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ABSTRACT

Ph. D. Thesis - "The Value Systems of Secondary-

School Teachers, Teacher Trainers and

Students i1n Training,” T. H. Crompton

I The thesis examines the beliefs about education and society

j

]
J

. 3. Teachers 1in

of the following groups of people:-

1. Teacher trainers in College and University Departments

- of Education.

2. Students in one College "of Education training for posts
in secondary schools (3 and 4 year courses).

o/

- -IA

-~

) Comprehensive Schools
)

(

.Secondary Modern Schools

Maintained Grammar Schools

(v) Direct Grant Grammar

(v) Independent Schools.

.Beliefs were assessed by:-

@ (1) The Oliver "Survey of Opinions'"™ Scales
(i1) The Highfield-Pinsent Corporal Punishment

Scale

(ii1) The writer"s scales dealing with attitudes to
streaming by ability and 11+ selection
(iv) The Wilson-Patter son Conservatism scales.

(b) A series of unstructured interviews.

The data i1s analysed conventionally (e.g. by
factor analysis critical ratio tests of mean
etc.) and also "conceptually” - an attempt to

the underlying ideological assumptions of the
declared beliefs about ™"ability".

correlations,
differences
analyse
respondents”

The study deals iIn controversial material - the link between
political beliefs and educational beliefs; the differences

in beliefs held by teachers iIn different kinds of

the differences between the beliefs of teachers and teacher

trainers.and the beliefs of students.

Certain tentative conclusions about the nature of teachers-
beliefs about notions of "ability” are made and the

implications of such beliefs for the aims of comprehensive

education.

institutions?

Sch



CHAPTER ONE
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Chapter Two of this thesis gives a perspective on the
problems that are felt to be of concern. Here the problems are

simply listed for ease of reference:

1. What is the relationship between teachers* attitudes to
specified current problems in education - to streaming, 11+
selection and corporal punishment - their philosophies of
education and their degree of commitment to ’Conservatism*?
eTeachers* refers to
(@) Teachers in maintained and iIndependent secondary
schools
(b) "Teacher trainers®™ 1in Colleges of Education and
University Education Departments.
eConservatism* refers to respondents®™ scores on the Wilson and

Patterson C-scale (1970).

2. Do teachers in different kinds of secondary school (e.g
secondary modern, secondary grammar, comprehensive and

independent) have distinctive attitude profiles?

3 IT there are differentiated attitude profiles, are they
associated with the type of school or with the teachers*
academic and professional socialisation? (in so far as these

can be distinguished)

There 1s a widespread belief In some quarters (e.g. Cox
and Boyson, 1977) that there is sharp discontinuity of attitudes
to educational aims between the teachers and the teacher trainers
often posed as opposition between *ivory towered idealists®™ and

“chalk face realists* How well founded 1is this belief.-"



5. Are certain attitude profiles associated with success and
failure in teaching in general? Can it be shown that the
holding of cortain attitudes would make buccos3 In teaching in

certain type3 of school unlikely?

6. Are there distinctive Conservative and non-Conservative
attitude profiles? Are Conservative teachers more likely to

occur in one area of secondary education than another?

7. Is there a discontinuity of attitude between students at,
college, their tutors, and the teachers in the schools that
will receive thorn cither as students on teaching practice or as

young probationer colleagues?

8. A methodological problem - how possible is it to Investigate
these problems with the traditional tool3 of the social psychol-

ogist, notably a oorioa of attitude iInventories?



CHAPTER TWO

HISTORICAL perspective on THE PROBLEM (.. 10?0 - 1077)

HIT I vora to 'bo asked to specify the single most

significant outcome of* educational research in the

last docade I think I would select just this one:

the power of teacher attitude and teacher

expectation*M
Thus spoke the late Stephen Wiseman in December 1970 to the
Annual General Meeting of the National Foundation for Educ-
ational liosearch. In his address» later published by the
National Foundation Wiseman, 1973) after his death, he went
on to survey the fTield of educational research and concluded:

tt .. there seems to ree to be some danger that the

njore intractable and difficult area of secondary

education is receiving less attention than it might.”

(PP 90 and 93)

It Is not claimed that this study represents an answer to
the call made by Wiseman, but his address was published about
the time that work on thi3 study commenced. Previous research
by tho writer had examined attitude holding amongst a group of
primary teachers (Crompton, 1967) and there had been an attempt
at a comparative study of primary and secondary teachers*
attitudes to education (Crompton, 1969). To that extent, the
present work is an extension of the two earlier forays into
tho field of teacher attitude for it attempts to concentrate
on attitudes within secondary education together with an
examination of the attitudes of tho »teacher trainers* in
colleges and universities.

Tho work reported In this thesis may best be located

within a general framework of research into teachers and -their

cliaractoristics. Following the pioneer work of Waller (1933)



in th+3 area — work rather untypical of its period (see below) -
research and theorotical interest in the teacher does not seem
to have been maintained. Although attempts to categorise the
development of areas of research iInterests in education are
almost i1nevitably simplistic, there do appear to have been some
relatively clear phases or prominent interests of an over-
lapping kind over the years. In the first two or three decades
of this century, interest iIn the measurement of intelligence
(as well as the nature of intelligence) was high* Following
Dinet*3 pioneer oiforts, Torman and hia associates produced
their fTirst version "of the Stanford-Binet individual intelligence
scales in 1916 and, in the United Kingdom, thi3 work was taken
up by psychologists like Godfrey Thomson and Cyril Burt who,
however, tended to be more interested in the production of a
valid group teat that would enable some predictions to be
made about the development of scholastic ability. The apparent
success of thoir work was reflected In the increasing use of
group intelligence tests by local education authorities as part
of their docision-raiiking about the allocation of scholarships
or “free placesl to secondary (grammar) schools (Banks, 1955).
This attempt to measure and predict cognitive growth may be
seen as part of a general research concern with the nature of
the child and his developmentj another part was the attempt by
other psychologists to understand cognitive and other kinds of
growth and one thinks of the work of Gosell and Buhler iIn the
United Stato3 and of the early x"rk of Piagofc and his associates
in Geneva.

After the second world war these iInterests continued, but

tho rather narrow epsychological* view of fdo child was



supplemented by a more esociological* perspective, viewing

the child loss as a developing organism and rathor more as a
product of his total environment. There was, during the 19503»
a move against simple genetic accounts of child development and
cultural or sub-cultural explanations wero sought. Spinley*a
much-criticised study (1953) is an examplo of* thi3 trend as is
Jean Ploud*3 work (Floud, Ot al 1957). Those studios, and many
others, examined tho child*s home and neighbourhood. Some
studios of tho 19603 (such as Wiseman, 196~, Douglas, 196%*0
took account of tho school variable, too. Typically, these
investigations wore concerned with *failure* in tho formal,
educational son3e, tho explanation for which was sought in
child-roaring practices (Spinley), neighbourhood indices of
social deprivation (Wisoman), linguistic inadequacies or
inappropriatonoss (Bernstein, 1953» 1959) or a combination of
these factors, including failure by tho school (Douglas, 196U,
1963).

Thus, by tho mid-1960s it could bo argued that the child
and his development, i3 family, neighbourhood and school had
been quite extensively examined, mainly with a research focus
on reasons for the relative failure of the eworking class* to
profit from educational opportunity. Many of these studies
could reasonably bo described as largo scale, owing something
to a demographic perspective. The later 1960s and 1970a have
been marked by a shift of emphasis to micro-studies - such as
those of Hargreaves {1967), Lacey (1970), Mash (1979» 1976).
Even studios liko those of Ford (1969) and Banks and Finlayson
(1973) contrast sharply in scope with tho earlier ones roferred
to. Those studios attempt to look at individual schools and

even individual classrooms and teachor3. Tho roneval of interest
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in symbolic interactionlsra - discussad in Chapter Three- 1is,

in part, responsible for some of this change iIn emphasis; no
doubt, too, the raicro-studlos aro lass expensive to carry out,
an important consideration at a time of inflation and financial
stringency. However, 1t may not. bo altogether fanciful to see
a renewal of iInterest in the teacher as a crucial part of the
educational process as another causative factor in this shift
of emphasis i1n educational research. This writer regards the
shift a3 healthy; Wiseman (197-) claimed that a very high
proportion of our slow learners are not horn so but made so
and that knowledge of genetically-determined innate abilities
of pupil3 is inaccessible to the teacher and will remain so.
In other words, the teacher is, or should be, concerned with
those areas where he can affect change, through the curriculum
as transacted in the classroom*

To bring to some measure of completion this section on
shifting research interests one mist mention the renewed
interest in the sociology of knowledge (Young 1971). By
concentrating on the nature, distribution and legitimising of
knowledge through schools and teachers this perspective has
also tended to direct attention away from the child’s home and
neighbourhood on to the curriculum negotiation occurring in
classrooms and to query the status of teachers* implicit (at
least) claims to determine worthwhile knowledge and to whom it
should bo distributed. Keddie (1973) (and in Yourg, 1971) has
reported her own and others* work in classrooms using this
particular social science paradigm which concentrates on the
teacher’s perspectives of the classroom situation, his viow of
knowlodgo and contrasts this with the children*s.

Another strand converging on the concerns of this study



-7-

may bo soon aa stamping from accounts of school organisation.

It 1s a common-place that debate In the 19.50s and”™ into the
19603 on tho question of the common secondary school focussed
on organisational matters (Pbdley 1953» Eavis 1967) - whether
11-13 schools vara too largo; i1f common secondary schools

vould ba ablo to develop »viable* sixth forms and the problems
of »split sita* amalgamations. As late as 19&9 Ford’s study of
social class and the comprohon3divo school considered questions
like the development of talent, tha use of vortical grouping
systems and children’s perceptions of society without any
systematic attempt to examine tha characteristics of the
teachers or the transactions between teachers and taught. Another*
organisational matter - or what was originally perceived as an
organisational matter - affecting both primary and secondary
schools was that of streaming by ability. Barker Limn (1970)
reviewed largo numbers of investigations into the relationship
between attainment and the presence or absence of streaming
systems. Host of the studies she reviewed were inconclusive

or contradictory and no clear relationship could be shown.
Parker Lurtn pointed out that a simple estreamed/unstroamad*
dichotomy based on an organisational principle left out of
account the teachers’ feelings about the matter and was abl«r
to produce a number of stark examples of teachers’ attitudes
being neglected. Out of her sample of teachers working in
junior schools which were declared to be ’unstreamed’, only 52/
declared themselves to be in favour of non-streaming whilst iIn
ono very largo unstreamsd school, only the headmaster appeared
to favour mixed ability. Not surprisingly, Darker Lunn raised

questions about the effectiveness end quality of such ’non-



streaming* . She i1dentified the variable of toacher attitude
as being of great importance and in her work attempted to
control 1t; this aspect of the work was reported separately
(Tuppen 1966) and i1t does seem that such identification and
measurement of this variable 1s both necessary and a signifi-
cant advance over some earlier studies where It vas not
apparently recognised (o.g. Daniels, 196la,b).

Xt i1s one thing to identify a variable - iIn this case
teacher attitude - and to assume that it ha3 a crucial role
to play i1n the educational process; it is quite another to
demonstrate empirically that the variable is acting in a
causal manner. _Put simply, the assumption iIs that teacher
attitude is related, significantly and positively, to pupil
attainment (pidgeon 1970; Nash 1976): if the teacher perceives
the child favourably, by the employment, verbally or iIn some
other way, of positive labels such as ’bright*, “hard-working*,
egood potential* or “supportive home* then, according to the
theory, the child will appear to fulfil the prediction implied
by the label. This is, essentially, the process known as the
eself-fulfilling prophecy*. (Horton 1978) This is usually
defined as an expectation or prediction, initially false,
which initiates a series of events that cau3u the original
expectation or prediction to become true. Its importance lies
in the supposition that the teacher is a crucial actor, a
significant other In the educational process; that he becomea
such a meaningful person to the child and the development of a
positive self-concept as to over-rido conventional variables
affecting attainment such as 1.Q., social class and language.

Rosenthal and Jacobson (1963) in a now classic study appeared
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to have provided clear ovidsnea of tho occurrence of this
proc939 in classrooms but following devastating reviews (e.g-
Snow 1969» Thomdiko 1963) it is difficult to accept that
their evidence is valid. Numerous replication attempts (many
referred to by Rosenthal and Jacobson, others by flrophy and Good
197*0 have mot xriih mined success. Although, such studios do
focus on the teacher as a vital variable and many involve a
fora» of docoption, often no attempt is sado to control the
teacher variable» following the act of doception and it may be
this omission that accounts for the failure of many
investigations to demonstrate clearly the operation of the
self-fulfilling prophecy. Bropliy and Good (197*0 have
suggested that tho expectations of some teachers may be more
powerful than tho expectations of others, especially it tho
expectations aro inflexibly rigid and inappropriate.

A semi-public expression by the school of the expectations
held of children is contained in the arrangements for grouping
them. Any school containing within one ago cohort a number too
great to be taught in one class group has to make decisions
about dividing tho children into two or raoro reaching groups.
The attaching of a label such as *1A* to a group that the
teaching staff, on more or loss good evidence, believe to be
ebright* tolls its, implicitly, something about tho teachers*
views on tho nature and origin of intelligence and also conveys
to children and parents certain information about the teachers*
beliefs about that group of children. It has been suggested
(eg Partridge 19*33; Hargreaves, 1967; Clogg and Hogson, 19<5S)
that tho meaning of such labels - oven i1If not as overt as *1A* -

is quickly understood by all the children in tho school and not
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just in the group thus labelled. Darker Lunn {1970)
demonstrated that tanchors %Who were prepared to use such labels
could be dist-iniprishod in their general attitude to curriculum
and organisation from toachors -who wore reluctant to use the
streaming nomenclature (Typo 2* and “Type 1* touchers
respectively)* Th.ua, attitude to streaming aeems to be a
significant differentiating feature amongst the constellation

of teacher attitudes and is a prime concern of the iInvestigation
reported later iIn this study.

