

Mayv 20, 197¢.

Dr. E.Biers,

Department of Psychology, -
417 3Bruce V. Moore Building,
University Park, Pennsylvania,
16802.

Dear Dr. Piers:

In regard to the use of the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept
Scale, several qQuestions have arisen for which I would appreciate
Yyour answers.

1. If a subject is d&n only child, a) how'does he respond to
items 32 and 72 which inquire as to his relationship to
his brothers and/or sisters? b) if the question is to rémain
unanswered, in what way is the statistical interpretation
affected? )

2. I understand that a monograph related to your research .
instrument is to be published. From where may it be
obtained? ' :

I am involved in a studﬁ in which I wish to use your self-concept
scale as a measuring instrument. The cghcepts f low self-esteem
"I am using are those delineated by Dr. REenberd:- i) flexibility
of self-esteem ii) facade of self-esteem iii)/ vulnerability to
perceived threats to self worth and iv) psychic isolation. Dr.
Rosenberg suggests that, by contrast, high self-esteem adolescents
consider themselves worthy, but nelther bettér nor worse than

others. In addition, they recognize their Timitations- and seek to
improve.

- . . -

It is my undetstanding that your scale measures self-esteem in

general and that your concepts. of self-esteem are compatible with
those of Dr. Rosenberg. -

Is it accurate to assume that your seif-esteem scale will measure
the same characteristics of self-esteem which Dr. Rosenberg
delineates? .

" As you may surmise, the answers to these questlons are vital to
this study. . 3

*

A reply at your earllest-convenlence would be extremely helpful at
this time.

Most sincereiy,
B ;ﬁ;diu-zg.;ﬁ;t4w——"

' Clare B. Cressman.



THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY

g 417 BRUCE V. MOORE BL'ILDING‘
i UNIVERSITY PARK, PENNSYLVANIA les02

College of the Liberal Arts i June 11, 1976 Arca Sofc 814
Departmen: of Pavchology R&5-1711

Mr. Clare B. Cressman
900 -Dynes Road
Ottawa, Ontario

K2C 315

Dear Mr. Cressmm:. )

. Items 32 and 72 on the Plers—-Harris should be answered and scored in
the direction of positive self-concept (i.e., no for item 32 and yes for
item 72). They should not be omitted (nor should any other item) since
that would affect the interpretation of scores.

Ihemographisstillinprepara:ion. IhOpethatitwillbeout .-
later this year. ’ )

The Plers-Harris cert:ai.nly reflects the same basic approach as Rosenberg,
but of course you would not be able to get sub—scores that reflect these
areas specifically any more than you could from his scale. Some prd.in:l.&
work with low-scorers. does suggest that they are more flexible or variable
in their scores which may reflect their uncertainty about themselves. This
interpretation assumes that they arxe old enough to réad and understand
the quéstions, and that the variability is not just unreliability or random-

ness of response (see Wylie, 1974).

Best of luck om your project.

- - Yours s:lncere:l/
. ' ' Ellen V. Piers,

Aszociate P_rofessor of Psychology
EVP/smr
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Date of Birth: August 11, 1928.

Educational Background:

-

1948 Western University : - Mus. G. (Paed) 1950 °
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