Another attitude which might be expected to be related to
tht3 one is attitude to selection for grammar school. Following
all the controversy which has surroundod this question it may
be thought that the issue hae been largely settled - iIn a
practical, 1T not academic sense - especially since the general
election of October 197« This view, however, iIgnores the fact
that a substantial section of the Conservative Party as well
as some sections of the Labour Party, perhaps, remain committed
to the grammar school, although not so committed, perhaps
perversely, to 11+ "selection. 1Why can’t wo havo the old
grammar schools back, without the 11+"(Sunday Telegraph, 2h/j/jj
-article by Graham Turner). The view also ignores the*present
position in secondary school re-organisation. Xn January 197" -
the last official statistics available at tho time of writing -
of three and one half million children being educated in
secondary schools, over half a million were In grammar schools;
in other wordss one seventh of the children wore iIn selective
schools, compared with just over one quarter iIn 1967« (Those
proportions include tho ’Direct Grant* sector) This 3uggosts

that, although there has boon a marked growth in the number of



local authorities organising their second schools on a non-
selective (in formal terms) basis, there ara still a significant
number where 11+ operates and where *Attitudes to 11+ selection*
of teachers are not simply a matter of recollection. The 1376
Tamaside judgement established, temporarily at loaot, that

there was no reason in law why selection could not ba maintained
or even re-introduced.

It might bo assumed that attitudes to streaming and attitude
to selection are simply facets of tho same attitude — an intra-
and inter- school view about intelligence. Provious work by
the writer (Crompton, 1969) suggests that these attitudes are
not necessarily highly correlated, lie found a valu6é of only
+0.55 for "the correlation of those two attitudos and ovan this
value is higher than one roportod by Tuppen (1966) of +0.39»

The writer suggestod that teachers who were in favour of
comprehensive schools - perhaps bocause of objections to 11+
selection, for career reasons, for i1deological reasons - may
not necessarily favour the abolition of streaming, believing
that streaming Is associated with academic attainments of a
high order and that innovations need to justify themselves iIn
terms of traditional educational values.

Those are, of course, attitudes to specific problems.
Another traditional problem, perhaps faced especially by
secondary school toachors, i1s that of tho use of corporal
punishment. ™l teachers rejecting streaming and 11+ selection
also reject physical correction as part of a cluster of
eprogressivae attitudes? There seems to be no necessary reason
why non-streamers, Tfor example, should not agree with corporal

punishment, but according to Tuppen (1966), junior school



teachers are more likely to reject it than teachers believing
in roaming. “Hie writer* 3 previous work with primary and
secondary teachers supports this view (Crompton, 1969)e-

Clearly, to look at teachers* attitudes to particular
problems only would bo to take a vary narrow view although it
is tho claim or the writer that tha three specific attitudes
identified above are 1mportant indicators of more general
feeiinga about education and society* It might be hoped that
such attitudes are part of at least an implicit educational
philosophy, more or leas rationally organised, although this
may be too sanguine-a view to take. As long ago as 1933,
Peterson commented}

n.,, toachers are not aware of tho more subtle

implications and assumptions which underlie the

positions for which they declare themselves*n
Oliver (1953) declares*

ntho torn (philosophy of education) 3 perhaps

too grandiose, fTor most peoplo, including most

teachers, have no coherent and explicit system

of i1doas about education ao a whole*., there

may be iInconsistencies in their attitudes and

their methods.” (p 3D
The classification of educational philosophies produced ty
Oliver (op.cit.) and discussed iIn Chapter Four provides a
general framework within which attitudes to specific problems
may be located. Finally, it might be supposed that even a
coherent »educational philosophy* 13 related to more general
social attitudes or to an overriding ideology which Eysenck
(195*0 has claimed to bo at tho pinnaelo of attitude organisation
One of tho most clearly established ideological stances i1s that
of Conservatism which, on a priori grounds, one would expect to

bc related to some, if not all, tho educational questions. An

ideological commitment to Conservatism will be reflected in
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political voting behaviour - although an extreme *Conservative’
may support a neo-Fascist candidate i1f one is available, whilst
a more moderate *Conservative * may vote Liberal or even Labour,
so that one should not assume a simple relationship. Neverthe
less, support for secondary school selection tends to be
concentrated iIn the Conservative Party; thus a group of
eConservative* teachers might be expected to show pro-selection
attitudes. (Their commitment to *Conservatism* would be
indicated by scores on the C-scale.)

This background discussion suggests a number of problems
that can be posed empirically and an investigation attempted,

and these have been listed In Chapter One.



CHAPTER TURIS
TirPO 07* ATTTTTTPE-HOIDTNrr 'TO ATTITUDE MEASUREMENT

It must bo stated at the outsat that the underlying
theory of this thesis rests largely, but not entirely, upon a
traditional or positivistic view of social science. Such a
view, 1In philosophical terms, accepts that there is an objective
reality to investigate} that knowledge is not simply a matter
of perception, ofF individual constructions and that the tradi-
tional tool3 associated with the hypothotico/deductive model
can bo used to investigate that reality. In 3uch a theory,
attitudes and their measurement have a respected place and a
long history. Yot, in the present state of dispute within the
social sciences, and especially within sociology, between what
*may bo loosoly described as the phenomenological viewpoint -
although the term as used here embraces symbolic interactionism
and othnomethodology - and the traditional, positivistic
perspective, the criticisms, actual and potential, of attitude
theory and measurement cannot be ignored. Although i1t 13 not
crucial to the argument, some account of the controversy, as it
affects attitude theory, must be given: not only will this
help to place the role of attitudes as a concept Into a more
contemporary framework but it will also provide some theoretical
underpinning to the divergence from a strictly traditional
oosition which is introduced later In the iInvestigation.

TIriofly, the dispute, although complex, appears to stem
from different conceptions of the nature of reality and iIn this
sense the argument has a long history, certainly taking In the

seventeenth century concerns about appearance and reality of
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Ilure and Berkeley and, perhaps, reflecting a disagreement as
old aa the disputa between Socrates and the Sophists In Ancient
Graeco. Goman (1975) sees the main points of the controversy
as follows: the traditionaliste/positiviats - referred to as
naturD.liets by Gorman - claim that thero is a ereal*, objective
world consisting of a vide variety of* phenomena, ranging from
Inaninate things to human subjects. This x/orld can be perceived
— and measured - by any scientist willing to adhere to a sot of*
professionally-tested rulos. From this procedure, systems of
relationships may bo determined which can then be abstracted
into generalisations or even laws which then have considerable
explanatory power. Opposed to this view of the world is that
which holds that reality only exists through our perceptions.
It has no independent, objective reality separate from our
perceptions and each <“actor* iImputes a personal meaning to his
own crgpati,once* Thus, the “reality* of the world is actually
locatod 1n his conscious awareness. In this viow, scientific
knowledge i1s not drawn from an objective world, but is

“individually constituted by a successively

purified consciousness, ablo to transcend

inoro) subjectivity ...”

(Gorman p 395)

Althou™x, 1n this analysis, Gorman is concentrating especially
on the phenomenology of Edmund Kusserl, the summary given may
catch something of tha nature of the dispute.

Translated into the slightly moro practical torra3 of
argument botwoen protagonists within sociology, this critique
suggosta a different perspective upon some of tha traditional
concoma of the disciplino. Thus, *deviance* 1is translated
from a prooccupation with rulos, rule-breaking and punishment

to a concern with, those defining the act of deviance and their
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reasona for so doing (Hargreaves et al, 1975). The notion of
eoducability* ceases to be the etalien-for-granted* concept that
may bo found in some of the British 3t«dio3 of the 19603 (o.g.
Douglas, 1964-3 Wiseman, 1964) and talcos on a problematic status:
who =3 dofining a child or a group of children as having
profited from their formal education? What are the values and
assumptions of the defining group? Have they the power to make
their definition of *educability* the decisive one? (Young,
1971) Similar criticisms have been made of other concepts such
as *social class*.

One advantage of this perspective is that i1t usefully
reminds ua that such concepts do not exist in nature: they are
nan-mado and, as such, may be subjected to stringent conceptual/
ideological examination and not simply empirical analysis, where
the concept i1s accepted as *givon*. It i1Is an oft-repeated
criticism by the pher.oinenologists that traditional sociologistsar
constantly reifying their concepts, endowing them with an
independent lifo of their own, independent, that is, of our
construction of them.

Taming now to tho concept of attitudes, it appears that
phenomonologista have paid less attention to tills than some
other traditional concerns of social science. Although, as
suggested above, phenomenology lias made a significant pene-
tration into sociological theory, it ha3 not made quite the
same impact on psychology or social psychology where most
research on attitudes has been normally located. As informal
confirmation of this view, ono might cite the contents of two
loading journals in the field of social psychology, tho American

<Journal of Social Psychology* and tho *British Journal of
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Social and Clinical Psychology?- An 1napaction of4articles
publisliod during 1976 suggests little, 1f any, penetration of
tho i1doas of tIX0 “r.av aociology”, Porhaps articles by Davey
and Farr (1976) i1n the British journal aro the only exceptions.
Thie contrasts with tho ’“capture* in 1972 of the Open Unlvorsity
cOUT3© »School and Society», on®© of th© University»3 first
Education courses. It may be significant that ovon iIn this
innovatory atniosphere tho nev Social Psychology course (D 305)
first publishod In 1976 shows, if anything, a bia3 towards
traditional approaches, whilst making some acknowledgement of
tire phenomenological perspective.

Aillporfc (din Varren-_.Jahoda, 1973) discusses a large number
of views on the nature of attitudes, some of them quite diverse;
but all tlio viovs he mentions have ono thing in commons they
all asjjure that attitudes roally o::ist In some form within the
individual - In other words, a traditional, positivistic viow.
More recently, another viow has developed, perhaps represented
by what BOFlour and Westie (19<5j) call a »probability conception*
Tn this perspective, attitudes have no internal dimension but
consist entirely of external constructs which we develop from
our observation of an individual’s behaviour. For DeFlour and
Uostio, therefore, the measurement of attitudes by the use of
scales i1s iInadvisable* observation and recording, without pre-
conccivod categories and dimensions, would bo the preferred
mode of i1nvestigation. Cno advantage of this view iIs that it
removoa from the field of controversy tho attitude and behaviour
issue (soo below) by abolishing the traditional concept of
attitude (Bavey, 1976).

As was mado clear at tho start of this chapter, this



18-

v-itor seos continuad valua in traditional attitude r933arch
but, at tho anno tino, 1Is prepared to concoda tho usefulness of
the nevos* perspective. This perspective has not bean
systematically developed at length, as far as the vritar is
avaro (although Keddie, 1971, might be credited with some
methodological progress In an educational setting). The
following comments arise, thorofore, from a personal view of
tho phenomenological perspectiva and its possible application
to attitudes and their measurement.

Tho traditional view of attitudes 3till oppressed today
(o.c. Dins, 197«) 1is-that a per3on»s attitudes aro positivo and
negative £oeling3 about the objects iIn his psychological world?
the use o- mpsychological* is iInteresting as perhaps an attempt
to forestall criticism that Elms talcos the view that objects
exist in the real world. A phonononologiat might want to argue
that this shifts the emphasis from the observer, where it ought
to be, to tho subject and makes tho assumption that the subject
actually possesses attitudes which are observable and, perhaps,
measureablo, whereas the significant aspect iIs tho interaction
between subject and observer and tho latter»3 belief that his
subject actually has the attitudes. Why does the obsarvor feel
tho nood to impute attitudes to his subjoct? What does this
toll us 0j. the observer®s values and assumptions about the
world? i-toro tellingly, perhaps, tho phancnenologist might
expross surprise at the researcher»3 attempts to measuro the
direction and intensity of these prosumed attitudes, especially
iT a method like the Likert or Thurston© technique of scaling
wore to bo omployod. These, it.would be argued, employed the

concepts and understanding of the dimension of the
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attitudes to iInvestigate the subject*s concepts and understanding.
(A similar point is road© by lioiser in Arwistoad, 197~.) As was
suggested oarlior in this chapter, 1t 1s almost an axiom of
phenomenologista that there i1s no significant external reality
common to all observers; that knowledge 13 situational. Thus, the
nearest we can get to understanding another*a attitudes is for us
to observe him iIn relevant situations, without clipboard and check-
lists, and to ask him in an open-endad, unstructured way to reflect
on those issues which interest the researcher. The use of Likert
attitude scales, as i1s dona i1n this research, i1nvolves a logical
contradiction, it might bo said* the ascertainment of personal
feelings (attitudes) by getting the subjoct to report his

feelings but U3ing categories of fooling developed by another
person. Perhaps a fora of the Semantic Differential (Osgood et

al 1957) might bo an acceptable fora of iInvestigation to those
holding this view or the repertory grid system of bl-polar

personal constructs (Kelly, 1955) as suggostod by Nash (1973).
Heritage (an Araistoad, op.cit.) has provided a vigorous critique
of traditional methods hut his proscriptions for reform are less
precise ('People should bo studied naturalistlcally'™). Logically,
he doubts ovon the possibility of quantification.

Put like tnis, the view of the phenoaenologist3 appears
powerful and casts some doubt on aspects of many attitude
investigations. Yet, phenomenological thoory itself iIs not
without elements 01 self-contradiction* As many writers have
pointed out (o.g. Pring, 1972; White, 1976) if all knowledge
is personal and situational then this claim must apply to the
thoory behind phenomenology itself and thus its claim to be

taken seriously must bo at MO0 risk. Young (1975) has
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attcnptod to answer -this charge, 'but 1t remains a compelling
ci"itioism In ¢ora degree, Furthox-, 1t iIs possible to argue that
tho degree of personalisation of experience can be exaggerated;
that although wa may perceive the world differently and create
different noonings for oursolve3 vo all have tho sans sense
organs and that within any one culture or, especially» sub-
culture socialisation experiences aro narked by thoir similarity
rather than their differences; that, In other words, our
perceptions of phenomena overlap to a significantly useful
degree. “This writer would wish to argue such a point of viov.
At the salae tine, one must concede Chat individual attitude
cannot be ’caught* totally by tho U30 of empirical, psycho—
metrically based procedures alone; a subjective dimension 1is

a useful if not essential addition. As explained later (Chapter
Six) 1t was for this reason that some interviewing of aubjocts
vho had previously completed questionnaires was undertaken and,
it will be arguod (Chapter Eight), further important under-
standing of subjects* views on some of tho basic questions
being investigated wag thereby obtained, an understanding that
could not liava been derived simply from an analysis of thoir
responses to tho questionnaire. Thus, the procedures of this
gtucly root, In tho main, on a traditional concept of attitudes
together with a graft of wore contemporary approaches.

Having discussed briefly tho possible influence of the
phenononological perspective on tho concept of attitudes i1t may
now bo appropriate to deal with seme semantic problems before
looking at soma of the major concerns of attitude theory. The
concept may bo narrowed by distinguishing between beliefs,

values and attitudes. According to Elms (1976) beliefs aro
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“assumption3 about the probability that an object
exists, that it 503303303 certain characteristics or
that it 3 rolatad in certain ways to other objects?l.

(P 11
Xn this view, beliefs arc largely cognitive and can be 3imply

true or false. Values» on the othor hand, contain at least an
clement or an affective component - values aro what we desire
to bo true and, logically, ve thus seek what wo dosiro and
value. Action is 1mplied by our values whereas our beliefs do
not necessarily impel us to any kind of action. “dIm3 argues
that an attitude i1s a blond of beliefs and values; it 1s the
positive and negative feelings ho has about many of the things
in whose existence he believes. A positive attitude will be
hold about those things which, ho believes, xdLIl help him to
attain valued goals; a negative attitude about those things
which impede goal attainment. Thus, attitudes are not simply
hold cognitively but contain a large affective element. That
they are not necessarily wholly rational i1n organisation simply
add3 to the ro3earcher*3 methodological problems but, of course,
contributes to man®s uniqueness.

Other toras which have been related to. or used as synonyms
for, attitudes include esentiments®, "cathexes®™ and "opinions*.
McDougall (quoted by Elms, 1976) preferred esentiments® when
discussing attitudes but this preference was never shared to
any extent by othor social scientists. Psychoanalysts often
use “crtfckexco* to refer to negative and positive investments of
psychic energy in particular objects but thi3 term, too, ha3
not gained wide currency outside psychoanalytic circles. A much
r.oro serious contender is undoubtedly “opinion®. The two words,
eopinion* and "attitude* are often usod interchangeably, iIn

mp.itc of coco attempts to stipulate distinctions. Thurstono
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and CIxavo (1929) suggested that attitudes were the sua total

of a non*a inclinations and feelings, prejudice hr biaa, pre-
concoivod notions, 1ideas, fears, threats and convictions about
any specifiod object. Not content, perhaps, with such a
splondidly comprohon3ivo definition, they added that “opinion*
should bo rogarded aa a verbal o:cpx*oasion of attitude, a
distinction accepted by both Likert (1932) and McNetnar (1976).
But this distinction lias never boon widely adopted, perhaps
bocauso, making it produces problems of a conceptual and
empirical nature. [If T“opinions® aro verbal expressions of
*attitud03*, then altitudes tales on the status of a theoretical
construct, an internal mental phenomenon wore or loss adequately
roprosentod by the behavioural “opinion* which cannot, however,
bo diroctly observed. It i1s probable that attempts to make
such a distinction contributed to the establishment of the
attitudo-bohaviour controversy discussed below.

Of some concern to the empirical section of this study, 1Is
the truo3tioa of the formation of attitudes. As is tho case with
most psychological phenomena, there are those who propose a
gonotic explanation (McGuire, 1969, iIn Varron-Jahoda 1973
reviews some evidence on this interpretation). To propose the
origin of anything depending upon a genetic hypothesis is, 1In
many ways, to fail to provide an explanation. To propose the
divorce of a genetic structure from the context in which 1t may
function £60)39 unsound. Present Jcnovledge of the relationship
between conetype and behaviour (o inferential, at best, and it
is difficult to accept any simple gonotic explanation of the

origin of attitudes at the time of writing (early 1973). A

more satisfactory hypothesis may bs that of Elms (1976) who



223-

cuggesbo an evolutionary *natural aoloetion* proeoss during

ike individuale3 development. Such phenomena art direct
conditioning of responses, imitation, reinforcement of
behaviours and primitive ronsoiling In childhood 3oea reasonable,
a priori, suggestions. Attitudea must bo functional, of course-,
and as the individual develops cut of childhood there will be a
testing of attitudes against tho3o of his various roforonce
groups, a strengthening of tho functional «@nd a discarding of
tho dysfunctional or, in seme cases, a change of reference
group so that tho prised dysfunctional .may bo transformed into
tho functional.

Further light on attitude formation is shed by the
phenomenon of attitude change. Janis and Mann (1968) found
that thore appeared to bo four major factors considered by
individuals confcotnolating significant changes In attitude (for
example, towards smoking cigarottos).

(@) utilitarian gains or losses for tho individual

(b) utilitarian gains or losses for significant others

(c) Social approval/disapproval

(d) Golf approval/d+sapproval

This phenomenon of attitudo formation and change will bo

considered subsoquently in tho light of findings about

differential attitude-holding in varied educational settings.
finally, a note should bo added about onrs of tho abiding

fchomos of attitude research, that of attitude-behaviour

relationships, A number of studies, summarised by Davey (1976)

have corzsnafood on the low correlation betwoon expressed

attitudes and actual behaviour yhon the subject :3 placed iIn an

appropriate situation to donior.stra.to the behavioural dimension



—2h~

of a proviously doclarod nttitudo, Tha classic atudy was done
as oarly us 193" by La Piero. llo round tliat although American
hotol and restaurant personnel expressed considerable prejudice
against minority groups, their actual behaviour when confronted
with raciral njinoritios (in this case Chinese) shoved much loss
prejudice. However, La Pxoro*3 conclusion, that attitudes can
only bo determined by observing humans in actual social
situations, has not met with universal assent (o0.g. Abolson,
197-)» perhaps because of a conviction of the value of the
concept in understanding behaviour and also, no doubt, because
of the amount of academic Investment in attitude measurement
both before and after 193*. The lack of correlation continues
to attinct explanation and research. Perry (1976) produced a
tightly-constructed attitude 3calo (in terms of a behavioural
criterion) and produces the rather unremarkable conclusion that
- ... attitude scales tailored specifically to a
particular behavioural criterion wore more highly
correlated with that criterion than scalos which were
not so tailored” (@ MibD
Davoy (1976) 1o critical of studios which, by implication from
tfcolr research design, suggest a simple, linear relationship
bofcwoon orrpressed attitudes and actual behaviour. Ho suggests
that such a lack of congruence is exactly what might be predicted
given that °chrmge, not stasis, iIs the norm of social life.”
(P 21)* he claims that the concept of attitude is a useful one
in social science but i1ts uao cloeo not lie iIn attempting to
predict behaviour. Again, this concern of attitudo theory 1is
relevant to the present study. |If a teacher expresses
unreserved hostility to, say, corporal punishment, should wo

oxpoct bin to stay bi3 hand in all -nossible circumstances?

vjjnt strength of opposition to corroral punishment, as expressed
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on a Likert-type scale, would be accepted as a predictor of
behaviour? Tuwat is the position of a teacher expressing strong
opposition to 11+ selection found working iIn a Direct Grant
grammar school? Such cases are reported lator in the

investigation (Chapters Seven and Eight).

Attitude Measurement

In this section It Is proposed to examine soma aspects of
the techniques of attitude measurement commonly iIn use and to
roview some studies which bear upon the main concerns of this
thesis 1In a general sense. The next chapter will deal with the
subject of teacher attitude and studies in that field.

Tile development of the measurement of attitudes may be
divided into the pro- and post-Thurstone era, for although
some later developments in the fiold have surpassed Thurstone
scaling i1n degree of sophistication there can be little doubt
that 1t was he who first placed attitude measurement on at
least a quasx-scientific basis In a seminal article published
in January 1928, refined into two further statements the
following year (Thurstone and Chavo 1929; Thuratone, 1929). It
may be of some iInterest to look at one pre-Thurstone study as
there are many reports in the American journals of the 1920s
reporting attempts to measure attitudes. Jones (1926) set out
to Investigate the attitude of college students - and 1t is
notable, 1f hardly surprising, how much work has been done
with populations of students rather than adult3 at work - to
such questions as labour problems, economic status, discipline,
social life and it3 conventions, including religion. He 309ms

to be groping towards some measure of conservatism or, perhaps,
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authoritarianism, but tho domain +3 poorly conceptualised. The
questionnaires, about which no data on preparation and itom
analysis are reported, each conaiatod of five statements scored
on a five-point scale ranging from +2 through O to -2. Tho
students completing the gxiestionnairo3 were at different stages
in their college careers but no longitudinal or cro33-sectional
data aro reported. No hypotheses seem to have been formulated
and comparative mean scores are reported tfithout any attempt to
determine significances. There is no information about sampling
but he does not hesitate to comparo scores of freshmen with
those of senior 3tud.ent3, drawing the rather questionable
conclusion that college life made no difference to their
attitudes to the probloms noted above. Tho only serious piece
of statistical analysis reported 13 a correlation of —=>0.2
between scores on a radicalism scale and 1.Q. scores* with 207
degrees of freedom this value i1s significant at tho I1£ level of
probability but we aro not told this. It is probably this sort
of work that evoked from M$Neraar (1946) such scathing criticism
about attitude-opinion methodology although, to be fair, there
are other studies reported about the same time that easily
surpass the one reported above In general competence (e.g.
Allport and Hartmann, 1975)»

Tho appearance of Thurstono*s scaling technique helped to
eliminate some of the more obvious weaknesses i1n the production
of attitude scales. His recommendations, briefly, involve the
following 3topss
1. The specification of the attitude to be measured.

2, The collection of a wide variety of statomencs relating to

this attitude
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3. Editing of these to about ono hundred brief expressions of
opinion,

4, The sorting of these statements by a larga number of judges
(Thurstoho suggests about 300!) i1n an order of intensity so that
the difference between statements Aend B is the same as the
difference between statements B and C and so on. The median
judged location of any statement ig its finally assigned scale
valu6é. It is this 3tage which is ouch a distinctive feature of
Thurstono scalings naturally, it is perfectly possible to
manage trilth far fower than 300 judges.

5, Ambiguous or irrelevant statements are eliminated.

6. Reduction of the total number of atatementa to about twenty,
ovonly graded along the scale.

Respondents check the number of statements they agree with.
Each of the checked statements has a weighting according to its
agreed assigned position on the continuum and in this way an
overall score can be determined relative to the scores of other
respondents.

In spite of the obviously laborious nature of the scaling
process - ((0 above - it did give a now confidence to researchers
and 1t has remained in use to the prosont day, still being
regarded as one of the loading methods of scaling attitude
statements (Stevens, 1075? Elms, 1976). However, Renais Likert
proposed (1932) a simpler method, lio suggested giving a largo
number of unweighted statements to respondents scored on a five-
way choice of response - Strongly Approve, Approve, Undecided,
Disapprove, Strongly Disapprove - as 5» 3>» 2, 1, typically
from uiaat may be described as the eradical* ond. The awarding

of 3 *pointa* to the respondent who chocks *Undecidod* 1is
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justifiod oa tho grounds that thxa indicato3 no strong Toolings
about the statement and thus placing tho attitude in a median
location on the assumed continuum. After the draft statements
havo boon given to a sample of people, their responses aro
scored and tho results dichotomised into ‘high* and ~low*
scoring groups» the median scores being disregarded for this
purpose. Tho pattern of rosponsos to each statement 13 then
scrutinised and those statements fthich prove to bo the best
discriminators between the dichotomised groups aro kept, the
remainder being discarded, so that the scalo may be reduced to
soma twenty itaa3. -Split-half and tost-re-tost reliability
coefficients aro normally calculated as evidence of Improved
reliability following the item analysis. Thx3 was the type of
scaling oventually employed by tho writer and further details
of tho mothod iIn use aro given in Chapter Five.

Tho groat merit of a Likort scalo i1s 1t3 simplicity of
construction. Thi3 vory simplicity ha3 led to the technique®s
being regarded with some suspicion (o.g. Tuppen, 1975). Likert
himself tms highly suspicious and only came to recommend it
after ortonsivo analyses had suggested that this simplicity was
combinod with a good degree of reliability (Likert, 1932} Likert
Koslow and "Murphy, 193**)e Ha comments:

nit will be noted that tho writer began this enquiry

with a £tispiciou3 attitude t.cnrdc the simple

computation used in rating scales, and adopted those

cimpls- procedures only in tho l1lifht of evidence that
tho simpler methods gave much tho same results as tho

ol"horr to,”

(Likort 1932, P 27 n)
Generally higher reliability coefficients have been reported
with tho Likort technique than with the Thurston®© technique

(o.g. Mcllomax*, 106j Barclay and Weaver, 1962} Potterton and
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Pilkington, 1967). That the method remains a leading one may be
illustrated by reference to the Journal of Social Psychology for
1976: of the articles reporting the construction and/or use of
attitude scales, seven used the Likert method, t™\Y90 the Thurstone
and no other method was used in more than ono report, (OFf
course, some reports do not either name or give sufficient
details for identification of the method employed.)

One alternative to the Likert technique i1s Guttman scaling
(Guttman 1970 although this i1s not primarily a technique for
item analysis (Guttman 1951) but rather a way of studying the
degree of homogeneity of a particular attitude area. Some writers
have expressed a strong preference for Guttman scaling (e.g,
Tuppen, 1965) whilst others have been strongly critical (Eysenck
and Crown, 197"9) or dubious about the practicality of Guttraan®s
90/3 reproducibility criterion (Oliver and Butcher, 1962).

A more recent contender iIn tho field of attitude measurement
has boon the Wilson and Patterson mode (1968). They claim that
all traditional types of attitude statements used iIn attitude
scales sliare the same weakness: the propositions provided for
respondents to react to are long enough to contain, almost
inevitably, ambiguities or contradictions. It is true that
this comment was made iIn the context of their critique of
previous measures of Conservatism but there can be little doubt
that their claim could be extended to all forms of attitude
testing In some measure. They suggest that, in order to Improve
the validity of respondents* answers, one needs to note that
(@ there i1s an 1mmediate, emotional response to the central
issue and

00 this is followed by a suspension of judgement while
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qualificatory and justificatory details of the statement are
examined.
They feel that one js looking for the first response, tho
emotional one, as this i1s more likely to correspond with tho
respondent’s actual behaviour. The way to achieve this iIs to
use very short stimulus phrases of three or four words only,
instead of formal sentences. On probability grounds alona,
this argument of Wilson and Patterson’s must have some force -
the undetected ambiguity may well lurk in a formal sentence,
in spite of i1tem analysis - but t/hether the substitution of
stimulus phrases will tap the central, emotional content of an
attitude seems more doitbtful. It is always possibi that drastic
shortening of a statement may cause semantic doubts iIn the
respondent’s mind. A short comparative study of the Likert
approach and Wilson and PattGi“son*s is reported in Chapter Five.
All these methods rest firmly on traditional assumptions
aboiit the nature of* attitudes: they owe much to the positivict
or even psychometric view of phenomena, a position from which
the writer’s investigation was launched, i1n the main. A method
owing more to the interaction!st method might be the use of the
repertory grid technique of Kelly (1955) which i1s based on the
concept of personal eonstnicts, that is the respondent himself
defines the dimensions of his attitude domain, work in classrooms
W3ing this techniou.e has been reported by Nash (197.3» 197") but
this writer is not aware of any comparative studies using both
a positivist and an interactionist perspective. Such a study
might shed some light not only on the nature of attitudes but

also on rival views of social ’facts*.
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CILVPTBR  FOUR
social ay» EDUCATIONAL ATTITUDES

A. Social Attitudes

As any account of educational attitudes owes much to
investigations into social attitudes, it seems appropriate to
begin vith the latter.

The existence of a basic social attitude, a continuum for
which is usually labelled “traditional - radical* or T"liberal -
conservative* or some combination of similar terras, has been
assumed for many years in both politics and social psychology.
Over fifty year3 ago, Allport and Hartman (1923) investigated
the continuum: what Is Interesting iIs that they take the
existence of such an attitude dimension for granted and no-
where do they find it necessary to discuss It as a concept.
Many attitude studios use, almost as a matter of course, some
measure of social conservatism/radicalism and tho present
thesis 1s no exception. 1In America, work on social attitudes
was stimulated by experiences gained during World War 11 and,
in 1950» classic steady on the Authoritarian Personality
(Adorno et al) was published. Begun as an attempt to study the
development of fascist beliefs, the study eventually largely
abandoned thi3 overt political direction for tho analysis of
what was taken to be a broader attitude domain, that of
authoritarianism. Tho measure of this domain is the *P scale*
which has undergone a number of changes ovor tho years 1in
response to criticism about i1ts validity. Some items, 1t was
felt, tended to encourage an agreement response sot (“"When in

doubt, ngroa'™) and that a high score might represent simply a
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respondent *3 willingness 1:0 agree rather than nn authoritarian
personality. Gn tlio other hand, it might bo argued that this
sort or* implied submission was a fair indication of cno aspect
of autkoi"irtarianisia.

A moro tolling criticism, perhaps, vaa the suggestion
(chile, 195*0 that Sanford, the F-seale*s nrrthor, assunod too
readily that authoritarianism wna a characteristic of the
political Right wing whereas there seemed good a priori
grounds for believing that i1t vaa a characteristic of all
extreme opinion-bolding in politics. York in America continued,
especially by Hilton Rokoach and hie associates (i1960). Thoy
preferred the torm “dogmatism* but failed to find much evidence
of 1ts existence amongst the political Loft thus tending,
implicitly, to confirm Sanford*3 hypothesis about fascism.

Jn th+£3 country, work on conservatism and other social/
political attitudes iIs associated with Eysenck. Ho seems to
have accepted, in his oarly work (19W-O tho postulation of the
radical - conservative dimension, but felt that, by itself, it
vac- iInsufficient to categorise tho major dimensions of social
attitudes. Ho argued that there must bo at toast one other
dimension, basing hi3 argument on the *common-sense*
observation that supporters of the Labour Party drawn from
eniddle class* and *working class* backgrounds appeared to hold
different views about certain key social questions. Middle
class supporters* views on punishment, for example, soemed
less severe than working class views} tho latter saw prisons
as retributive and deterrent whilst tho former group preferred
to stress their reformative purposes. Non-Catholic taiddlo class

support for legalised abortion was much stronger than working
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class support. This led Eysenck to postulate the existence of
an attitude dimension which ho originally (1944) termed
epractical-theoretical* under which classification middle
class Labour Party supporters® views woxtld tend to be radical
and theoretical whilst working class views would tend to be
radical (although not quite as radical) and practical. Later
(1947) he adopted the more familiar terms 1tendorminded®

(= theoretical) and "toughminded* (= practical).

Following « investigation (1951) he was able to refine

the theory into this two-dimensional model:

Figure 1

Tendermindedness

The toughminded attitudes revealed consistently by the working
class respondents, of whatever political persuasion, contrast
dramatically with the tendermindod attitudes of the middle

class. (But, note the odd position of the Liberal working



class* aora Conservative than tho Conservative middle class,
but not as toughminded. This may be duo, as Eysenck sUETgoats,
to ths relatively email number of Liberal working class
respondents i1n hi3 sample.) It 1s also interesting to note
the clear i1dentification of the *AlTf Garnett* figure, the
toughptlnded, working class Conservative, .long before he
appeared on SBC TV, perhaps an example of tho conjunction of
eacademic* and *overy day* knowledge. The degree of commitment
to a political viewpoint also varies in terras of social class,
bo that, for oxanpia, the working class Conservative 1is not
only more tortghminded than his middle class counterpart but
also more Conservative. The general toughmindeclness of
extreme opinion holders is shown by tho placing of the
Communist Party*a working class supporters and by Eysenck’s
remark that the foxr Fascist sympathisers unearthed would be
placed in the toughminded quadrant towards tho Conservative
pole of tha horizontal axis.

A further report by Eysenck (1953) suggested that tho
two basic social attitude dimensions appeared to exist in a
similar manner in Germany and Sweden. Howevor, Koehn (1955)»
in a most interesting pioce of work, challenged the assumption
of the cultural -universality of Conservatism - Radicalism. Ho
gave Eysenck’s questionnaire to a group of Arab students at
the Univarsity of Boixmt. Factor analysis of thoir responses
failed to establish any Conservatism - Radicalism dimension,
although tcndorxaindoclno3s - toughmindodness was clearly shown.
He writes;

"It seems more reasonable to iInterpret tho data us

suggesting that tho first factor running through
the analysis of public opinion reflects not
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Kadicalisai/Consarvatisia, as Eysenck suggests,
but tho major political issue under investigation....
they (riadicaliscj-Conservatism) do not occupy a
major position in current Arab political thought.”
ICoehn (op cit) farther suggests that In Near Eastern cultures
It vas moro reasonable to iInterpret thio factor as having some-
thing to do with Arab nationalism. Jn viov of this, i1t may be
unvisa to regard this attitude dimension as culture-free. This
point i1s discussed further in Chapter Fivo in relation to tho
Oliver scales.
Vork along those linos has continued In abundance and 1t
IS, perhaps, only appropriate to review come of the rocont
studies. Eysenck himself lias revisted the field (1971) and
renewed controversy has followed. He administered a vorsion
of the Social Attitudes Inventory to 2000 subjects derived from
his earlier (19S*0 study on tho psychology of politics. ha
concludes, perhaps ratkor prematurely (see below):
"The results arc interpreted as suggesting that
thero have been no systematic changes in tho
structure of social attitudos iIn this country
in tho twentyroars that have elapsed since tho
research published 1n <The Psychology of Polities*
was carried out”.

Elser and Roiser (1972) havo criticised tho Eysenck study
on two grounds:
(@) Differences between social class groups are not sufficient
to permit general!sod statements about eworking class attitudes™.
(b) The groups ax"e distinguished by the extremity of their
response, not tho response itsolf. It Is suggested that some
issues might simply havo boon more salient to, say, the middle
class groups than tho working class groups and that this iIn

itsolf could account for the differences.

This second criticism is iInteresting as bolng couched,
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partially at least, 1In phenomeqological terms, a perspective
that Eysenck may be expected to regard as less than compelling.

Eysenck*3 reply (1972) is to acknowledge (a) above,
claiming that he made the comparative nature of his findings
quite clears

(nlt 1s almost impossible, linguistically speaking

to repeat tid3 statement - lcomparatively speaking* -

every time a comparison is made.”) (P-~M00)

His reply to (b) 1s to refer to other studies supporting his
conclusion and to challenge Eiser and Roiser to disprove his
findings.

Eysenck has also reported (1975) a factor analytic study
of the structure of social attitudes which comes to a slightly
less confident conclusion than the one quoted above (Eysenck
1971)= He now concludes:

”1t seems clear that the structure of Qocial

attitudes i1s somewhat more complex than outlined

in "The Psychology of Politics™.”

(Eysenck, 1975 p.330)

He proposes a hierarchical structure] at tho bottom,
innumerable opinion statements with which individuals can
agree or disagree which are organised into “primary attitudes”
of which there are at loast torn permissiveness, socialism,
racism, laisser faire, pacifism, capitalism, religion,
reactionary iiidividualism, human nature and libertarianism.
Above these are throe higher order factors - “superfactors” -

which are termed

conservative - radical
toughminded - tonderminded
politico-economic conservatism.

Ho suggests that tho greater complexity of attitude holding

revealed in this study, as compared with his 195* study, 1is
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due to *a bettor coverage of the area* or to Slaving

esufficient items relating to the factor* and claims that the
introduction of computer analysis has made unnecessary ’economy*
in the construction of attitude scales. The discovery of the
third dimension — politico-economic conservatism - is thus
attributed to the production of scales and modes of analysis
of greater sophistication. However, this discovery may be as
much a comment on methodology as on the existence of *rsal*
social attitudes* The existence of a superfactor must be at
least suspected before items relating to the suspect can be
included in an Inventory; a concept must be constructed before
its existence can be shown. Such a significant ’reality
phenomenon* as a superfactor should not necessarily depend for
proof of its existence upon the creation of more and more
sophisticated measures and tools of analysis for its detection.
Vhat othsr superfactors may await discovery by workers
possessed of the skills yet to be developed? This writer
prefers Eysenck’s original four-level hierarchy of attitude-
holding (Eysenck, 195*0 "which is described in detail in
Chapter Five in relationship to the scales used in the present
investigation*

Major work on the study of Conservatism has been reported
by Wilson and Patterson (1968). They have designed a scale to
measure commitment to Conservatism which, Wilson (1970) has
claimed,establishOs the C-factor as a uni-dimonsional oloment,
arguing further that his data establish the concept of a
egeneral attitude* (0) at loast a2 legitimate as that of
general intelligence. Discussion of the C-scala itself and

some of the controversy surrounding it is contained in Chapter
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Five; hare, vo aro mainly concerned vith the nature of’
Conservatism as perceived by Wilson and ht3 co-workers.

The main analysis”of Conservatism appears in a series
of* papers (Wilson, Ed, 1973) but the editor himself’provides
a conceptual account oF the components of Conservatism upon
vhich the C-scale *3 based, He identifies nine.components of
the Conservative ideology vhich should occur, with differing
emphases, in the attitude profile of a person holding
Conservative beliefs,
1, Religious fundamentalism, Thi3 is represented by
statements on the C-scale concerning Divine Lav, Sabbath
observance, church authority, 1inborn conscience and evolution
theory,
2, Pro-Establishment politics, represented by statements
concerning empire building, licensing lavs, royalty and
student pranks,
3, Insistence on strict rules and punishments - death penalty,
strait jackets, birching and cm item vhich asks directly about
strict rules,
. Militarism - disarmament, military drill, casual living
pnd patriotism,
5, Ethno-centrism and intolerance of minority groupa - items
on beatniks, coloured immigration, apai’*heid, patriotism and
student pranks,
6, Preference for the conventional in art, clothing and
institutions - items on modern art, computer music, conventional
clothing, women judges and pyjama parties,
7, Anti-hedonistic outlook and restriction of sexual behaviour -

items on striptease shows, Sabbath observance, birth control.
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abortion, self-denial, moral training, chaperones and chastity.
3. Opposition to scientific progress - itoms on ®volution
theory, computer music and flouridation.

9. Superstition - items on evolution theory, horoscopes and
inborn conscience.

As the selection of 1tems relating to the different
components of Conservatism demonstrates, tliore is overlap, as
Wilson (op cit) admits betveen them. He further remarks that
there 1s no reason to suppose that Conservative attitudes are
normally distributed in the population.

We will nov examine more closely the nature of educational
attitudes and consider the relationship between them and the

social attitudes discussed above.

B. Educational Attitudes
Oliver (1953) commences his seminal attempt to classify
educational attitudes by remarking)
"One of tho first steps in clear thinking about education,
as about other subjects, should be the establishment of
useful categories. We need to have some idea what aims,
policies, curricula methods and the like go together...

Education roquires a taxonomy if discussion on a
scientific or philosophical level is to be practicable.”

(p- 32)

He reviews a number of opinions on this subject and concludes
that ths most far-reaching distinction seems to be that between
idealism and naturalism) he regards Dewey* 3 pragmatism as a
variety of naturalism. lie sees these two positions as
occurring at opposite onds of a continuum, as attempts to

order our thinking about the same educational problems in
alternative ways. Ho describes the *idealist metaphysic* and

then suggests how such a sot of beliefs may be detected
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operating in education. By idealism, he understands a holier
]
in a set or absolutes towards which man strives.

“"There are absolute standards of truth, goodness
and beauty to which human experience and
behaviour can approximate.”

He quotes Sir Fred Clarke in support of thi3 beliefs

«... there are ultimate standards, common to and
authoritative for, all alike and that belief in
them In some form is necessary for both social
cohesion and for an adequately purposeful

education.”™ (p»33)
Plato the Ministry of Education are also summoned as
upholders of this viewpoint. |In education, such attitudes

as an i1nsistence on disciplined work, the transmission and
augmentation of our cultural heritage may be seen as examples
of idealism In practice. Oliver does not claim this, but one
might expect the grammar school and public school to show signs
of this ethos; 1t may be loss iIn evidence in, say, an urban
comprehensive school.

On the other hand, the naturalist emphasises the universe
va experience through our senses. This universe, though
orderly, is not stable: change i3 the most characteristic
feature of human lifo. Lifo has no ulterior motive and growth,
like education, 1is its own end. |In its stress on change and on
our perception of the irorld through our senses, naturalists are
at one with the phenomenologists whose views were discussed in
Chapter Two. Oliver quotes Rousseau as an example of the
naturalist viewpoint:

"Present interest, that is the motive power
that takos us far and safely” (p. 3

It would not be difficult, he continues, to identify naturalist

beliefs being put into practice in education: self-expression



method» might be iInterpreted as the release of the life-

force; learning by doing implies a pragmatist theory of
thought and action; the use of direct and immediate rolavance
as a criterion for content choice in the curriculua may reflect
the naturalist philosopher®s belief In change, iIn the
irrelevance of the past.

This distinction, between i1dealism and naturalism, is a
powerful one, but, by itself, It iIs quite i1nadequate to the
task of clarifying educational belief patterns which 1is
Oliver*s main purpose. That i1t iIs i1nadequate 13 suggested by
the fact that i1t places both Plato and Froobel i1n the i1dealist
sector and Housseau and Marx iIn the naturalist. He proposes
that 1t 1s iIn the concept of authoritarianism that another
fruitful way may be found of ordering finer distinctions
mbetweennaturalists and idealists, between, say, Plato and
Froebel. Haro, we enter the realm of method rathor than
goals, of moans rathor than ends; of ways of bringing about
naturalist and i1dealist aims vhero the authoritarian, sure of
the rightness of his ends would compel (perhaps iIn “the
interests of the child*) whilst the *individualist* would seek
to persuade. Oliver adopts the -fillian James®s formulation of
<toughminded* for the authoritarian and “tender-minded* for the
non-authoritarian, b now have a two-way classification which
yields four categories;

Fifrure Two

Toughminded Tendormtnded
ldot-list 1 2
Naturalist 3 n

where 1. would be a toughmindod idealist, 2. a tendorminded
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idealist and so on. However, each of the dimensions are to
be thought of as continue, rather than discrete categories so
that individuals are described as more or loss idealist, more

or leas toughminded.

Figure Three

XHegel Toughminded X Marx
Plato
Idealist —Naturalist
X Froebel

X Rousseau
Tenderminded

By adapting the sort of diagram used by Eysenck (1951) one can
place individuals classified by Oliver as shown in Figure
Three above.

Oliver draws support for the existence of tenderminded
and toughminded attitudes i1n education from the work on social
attitudes of Eysenck, previously described. However, the
association between educational and social toughmindedness is
more complex than at Ffirst appears: this will be demonstrated
later, but Oliver himself implies this complexity when he
remarks:

s ___. allowance (must be) made for tho fact that the

two sets of concepts originate in rather different

contexts of educational theory and social and

economic problems*. (p- 39, op cit)

It is also from the field of social attitude analysis that
Oliver draws his third and final dimension for the classifi-

cation of educational attitudes, that of radicalism -

conservatism. The model 1s now 2 X2 X2,
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Seven of the combinations are shown in Figure Four; the
eighth (out of sight in this perspective would be C. N. To.).
Prudently, perhaps, Oliver refrains from attempting to name
any individuals or educational practice iIn toxins of the model,
preferring to await empirical verification, but ho summarises
the role of oach continuum in ordering educational attitudes
a» follows™
Naturalism, ....... Idealism: the aims of education
Toughmindedness......_. Tendermindedness; the mode of
achievement of aims
Radicalism........ Conservatism; the rate of achieving the aims.
This analysis by Oliver provides the rationale for the
construction of his «Survey of Opinions about Education» -
described in Chapter Five - one of the sets of scales used by
the writer in the present investigation. Butcher (1959) seems
to have been largoly responsible for the technical work in the
production of the scales and results obtained from their use
have been published by the authors (Butcher 1965 j Oliver and
Butcher 1968) who used samples of students, teachers on iIn-

sorvice courses and serving teachers. Findings of direct
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relevance to tho writer*s iInvestigation were that teachers in
grammar schools wero significantly le3s naturalistic than
teachers in other types of school; Conservative teachers

(as determined by voting preference) showed loss educational
radicalism than non-Conservative teachers; grammar school
teachers were more tenderminded whilst older teachers in all
types of school were more toughminded. Further studies
reporting use of the *“Survey of Opinions* are reported later
in this chapter.

Studies of teacher attitude are legion, especially in the
United States, and it would bo neither possible nor desirable
to attempt a large scale review; only those bearing vary
directly on thx3 the3+3 - in the main drawn from British
sources - will be considered. It is, however, worth making
two general observations about studies of teacher attitude*

(i) Most studios appear to have been done with student
populations. As there is ample, recurring (over time) evidence
that students tend to show more eprogressive* profiles than
serving teachers (Steele, 1958? Butcher, 19652 Morrison and
McIntyre, 1967b; McFarlane-Smith, 1973? Hussell and Smithers,
197*0» to infer data about the attitude profiles of teachers
from data obtained from students is likely to be unsound.
Further, some work, apparently done with serving teachers,

turns out to have boen done with teachers on in-service courses
(McLeish, 1969) who share with students the advantage of
accessibility and, perhaps, amenability to educational
researchers. But there is some evidence that teachers on
courses, especially fTfull-time courses, hold attitudes that are

not typical of teachers of the same ago, sex and background
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who are serving in schools. (Peterson, 1933? Butcher, 1965;
Crompton, 1979) Once again, therefore, clue caution should be
exercised in inferring from this restricted sample - in
qualitative terms - data about attitudes of serving teachers,
(i1) Few studies concern themselves with attitudes to

specific problems faced by teachers which are, it may be
argued, more meaningful to them than generalised statements
about educational attitudes. Most studies use scales to
measure general attitudes, scales such as the »Survey of
Opinions* or the »Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory*
(M.T.A.1.). An exception to this general rule is the measure-
ment of attitudes to corporal punishment which has attracted
some interest (Ilighfield and Pinsent, 1952; Kissack, 1956;
Starr, 1977, 1969a,b) whilst Tuppen (1966) has reported the
development of scales of a Guttman-type dealing with attitude*
to a number of specific problems encountered by primary school
teachers (see below). An assessment of the »Survey of Opinions*
is contained in Chapter Five; the M.T.A_.l1. evokes conflicting
opinions, especially about its fakeability. Evans (1958 1966)
doubted the validity of the scale whilst in a further report
(1967) she expressed doubts about the nature of the attitudes
the scale was attempting to measure and concluded that whatever
they were they were easily susceptible to training.

In order to impose some structure on the review of
relevant studios, it is proposed to deal with them in the
following order:

) Major studies utilising the Oliver »Survey of Opinions*
scales.

(ii) Studios dealing vith attitudes to corporal punishment
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(iii) Studios dealing with attifudes to other specific
educational problems.
These categories are not, of course, entirely discrete.
Purchasers of the "Survey of Opinions* are provided with
r booklet entitled »Survey of Results obtained with Scales in
Survey of Opinions about Education, 1969*, No author is given
and the booklet is far from complete - even in its references
to studies prior to 1969 - but it is a most useful synthesis,
especially as it includes details of unpublished material. One
of the earliest reported uaas of the Survey of Opinions 1is
probably by K+33ack «(1956) who must have used a draft version,
as Butcher*a thesis, which gave details of the scales, was not
presented until 1959. ICissack was principally interested in
students* attitudes to corporal punishment but he found what
others report: no worthwhile correlation between the tough-
mindedne.33 scale in the Survey of Opinions and his corporal
punishment seal®©, or, indeed, between any of h+3 scales and
those in the Survey of Opinions, Steele (1953) also used the
Survey of Opinions with College of Education Students together
with a measure of her own of »progrossivied*. Her Tfindings
were typical of a number of similar studies (e.g. Evans, 1967;
1969; Morrison and Mclntyre 1967a; MacFarlane Smith 1973»
Hussell, 1973) namely that during their time at collago students
move towards greater radicalism, tendarmindedness and naturalism
- a direction that is normally regarded as being »progressive».
Longitudinal studies, such as Steele herself reported, together
with Morrison and Mclintyre (@967b) and MacEarlana Smith (1973)
suggest that the »progressive* scores are not maintained during

the probationary year. A refinement of tills was provided by
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Morrison and Mclntyre (1967b). They found a differential
shift of attitude» having administered the Survey of Opinions
to 100 trainee teachers, graduate and non-graduate women and
graduate men at the end of their training and after one year-"s
teaching, they found, as expected, a significant decline in
respondents* scores on the R, T and N scales for the graduate
women but a decrease in the R and T scores only, in the case of
the non-graduate women who were, presumably, employed in primary
schools. They failed to establish any significant changes 1in
the scores of the graduate men. The respondents were asked to
rate their schools, “subjectively, on a progressivism scale and
it was then found that teachers working in schools they rated
as ’progressive* maintained their ’college profiles* better
than those working iIn “non-progressive® schools. This 1is
probably an example of the way in which 3taff-room pressures
work (Hargreaves 1972) and, thus, is not altogether surprising.
On the other hand these Scottish students had a longer period
of training than those in Steele"s sample and, it could be
argued, had internalised their attitudes more thoroughly than
the English students.

This work in Scotland by Morrison and Mclntyre provides
an interesting comparison x/ith Butcher®s work in England. The
Scottish students appeared to be more naturalistic, radical
and tenderminded than their English counterparts. The authors
suggest that this difference may be due to training differences
and to the fact that seven years separate their testing from
Butcher®"s. They were especially surprised, however, by the
greater tendermindedness of the Scottish students as this

seems to be at variance with x/idely-held beliefs about the



greater use of corporal punishment in Scottish schools. In
response to their query about the T-scale, Butcher, in a
private communication not quoted in full, remarked that ™"this
acale (1) night better be described as a theoretical-practical
one*. In a communication to the present writer in 1969

Butcher repeated this modification (Crompton 1969). The nature
of the T-scale will be discussed later (Chapter Eight) 1i1n the
light of results obtained but at this 3tage it may be remarked
that an inspection of items on the T-scale suggests that being
tenderminded (or theoretical) involves taking the view that
education ha3 no end- beyond itself whilst being toughminded

(or practical) -Evolves taking a more instrumental view of the
purposes of education. Relevant, too, is Morrison and Mclntyre*
(1967a) finding that graduate students were more tenderminded
than non-graduate students; the latter, having a greater
*training™* or »vocational* element in their course (and, perhaps
in their pattern of motivation) might be expected to take a
more instrumental view. Also relevant is Oliver and Butcher®s
finding (1968) that grammar school teachers - who would be
largely graduates - were more tenderminded than teachers in
other schools, especially those in primary schools. Case study
evidence from Stevens (i960) and empirical evidence by

Crompton (1969) tends to support this view of grammar school
teachers* attitudes.

The general picture of an increase in R, T and N scores
during the two or throe years of a college course IS modified
by interesting findings reported by Finlayson and Cohen (1967).
They used a role definition instrument with students and head

teachers, rather than the Survey of Opinions, and so any
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comparison =3 speculative, but tbey found a move towards a
more x»liberal* interpretation of the teacher’s role®, which
occurred during years one and two of the students” course was
reversed during year three so that they left college with role
expectations similar to those with which they started their
course. The authors offer the following interpretation of
this phenomenons

"As the disparity of the students* and head teachers-

role 13 maximal during the second year of training,

it could be that the regression in expectations which

takes place during the third year of training is

evidence of the students®™ growing awareness of these

disparities and that they are seeking to narrow the

gap in the conceptions of what is thought desirable

teacher behaviour by the college and what they see

will be expected of them in the schools.”™ (p-29)

Thus, it may be not the length of training which is crucial in
this respect — one of the explanations suggested by Morrison and
Mclntyre (1967b) referred to above - but the stage in their
course when tested. Data which bear on this question are
presented in Chapters Seven and Eight.

Two large scale investigations using the Survey of Opinions,
amongst a battery of tests, have been reported by McLeish (1969,
1970)» Tkc Tirst report is an ambitious cross-cultural study
of teacher attitude based on a sample of 531 tutors, teachers
and students; all the teachers were undertaking advanced in-
service courses. Amongst the other scales used were the Kissack
corporal punishment scale, the Steele T“progressivisra* scale and
the Eysenck Social Attitudes Inventory. Few differences between
national groups were found, the greatest differences being
between different groupings within the same national group.

Women were found to be more radical than men: findings on this

question conflict, a.g. Start (undated) found evidence supporting
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McLeish; Oliver and Butcher (1963) found no significant
difference -whilst Crompton (1969) also failed to establish any
significant difference.« Older teachers were found to be less
formal and more radical than younger teachers?2 Tuppen (1965)
found the opposite to be the case; Oliver and Butcher (1968),
Crompton (197M9) found no significant differences, whilst

Jones (1975)+ i1nvestigating the attitudes of secondary school
music teachers - not, however, with the Survey of Opinions -
found his whole sample to be very conservative, with the older
teachers (those with more than 20 years* experience) the most
conservative. It could be that the cross-cultural nature of
McLeish*s sample accounts for this conflict of findings on the
age variable) it may also be significant that most of his
teachers must have been reasonably *successful* as they had been
selected for secondment and to regard such teachers as »typical*
may be unwise. Radicalism was found to be negatively correlated
with church affiliation. Social tendermindedness was positively
related to church membership but educational tendermindedness
was negatively related, reinforcing the point made earlier about
a too simple transfer from social to educational tendermindedness.
A «Conservative* group was low on radicalism and naturalism but
high on toughraindedness, findings generally in the same direction
as those reported by Oliver and Butcher (1968).

McLeish also used the Oliver scales in an investigation of
attitudes of College of Education students at all ten colleges
in the Cambridge Institute (McLeish, 1970)= He had a total
sample of 1671 respondents with a very high response rate and
an equally high *re-test rate* at the end of the students*

course. (On the other hand, of the one college staff approached,
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only 5 0 agreed to respond)* Apart from some speculation
about the characteristics of students who terminated — or were
made to terminate - their course» he reports data on the
differing attitude patterns of various subject specialists on

entry to college.

Humanities students - radical and tou&hmindad
Maths, students - toughminded
Scientists - tondermiaded (Details of the

actual discipline are not given

but they are almost certainly mainly

Biologists)
Art -very radical and toughminded
Music - tenderminded and conservative
Divinity - tenderminded and conservative
Enviroqmental - toughminded and conservative
Studies
physical Education - very conservative

It should be remembered that, in spite of the size of the sample,
92/5 of these students were female and aged under 25.

During their course significant changes occurred in what
may now ba termed the »expected* direction, that is towards a
eet of profiles that are iInterpreted as being more »progressive*!
McLeioh comments that the shift ia also towards the attitudes
hold by their tutors, although he does not have data from all
colletZC3 bearing on tutor attitude. Not surprisingly, the P.E,
students changed the most; the maths, and music students
changed the least and there was the usual lack of correlation
between educational and social tendermindedness. Gallop (1972)

bas also reported work with the Survey of Opinions using
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subject specialists as respondents. His sample was %3 teachers
in *Foundation Art Classes* and he found them to be more
tondemainded, radical and naturalistic than secondary school
teachers in general and secondary modem school teachers 1in
particular» although scores used for the general population

of secondary school teachers are derived from others* work.

Hia sample, too, is not really comparable to >icLeish*s in
either size or qualitative aspects.

Start (undated) in an unpublished piece of work has
examined the hypothesis that the Survey of Opinions scales may
discriminate between-successful and unsuccessful teacherst his
sample of secondary modem school teachers (Nal”6) - and this 1is
tho only part of his report likely to be directly relevant to
this study - showed only non-—significant differences. The
competent appeared to be more radical, but the poor teacher was
moro naturalistic and tenderrainded# A longitudinal study has
been reported by Cortis (1969, 1973 and 1975) using the Survey
of Opinions, amongst his battery of scales. With a sample of
259 students from Colleges of Education in the Manchester area,
he reports a correlation of +0.132 between educational
naturalism and success in teaching, a value significant at the

level (Cortis, 1963). Althouf*i scarcely an impressive
degree of relationship this correlation between 56 predictors
and success in teaching was the only one that reached signifi-
cance* In a later report (1973) Cortis gives details of a
study done with 222 teachers each with two years* experience.
The teachers supplied self-ratings of job satisfaction and
head teachers supplied ratings of their estimate of the success

enjoyed by the teachers in the sample. The least satisfied
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teachers had profiles which showed moro naturalism, radicalism
and tandermindedneas than their satisfied colleagues, whilst
those rated as esuccessful* by heads were not especially
eprogressive* in terms of R, T and IT. In personality terms,
the successful group appeared to be easy-going, sensitive,
friendly and conventional - apparently a econsensus* person*
He quotes lane, Corwin and Monahan (1967)»

«The success of these people is as much a function

of other people*» evaluation of them as it is of

their own performance”™ (Cortis, op cit, p 121),

a conclusion scarcely designed to eneourage the belief that
attitude profiles are likely to provide a significant discri-
minator between the successful and unsuccessful teacher. This
prediction receives implicit support from Dunkln and Biddle
(197*0 = In an extensive survey of the literature dealing with
teacher effectiveness there is no report of any study
investigating the relationship between attitude holding and
effectiveness in the classroom* The terras “attitude* and
eopinion* do not occur once in the index*

A further report by Cortis (1975) suggests that assessments
of teaching success are stable over seven years - on leaving
collogST after two years* teaching and after five further years*
teaching, but, perhaps significantly, he reports no data bearing
on tho question of teacher effectiveness stemming from his use,
again, of the Survey of Opinions.

The review of this section of the literature suggests that
the writer is unlikely to find any significant attitude profile
differences between groups of successful and unsuccessful
student teachers. Perhaps one reason for this is the very basic

problem referred to by Warwick (1970 ~... we have little or



no consensus as to what good teaching is ..." (p 46). If, as
Cortis (1973) suggests, assessments of teaching success are
based largely on value judgements, we are not likely to get
much, consensus.

Turning now from the large number of studies reporting
use of the Survey of Opinions to studies of attitudes to
corporal punishment it may be noted that studies of attitudes
to specific problems are generally scarcer than studies of
eeducational philosophies*, no doubt on the reasonable grounds
that more general!sable conclusions may flow from studies of
general attitudes. One famous study of corporal punishment,
which included a chapter on teachers* attitudes, 1is that of
Highfield and Pinsent (1952). They found widespread agreement
with the use of corporal punishment in schools, only 5»6% of
their sample wishing to 3ee the practice abandoned. Amongst
men, young teachers, both assistants and heads, were least in
favour of its use, but amongst women teachers opposition was
more evenly spread amongst age groups, although in general
women were more opposed to corporal punishment than men.
Between schools, it was women teachers in grammar schools and
heads of *all-ags* schools who held the least favourable
opinions. As previously reported in this chapter, Kissack
(1956) developed scales to assess attitudes to corporal
punishment of students in three Colleges of Education, He
found, with Highfield and Pinsent, that women were more opposed
than men; significant correlations between opposition to
corporal punishment and marks on theory and practice of
education. In a longitudinal study he found little or no

change in opinions during the students* (two year) co’irse but a



significant 3loift towards approval after ten months* teaching»
the largest favourable shift being recorded amongst teachers
of Infant3 with classes of hQ+.

Starr (1967) using the Pinseat scale with a sample of 100
sfcudonta on a Graduate Certificate course found a clear
relationship between religious affiliation and favourable
attitudes to corporal punishment» significant at the 1t
level (cf Crompton, 1969). Men were more favourable than women,
but not significantly so, but there was a positive and signifi-
cant correlation between »ability* and 'success* {as measured
on Theory and Practice of Education respectively) and opposition
to corporal punishment (cf Kissack, 1956). Attendance at a
enon-punitivo 1l secondary school was positively and significantly
(P a O.0l) correlated with unfavourable attitudes.

Starr (1969a) has reported further work with students in
Northern Ireland, again using the Pinsent scale. Hia sample of
202 students was drawn from a University Department of Education
and Colleges of Education and replicated a number of his earlier
(1967) findings. As an extension of his work on the relationship
between teaching success and opposition to corporal punishment
ho asked the students to rate their teaching practice school on
a frequency scale of usage of corporal punishment. The findings
here wore not clear, perhaps due to the unsatisfactory nature of
the school punishment criterion measure: men teaching in non-
punitive schools showed anti-corporal punishment scores but
women opposing corporal punishment tended to be concentrated in
punitivo schools.

Starr (1969b) has also attempted to examine the relationship

between attitudes to corporal punishment and personality
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variables by comparing profiles of favourable and unfavourable
groups using the Cattail 16 P.F* Scale. Significant difforonces
vero found as follows*
(a) Expedient vs Conscientious: the favourable group were more
conscientious and m oralistic.
(b) Toughminded vs Tanderminded: tho favourable group were
toughminded and realistic.
(o) Trusting vs Suspicious: (for women only) favourable group
vero mora suspicious and self-opinionated.
(d) Practical vs Imaginative* the favourable group were more
conventional and practical
(a) Forthright Vs Shrewd* the favourable group were shrewder and
laso sentimental.

Although none of the above differences is surprising,., this
Is an interesting attempt to investigate the personality
characteristics of a punitive group of potential teachers. On
the other hand, as has been shown oarlier in this chapter,
attitude« to corporal punishment are likely to change during
the first year of teaching; personality organisation of young
people in their early 20s is unlikely to change to any marked
extent over a period as short as one year and, so, a repetition
of this work twelve months later would be likely to reveal a
different picture with some of the non-punitive students joining
the punitiva group. As the personality characteristics of the
non-puniiivo group are different their addition to the pool of
punitivo teachers is likely to alter the personality profile of
that group, perhaps making non-significant the reported
differences found when they wars students.

Further work on attitudes to corporal punishment has been
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reported by Tuppen (1966). In addition, ho lias attempted to
assess attitudes to streaming and selection at 11+ with a large
number of practising teachers (N = 968) rather than students ao
that his investigation is particularly relevant to the writer’s
concerns, Earlier work on attitudes to streaming has been
roportod by Daniels (lgela) and Jackson (1961). Daniels waa
conceraod to assess the effects of a move to non—streaming on
the part of junior schools and part of Ills report (1961b) is
a comparative study of streamed and non-streamed junior schools
over a period of one yearduring which time the attainments of
the children at the non-streamed schools appeared to improve at
a better rate than those of children in matched streamed schools.
Little credence can be placed in these results, although Daniels
deserves much credit for hi3 attempt to bring some em pirical
©vidonce to boar on a contentious argument. His findings are
not supported by the much larger study of Barker Lunn (1970)
and, i» spire of administering an attitude test to the teachers
in the schools, there does not seem to have been any attempt by
Daniels to control the teacher variable* nor does any account
appear to have been taken of the possibility of the 'Hawthorn*
offoot* occurring in the schools changing to non-atroaming.
Jack3on (1961, 196*0 found the groat majority of the junior
school toachsrs in his sample to bo strongly in favour of
streaming and his work is a rich nine of anecdotal evidence
concerning teachers* feelings about selection at 11+ and
streaming in the junior school.

Hoturning to Tuppen’'s work (op cit), it is unfortunate
from tho point of view of the present investigation that all

hi3 teachers were junior school practitioners, so that comparison
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with. the data presented later in thx3 3tudy is of limited value,
Tuppeu developed six attitude scales which were subjected to
sealogmen analysis along the lines suggested by Guttman ofc al

(1950) Inter-scale congelations are reported a» follows»

Table One

A B D G H
A. Permissiveness
De Physical Punishment .29
D 11+ Selection .22 ,2b
o Noclisa?sslrgomo 81 .25 .31
I, Streaming .23 27 -39 3
I, A Streams -19 .16 -32 .27 5%

Although some of these values are relatively modest, they are
all significant beyond the Vi, lovol of probability.

Without doing the comparison too much violence, the values
may bo compared to some obtained by Crompton (1969) using Likert
scales although his sample included infant and secondary as well

as junior school teachers.

Table Two
A B C
A, Streaming
E, 11+ Selection .55 (.39)
C, Corporal
PBnishment -39 (-27) ,b7 (.2*0

(All values significant at the 1,5level and TuPPen»e comparable
correlations given in parentheses). Although tho highest r in

each caso is between scores on tha 11+ selection scales and the
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stroaming scaloa there appears to he no other obvious
connection between the sets of data except that Tupp«n*s values
aro consistently lover. Neither sets of data were factor
analysed so tho presence of a general factoi”, as both writers
imply, can be an inference only.

Ho further British studies of teacher attitude were located
which appeared to bear upon tho concerns of this study.
Specifically, the following areas appear to be poorly represented
in tho literature:

-- (1) Studies of attitudes of practising teachers to specific
problems and controversies.

(1) Studies dealing with the attitudes of teacher trainers
in Colleges of Education and, especially, In University
Departments of Education.

(111) Studios dealing with clifforontial attitude holding 1iIn
differont types of school such as different forms of secondary
education and, especially, as between the Independent and
maintained sectors.

It 1s cloar that some hypotheses can be framed baaed upon
work discussed In this chapter. 1t is equally cloar that
evidence is lacking on some of tho problems posed in Chapter
One and the examination of those problems is more akin to the

geologists* technique of sinking boreholes.
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cHAPTER FIVE
DEVELOPMENT OF WRITER*S SCALES AND
OTHERS USED

Overview of Chanter Five
This chapter i1s in four sections. Following a brief
introduction the development of the scales iIs described under

these titles:

1. The writer®s scales. Two scales were developed by tho

writer to measure attitudes to Streaming and 11+ Selection.

2. The Corporal Punishment scale. This i1s the scale used by

Highfield and Pinsent in their 1952 study.

3. The Oliver "Survey of Opinions about Education*. This
consists of three scales designed to measure what Oliver (1953)

refers to as Tendermindedness, Radicalism and Naturalism.

 The Milson-Patterson Conservatism scale.

Introduction

As mentioned in Chapter Three, Eysenck (195") has
suggested that there is a four-level hierarchy of opinion-
holding. A modification of these views (Eysenck, 1975) vas
also discussed. The Tfirst level consists of opinions expressed
on the spur of the moment: these are probably opinions about
which their author has thought little. They are essentially
"uninformed®™ and may never be repeated, at least in the form
in which they were originally expressed. This study is not
concerned with opinions at this level. At “level two* are to

me found more habitual opinions expressed about specific topics

which are likely to be reasonably stable. In the case of
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teachers, thi3 level of opinion may be represented by views on
such matters as streaming by ability, selection for secondary
education and corporal punishment, in other words opinions

about specific issues. The scales described below, tinder
headings 1. and 2. may be perceived as attempts to measure
opinions conforming to Eysenck’s "level two». At ’level three*
may be found groups of cohering opinions from “level two* which
may be indicators of a true attitude. Eysenck cites ethnocentrisn
as an example of a true attitude and in this study it is claimed
that the three scales in the "Survey of Opinions about Education*
are, Tor teachers, representative of »true attitudes*. These
scales are described under heading 3. below. At the fourth, or
high«** level, are to be found ideologies, the most stable
examples of opinion-holding, whichare composed of elements

from, especially, levels two and three. Eysenck gives
Conservativisra as an example of an ideology and, as will be
argued later in this Chapter under heading 4., the Wilson-
patterson conservativism scale is a suitable instrument with
vhich to measure teachers* acceptance or rejection of this
ideology* At the end of this chapter is a schematic summary of
the Eysenck model and its claimed relationship to the present

investigation.

J# Tinales to measure attitudes to Streaming and 114 Selection
(the writer’s scales)
It was argued in Chapter One that attitudes to streaming
and selection (and, also, corporal punishment) are central
to the concerns of most teachers, especially to those working

in secondary education; that they are likely to form a signifi-
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cant part of* a teacher"s attitude to the whole educational
process» (See Barker Limn, 19701 Shaw, 1971)

The writerl3 acalea were construced by a method of
scaling statements suggested by Rensia Likert (1932). Thia
method ia but one amongst a number available, such as the
Thurstone technique, Guttman scaling, Eysenck and Crown®s
scale-product method, Guilford"s weighted proportions and the
item writing system suggested by Vilson and Patterson»

Rational selection amongst these various possibilities 13 not
easy, especially for the statistically unsophisticated,
although helpful guidance is available from various standard
texts on the subject (eg Oppenheim, 1966).

The Likert method was eventually preferred as it seemed
to combine simplicity with an acceptable level of reliability.
The Thurston© technique has been described iIn a number of
sources by it3 originator (Thurstone 1928, 1929* Thurstone and
Chave 1929). Although it employs a relatively sophisticated
method of item selection its reliability coefficients have
been found to be disappointing by a number of workers (McNemar
X9b6f Barclay and Reaver, 19627 Potterton and Pilkington 196U),
usually lower than those obtained by using the apparently less
sophisticated Likert method. However, the Thurstone technique
is still regarded as one of the standard methods of scaling
attitude statements (Stevons, 1975, Elms, 1976) along with the
Likert method, the semantic differential (Osgood ot al, 1957)
and the Vilson-?attorson technique (Vilson and Patterson, 1968),
The Likert method and the Vilson-Patterson recommendations were
the chief contenders iIn the decision ae to which method to use

in thi3 research and, eventually, i1t was decided to use both
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in a parallel iInvestigation to sea which gave the bettor
reliability coefficients. The theory behind each Method has
been described in Chapter Three and it is appropriate now to
describe the scale construetion.

The construction of a Likert scale begins with the
collection of a number of statements about ths attitude to be
investigated - in this case attitudes to streaming and selection
at 11+for secondary education. The writer had previously
investigated attitudes to these issues (Crompton 1977» 1969)
and a number of statements which still seemed relevant were
thus available. Where a statement seemed to be formulated in
»dated* terms it vas re-worded and otherswere written following
perusal of relevant articles in the "Times Educational
Supplement*, “Forum* and conversations with colleagues and
students. Eventually forty statements were collected for each
scale, twenty that were felt to be "pro* statements and twenty
felt to be »contra*. Of course, at this stage one is choosing
intuitively until the item analysis, described below, tends to
reveal cohering groups of statements. The statements were
then split into two parallel forms, A and B, so that four
scales of twenty statements each were available, two scales
relating to streaming and two to 11+ selection. The scales
were administered to a group of 4th Year B.Ed College of
Education stridents who volunteered to help. A period of two-
three weeks ms allowed to elapse between the completion of
Form A and the completion of Form B. The scales are reproduced
at Appendix One. Following scoring, rank order correlation
coefficients were calculated between the scores recorded on

Forms A and B in respect of each scale with the following
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Table One

Correlation between scores on Form A mid
Fora a of the vritor*g scales

Streaming Scale +0 .66 k

Selection Scale +0.68**

erho* rather t-h»« *r* wan calculated in view of the relatively
small number of respondents, in torma of a recommendation of
QUiXford,a (1365). Soth these value« are in excess of the ,01
level of confidence (Guilford, 1963? Table 1, p 593)* However,
although significant, the values are quite modest? one would
normally look for a value of at least +0.8 and, preferably,
better than this* The next step in tho construction of Likert-
type scales is to carry out an item analysis to eliminate those
statements of low discriminatory value. An indication of the
discriminative value of any statement may be obtained by
carrying out procedures on each of the =0 statements on each
scalo as recommended by Likert (1932). A group of high scorers
and low scorers is identified? 1in this case, a high scorer is
ono who consistently expresses agreement with statements a.-rainat
streaming and selection (and, of course, disagreement with
statements i1n favour of streaming and selection). A low scorer
lias an opposite pattern of response. It was possible to select
ten *streamers and selectors* and ten eanti-streamers and anti-
selectors* iIn this way. For this analysis therefore the scores
of the remaining thirteen respondents are ignored. The pattern

of rosrsonass of ©ach of the high scorers for each of the forty
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Statements myas compared with the pattern of rosponaes of the
low scorsrs. (Details of thi3 analysis aro contained in
Appendix Tvo.) In this way* a discrimination index la derived
for each statement such that statements vhich discriminated
between high and low scorers were revealed* For example,
Statement 17 on Form A of the Streaming scale was the beat
discriminator between the two groups and %*/as, therefore,
retained for inclusion in the final form of the scale. Final
forms for each scale were produced in this way, oach containing
the twenty statements that appeared to be the best discriminators.
(These, revised, scales are reproduced at Appendix Three)

In any tost-retest situation there 13 always the possibility
that the reliability coefficients are affected not by the
ambiguity of the statements but by actual shifts in opinion by
the respondents in tha interval between the two administrations.
Vith a relatively small number of respondents the possibility
of genuine shift In opinion - always possible with *level two*
opinions — must be taken seriously in that a decided change of
vlew by two or three respondents can disproportionately affect
the obtained value of the coefficient, Stevena (1975) puts
the possibility as follows: *Tha problem ... i1s that there
could be a genuine fluctuation in the attitudes of the subjects
between the tvo administrations.* (p-21) He claims, correctly,
that this is a particular problem with the test-roteat method
but argues that one avoids tha problem with the alternate
forms method (as described above) and the split-half method.

It is probably true to say that the split-half raothod Is the
safer of the two for if any interval i3 allowed between the

administration of alternate forms then tlie phenomenon of
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attitude change could occur. If the forms aro presented
simultaneously then this problem would be avoided but one

would risk econtaminating* the reliability coefficients by
permitting subjects to compare responses on the two forms. It
may be noted that by actually requiring subjects to focus their
attention on a specific iIssue, their attitudes to that issue
may be affected and some sort of attitude change actually
facilitated.

Following the item analysis, a final form of the two
scales was compiled, once again consisting of twenty statements
to each scale. These were administered to the same-group of
students, although five of the original number deolined to
help giving N = 28 on this occasion. A two week interval
occurred between administrations and, once again, rank order
correlations were calculated between scores on the two

administrations with the following restait.

Table Two

Correlations between scores on
Final Fora of writer*s scales, test-rotest

Streaming scale +0.784 (10 .664)
Selection scale +0.907 (40 .684)

The figures in brackets give the values obtained prior to the
refinement of tho scales following the i1tem analysis. In each
case the values have improved, strikingly so in the case of
the selection scale. Once again, each of these values is
significant at well beyond the »01 level of confidence. The
lower coefficient for the streaming scale is iIn terras of a

previous finding by the writer during reliability testing
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(Crorapton * An o:fplanation In terms of a real attitude
shift by some students nay account for this relatively modest
value* it maybe that the issue of selection at llt-was much
more familiar to studant3 than the issue of streaming and thus
the former attitude may have more persistence or resistance to
change*

One other phenomenon deserves mention. It has been argued
earlier i1In this chapter that an attitude scale should aim at a
rough symmetry of pro- and contra- statements in order to avoid
any set towards the scales on the part of the respondent and to
this end each of Forma A and B contained equal numbers of what
were assumed to be statements favouring and opposing the
questions. Once an i1tem analysis iIs carried out, however,
this symmetry is lilcoly to be disturbed iIn that the best
discriminators may not be distributed equally on the two sides
of the question. 1In a few cases, one may be lucky i1n that two
statements, both of relatively low discriminative value, may
have the came discrimination index} 1iIn such an instance one
can select tlao statement for inclusion In the final form that
beat maintains the balance. In the final form of the streaming
scale (Appendix Three) there are eleven pro-streaming statements
and nino anti-streaming statements, whilst on the selection
scale there arc nine pro-selection and eleven anti-seleotion
statements. As the statements are randomly rained 1t may be
folt that this imbalance i1s only alight and should not load to
tmy marJcod response sat by the respondents.

Thus, two scales constructed on Likert=3 recommendations
were produced. A3 mentioned earlier, however, Wilson and

Patterson (1SSS3) and Wilson (1973) have been critical of all
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attitude 3calos which, contain propositions for subjects to
respond to. In addition, Elms (976) has argued that the

five point response scale demanded by the Likort technique 1is
likely to result in a loss of validity. Wilson and Patterson
(op.cit.) also argue that the longer the statement, the more
likely 1t iIs to contain ambiguities and thus to reduce further
the validity of the respondents* answers. They claim that, 1in
responding to attitude statements, two stages are involved?

(@) There 1s an immediate, emotional response to the
central, controversial issue involved In the statement.

(b) This is followed by a suspension of judgement whilst
qualificatory and justificatory details of the statement are
examined.

They then argue that one looks for the first, emotional reaction,
rather than the second, more rational, cognitive xusponse, as the
first 1s likely to be more i1n accord with the responder*s beliefs
in action: the second is more likely to represent what he thinks
he believes or seme Impression he would like to give. All this
has been appreciated for some time and i3 why many attitude
scales, for example the Oliver scales, include the iInjunction*
eYou are advised not to spend a long time considering each
question* or, more succinctly, *Just give your first reaction*.
However, such iInstructions may be ignored and some other device
for tapping the emotional content of attitude response may be
required.

What Wilson and Patterson (1968) appear to be claiming is
that by using very short, stimulus phrases instead of formal
sentences, both the reliability and the validity of scales will

be 1mproved. The question of validity is very difficttlt to
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resolve - apart from certain technical considerations, It
involves the epistemological problem of whether one person can
ever ‘know* what another person believes sind thinks and the
philosophical problem of whether a person has a "true® attitude
to something which can then be discovered i1t only the scales
are efficient enough — but soma insight into claims about
reliability might be obtained by carrying out a comparative
study, that i1s by constructing scales to measure the same
attitudes on Likert lines and on Wilson and Patterson lines.
The construction cf the scales on Likert lines has already been
described and it remains to describe the construction of scales
to measure streaming and selection attitudes as advocated by
Wilson and Patterson,

The construction of the Conservatism scale i1s described
later In this chapter; 1t may be remarked at this point that
the authors give little detail about the type of i1tem analysis
carried out, but 1t is clear that their s$o0 item scale repres-
ented a reduction from over 130 items chosen intuitively. As
a first step iIn constructing streaming and selection scales of
the Wilson/Patterson variety, the writer attempted to etranslate*
his Likert statements into a <list of briof labels or catch
phrases*. (Wilson and Patterson, 1970» P»5) The forty item
scale resulting from this procedure is reproduced as Appendix
Four, The scales were first given to some colleagues of the
vrdter*s: they were asked to comment on tho wording and on the
mode of response (T3S ? NO). A number of alterations were
made as a result of these comments and the two scales were then
produced as parallel forms A and B, which may bo seen in

Appendix Five. The Form A version of these scales was given
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to the same thirty three students a3 had boon given the Likert
versions of* the scales and at the same time; the-Form B
version was given separately, however when the Form B (Likert)
had been collected. The correlations between responses to
Form A and responses to Form B (Wilson-Patterson) were
calculated by the runic order method and yielded the fallowing

results.

Table Three
Correlations between acorea on Form A and Form B of
writor*3 scales (Wilson-Patterson format)
Streaming +0.687 (+0.664)
Selection +0.751 (+0.684)

The figures in brackets aro the values obtained at the same
stage iIn the Likert construction and it will be seen that
neither method, at this stage, appears to have a decisive
advantage, although tho values obtained by the Vil3on-
Patterson method are slightly higher.

An 1tem analysis along Likert lines was then carried out,
full details of which are to be found in Appendix Six. A3 a
result, twenty of the poorest discriminators wore discarded
from each scale. Once again the problem of imbalance between
pro- and contra- statements occurred. On the streaming scale
the balance was, fortuitously, exactly maintained but on the
selection scale a i/eighting of 11 to 9 in favour of non-
selection statements was noted. As was suggested earlier, it
seems unlikely that such a slight imbalance in I"andomly mixed
statements would produce a response set.

The final form of tho Wilson-Patterson version of the two
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scalos va3 now administered to tlio saaa twenty eight students
who had previously completed the Likert vereions of the scales
and at the same time. (Soa Appendix Soven for these final
versions) Tast-rofcest was the basis of the administration,
and a two week interval elapsed between the testing and the
retesting. Reliability coefficients, using the same Spearman

rank order method, were calculated.

Table Four

Cox-relations between teat-retest of final form of

writer*3 scales (i/ilson-Pattorson version!——
Streaming +0.777 (+0 .687)
Seleotion +0.907 (+0.751)

The figures iIn brackets are the values obtained prior to the
item analysis. As iIn the case of the Likert scales, the values
have i1mproved following i1tem analysis, markedly so In the case
of the selection scale and are highly significant (p> ,ol) .

Comparison with the Likert values shows the following*

Table Five

Comparison of values for reliability coaffieients.
Likert and Wilson—Pa.tteraon scales« final forms

Likert Wi lson—Patterson
Streaming +0.737 +0.777
Soloction +0.907 +0.907

Tho values are remarkably close and there is no ovidence here
that could be regarded aa being decisive in choosing between
the two methods, (it i1s noticeable, however, that in each
case the reliability coefficients for the streaming scale are

lower than those for the aeloction scale.) However, respondents
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VOro oncouragod to corarjont on the statements, oapoeially about
which version of tho statementa they proferrod to reapond to.
Many students commented freely and the balance of opinion vas
quite clear: they preferred the more traditional form of word-
ing statements (that is the Likert form). It was upon this,
admittedly slender, basi3 that the decision a3 taken to use

the Likert form of the writer’s scales for the main Investigation.

2. The Corwral T>:niahpent Scale

It \rill be I%ocailad that this i1s the third scale at what
is claimed to roprosont Eysenck’s (193**) second of hie four-
level opinion-holding hierarchy. In previous iInvestigations
(Crompton 1967, 1969) the writer devised h+3 own scale concerning
corporal punishment but on this occasion it wae decided to use
a published one. The writer’s previous experience was that
although his scale appeared to have reasonable reliability
there were some doubts about i1ts validity. Apart from the fact
that this aroa of opinion nay be particularly susceptible to
the gap between expressed attitude and actual behaviour discussed
in Chapter Three, the scores on the writer’s corporal punishment
scale did not corrolate very highly with such measures as
Toughmindedness and Radicalismj the relationships discovered
wore positive and significant but not close. An explanation
wa3d offered through an analysis of the concept “Toughmindedness*
as used iIn the construction of the Oliver scales und i1t was
concluded that although the superficial iInterpretation of the
concept could not be rejected, there were other Important
aspects implicit, ouch as a belief iIn education as a means to
soma end, an instrumental view of the aims of education. It 1is

entirely possible, of course, that this complex explanation 1is
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incorrsct; a moro obvious interpretation of tho relatively
low correlations might simply be that the corporal' punishment
scale was not a valid measure. On this occasion, therefore,
the writer determined to use the Highfieid and Pinsent measure
of attitudes to corporal punishment.

The scalo wa3s constructed by A. Pinaont and details of
its construction have been reported (Highfiold and Pinsent,
1952). Thirty nine statements were collected in the form of
propositions expressing support or opposition to corporal
punishment except for one which vas framed to oxpreae as
neutral a position as possible. Fifty ‘Judges* were then
asked to rate the statements, not only as to whether they
appeared to express support of opposition to corporal punishment
tbut the strength of the position. In other words, a form of
Thurstone scaling vas employed. The judges consisted of
psychologists, University teachers of education and psychology,
research students in those subjects and headmasters and
headmistresses. Presumably, as a result of this scaling, the
twelve statements comprising tho final form were selected.
Seven express support for corporal punishment, four express
opposition and one is presumed to be neutral. Some imbalance
w ill ha noted in this mix, but it is the one yielded by the
scaling. Those tvolvo ver9 then randomly nixod and respondents
asked: ‘Do you fully agree? Answer Yos or No*.

This was tho scale adopted by the writor (See Appendix
XX, in spito of soma doubt3 about tho vording of some
items. However, if one adopts a scalo, oho cannot, with
Safety, amend the vording or it then becomes a different

scale and comparisons between results obtained with the
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earlier results of Highfiold and Pinsent (op.cit.) would be
invalid. The scoring of the scale also presents some problems.
There is a two-point response system, with no room for doubt.
This scoring mode was not used} instead, the five-point
response mode was employed to give consistency with the
streaming and selection scales, and also with the ‘Oliver*
scales (see below).

Unfortunately, Pinsent does not appear to have tested
his scales, apart from the Thurstone scaling, on a sample
population before proceeding to the main investigation so no
figures for reliability can be given. However, there is a
weai.cn oi information about the opinions of various categories
of teacher which may provide a useful basis of comparison with
the writer*s results (See Chapter Eight).

3# The *bury-3V of Opinions about Education* scales -

R.A.C. Oliver

(A copy of the ‘Oliver scales, together with the Likert
scoring key used will be found at Appendix X.)

It will be recalled from the introductory section to this
chapter that it is claimed that these scales represent opinions
at the third level of Eysenck*s four-level hierarchy and that
opinions expressed at this level are expressions of a *true
attitude*. Details of the construction of tho scales have teen
reported (Butcher, 1959; Oliver and Butcher, 1962) and an
ou-line only is given here. The respondent sample was anonymous
and drawn from the Manchester area. "0 toachers, contacted
through headmasters, agreed to help but this number was reduced
to 300 so that it conformed to the national distribution of

teachers. Thus, rough norms may be claimed for the results
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obtuined from this investigation, such tliat lirai tod
comparisons may bo iaxda between the iiomi3z (Oliver'and
Butcher i960) and ccoroa from other research in respect of
different categories of* teacher. Ilowavor, close comparisons
ara not possiblo a3 Olivor and Butcher» s work was done with
the »experimental* or »long* vorsion of tho scales* tho30
offered to other research workers aro tho »short*, factoriolly
pure versions.

Reliability data were baaed on a sample of fijfty aevan
evening students who woro working for advanced qualifications
in education at Manchostor Univorsity. Obtained values were as

follows*

Table Six

Oliver Scales - solit-half reliability coefficient»

Naturalisa Patlicaligin Tenderraimlodnesa

iIfo.o017 +0.849 +0.313

(Explanations of these throe terms were given in Chapter Four)
The test-retest coefficients (with a three week interval

between administrations) were*

Table Seven

Oliver Scales - caat-retaat reliability eoefficlent»

Naturalism Fndicall am Tendomindedness

+0.896 +0.870 +0.877

It will be notod that these values fall between those reported
in Table Two earlier in this chapter for the writer's scales.

Attempts wero made to get estimates of the validity of
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fch* scales. For* tha N-scnle, the students* philosophy tutor
(T.H.B. Hollins) rated thirty throe of tho students. His
rating correlated against the N scoros of tho students.
Vhat this raenna is not entirely clonr, of course. The value
IS quite modest, although apparently typical of values for
validity obtained in this way (Crompton 1969). The crucial
point is vhich estimate, the tutor's or the scale's, i3
regarded as the criterion measure. There cannot be a satis-
factory, objective measure against vhich to validate attitude
seal»* (a similar problem is faced vhen attempting to validate
intelligent® scales where the techniques of construction tend
to be more sophisticated), but the fact that there is a positive
relationship between the two sets of scores suggests that both
the tutor and the scales are at least recognising and assassin#
a similar area of belief, Whether anyone has a 'true* belief
vhich is better assessed by subjective or objective measures -
the «better* thus becoming the criterion measure - must remain
a matter for speculation. The phenomenological argument, as
reported In Chapter Three, would deny 3uch a possibility of
conceptualisation and measurement.

TjtQ h-scale was validated by examining the scores of
subjects vho vero avowedly radical or non-radical in their
social beliefs together with two other groups serving 33

informal controls, with the following results:
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Tnhlo Ei~hfc
Tl-3calo — Validity Eatinatoa

m. S.P. N.
Conservative and
Unionist Association 7**.9 13.6 re
National Association of
Labour Teachers 122.3 19.1 81
Dip.2d and i-i.Ed students 100.3 13.0 57
Occasional students 95 .** 17.9 73

The much higkor (rcoro radical) score of* the Labour teachers
suggest» not only that there is a relationship botveen social
and educational radicalism but that tho Ti-ccalo is able» in
some degree, to distinguish between radicals and non-radicals.
The relationship between beliefs about education and political
beliefs* suggested by this validation study on the R-acale, is
a key area of research in the present study.

The T-scale was validated in terms of a suggestion by
Olivwr (1953) that church workers who xioro teachers would be
tenderminded and that a strongly favourable attitude to technical
education would indicate a toughiainded, practical attitude. A
similar suggestion about toughmindednesa, in social attitudes*
was earlier suggested by Eysenck {197, 195l). The comparative

scores resulting from testing for T-scale validity are as follows!

Table Nine
T-scnto* validity estimates
M. 5.P. N.
Institute of Christian Fd. 137.9 1**.9 38
Pt Training Cotege 1282 1
Dipe2d and M.Ed students 13 .3 13.8 57
Occasional students 126.1 15.7 73
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The difference between the first two mean scores is significant
lending credence to Oliver’s suggestion about the T-scale. An
indication at least as iInteresting is that the Dip,Ed and M.Ed
students, used again as informal control groups, appear to be
the most tendenainded of all. The difference in means between
the students and the Christian teachers is just significant at
the .01 level. It will be recalled that the same group of
students had relatively high scores on tho R-scalo (see Table
Eight) suggesting that students on advanced courses iIn education
may be more tenderminded and radical than serving teachers.
Butcher tends to agree (1939» 19<>5) that students iIn contact
with what may be described as °Theory of Education* tend to bo
more ’progressive’ than serving teachers. Whether this is the
result of the course or whether ’progressive’ teachers tend to
offex* themselves for advanced courses in greater numbers than
their "non-progressive* colleagues is not clear. An attempt
by the writer to gain insight into this problem (Crompton 1979)
vas inconclusive..

The three scales were also subjected to a scalogram
analyst» which suggested that the T-scale was the most homo-
geneous and the N-scale the least. To some extent, these
results ars predictable» of the three scalos under discussion,
it could be fTairly claimed that the N-scale deals with attitudes
that are least well understood; Radicalism and Tondermindedness
bave both been extensively examined as social attitudes,
Ospecially by Eysenck (1951). On the other hand, the suggestion
that tho T-scalo appears to be more homogeneous than the R-
scalo receives indirect support from work done in other cultures

with social attitude scales (eg Keehn 1955» as reported in
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Chapter Faur)..-; |

The data were also factor analysed. Quaxtimax rotation
was employed after unrotated factors had not suggested any
clear psychological interpretation. Four factors emerged
clearly» the three major ones being T» R and N. A fourth
faotor» contributing ¢*.5# of the variance remained unidentified

it appeared to be concerned with censorship and moral

instruction.

An attempt was then made to construot faotorially pure

scales. The original inter-scale correlations had been*

Table Ten

Original i1nter-scale correlations 10liver scales!

n/r n/t r/t
+0.532 +0.306 +0.300

In the revised scales (which are the shortened ones used in
the writer*s investigation) only i1tems with high loadings on
N» H and T wore retained - 11,12 and 14 items respectively.

Re—calculation of inter-scale correlations gave the following

valuesl
Table Bleven
Intor-scalo correlations following
factorial revision (*Oliver* scaloa)
40' 347 -334 .0.208

Tvo of the values have been considerably reduced although,
oddly, one value has risen. The residual inter-acale corre-

lation may be due to tho proeenee of an unidentified general
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factor. VIth a staple of 166 primary ana secondary school
teachers« Crompton (1969) found much higher Inter-soal.
correlations than those reported In Table Eleven above.

The reliability of the n.v, shorter scale, va. calculated
by drawing a random sample of slaty from the original 300 and
giving the revised scales on a split half baais. Values
obtained for r were higher in spit, of the shorter length of
the new scales, although one might suspect a certain
familiarity with the items by this time on the part of the
respondents.

Oliver concludes that the T-acal. is the »best* of the
three (that is, having tha greatest number of scalable 1t«.)
clearly ldentifying a strong factor in teacher attitudel tha
n-scal. is almost as good and tho N-eosle, whilst being th.
least satisfactory, does exist in its own right and not merely
as a product of tho other two.

The degree of testing vhich the «0Oliver» scales underwent
is certainly impressive. A recent analysis of the scale, ha.
been reported (Wilson and Dill, 1976). Their data were
collected in 1972 (compared with the data collection done in
the 1950s by Oliver and Butcher). The order of internal
consistency, they report, is the same as when the scale, wore
produced, namely that the T-scale is the most homogeneous and
the N-scale the loast. They claim that the R- and N- scales
tend to fracture iInto item sub-seta and that, since their
construction, tho scales have lost something of their »structural
cohesiveness». They advance three reasons for this« geographical,
popuiational and temporal. The first two are easily demonstrated

- their sample consisted of post-primary school teachers only and
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vaa carried out iIn a different region of tho country. The
temporaX explanation Is th. most interesting, however. They
focu. particularly on th. R-scal. and suggest that th.
connotation of certain item. ha. altered since the scale-s
construction. It is lose radio.! to believe In comprehensive
education today than it was in th. 1930., they suggest, and
they argue further that there are instances on the N-scalo of
th. same temporal phenomenon. They imply that th. time is
coming for major reconstruction of th. scales. This writer
would not seriously contest this implication, but, as 1.
argued later (Chapters Eight and Nine) other objection, can

b® raised and some defences offered.

The Wilson-Patterson Conservatism
Some description of this scale has been given, incidentally,
earlier in this chapter and in Chapter Pour. Historically, it
appears to stem from studies of the authoritarian personality

(eg Adorno, et al, 1950).

Details of the construction of the C-scal® have been
reported by Wilson and Patterson (1968, 1970). Their basic
contention is that «items presented in the form of detailed
propositional statement, can never provide a satisfactory
basis for the measurement of attitudes». (Wilson and Patterson,
1970, P.*0. Instead of proceeding to argue for some sort of
interactioniot mode of approach, as they appear to be implying,
they argue for tho substitution of propositional statement
vith »cueing» phrases,

Willson has considered in some detail (1973) what he
considers to be tho basic characteristics of the extreme or

ideal Conservative. Although thoee were given In Chapter Three,
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it will be convenient to repeat the» here.

1 . Eeligioxia doismatisw

2. Right-wing political orientation

3. Insistence on strict rules and punishments.

k, Ethnocentrism and intolerance of minority groups

5. Preference for conventional art, clothing and

institutions.

6 . Anti-hedonistic outlook.

7 . Superstition and resistance to scientific progress.
Over 130 items, chosen intuitively as being likely to assess
these characteristics,were chosen. These were, presumably,
given to a group of respondents for the next step le stated to
be the examination of the performance of the items "iIn a aeries
of upper-lower third difference i1tem analyses®™ (Wilson Patterson,
op.cit. p.5) a procedure which seams to resemble a Likert item
analysis* As a result fifty items were retained, half of which
are scored i1n the Conservative “direction®™ and half In the
opposite way. Further criteria determining item selection are
stated to bel positive correlation with whole test scores;
power to discriminate; ease of understanding; avoidance of
redundancy In meaning; expected ability to maintain validity
over several years and to withstand cultural transplant.

(This last comment seems rather odd iIn view of Statement
number 50 which attracts a lot of comment from respondents.)
Although these claims appear far from modest, the figures
quoted on reliability and validity are Impressive and may
suggest that the authors® confidence in their scale 13 not, on
the whole, misplaced.

A copy of tho scale, with scoring instructions, 1Is given
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at Appendix X1. It will be noted that the scoring 1a on a
three point system of YES 7 NO, described by Wilson and
Patterson (1970) as a three-point Likert-type scale. The

7 response category is clearly included with some reluctance.
This i1s suggested not only by the instruction Mr absolutely
uncertain circle ?= printed in the notes to subjects but

their comment (1970), "...the 7 category was included to help
maintain rapport by averting the annoyance experienced by many
respondents when dichotomous choice i1s demanded». (p.6)

Quoted reliability coefficients range from +0.8" to +0.9"
using split half, parallel form and test-retest methods. It
IS Interesting to note that some reliability coefficients were
derived from data obtained by testing children as young as
twelve.

A large set of mean scores is given for different
occupational groups i1n different countries. Unfortunately,
not only are many of these, as i1s often the case, students of
one kind or another, but they do not quote secondary school
teachers i1n the United Kingdom as one of their occupational
groups. Fortunately, Hartley and Holt (1971) have reported
work using the scale with teachers iIn this country - although
they used half the scale (twenty five i1tems) only iIn their
enquiry - and useful comparisons should be possible between
this study and the writer*s data (see Chapter Eight).

Using the »known groups method» Wilson and Patterson (op.

cit.) were able to demonstrate some useful validity measures.
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Table Twelve

C-scale validity estimates

N. M. s.n
New Left Club 17 17.3 8.9
Junior National Party 20 55.8 7.8
Scientists 22 30.8 ST
Gideons 17 70.5 6.2

(The higher the score, on the scoring convention employed, the

more »Conservative* the beliefs.)

These figures "ere obtained In New Zealand. The New Left
Club and the Junior National Party are SocsaH st and Conservative
student groups respectively within a New Zealand University. The
scientists were physical and social scientists with some medical
practitioners whilst the Gideons are a well-known religious
group. Orpen and Hodenwoldt (1973), using the C-scale in South
Africa, conclude: -The results were generally positive and
indicate that the scale possesses considerable construct
validity, even in a cultural setting (white South Africa) which
differs considerably from that in which the scale was originally
developed.* (p-9)

The cumulative evidence about the reliability of the scale
In use 1Is impressive; that of its validity iIn the United Kingdom
less so. Naturally, a certain critical literature has developed
concerning the scale. For example, Boshier (1972) and Robertson
and Cochrane (1973) have queried the unidimensionality of the
scale, but Nias and Wilson (1972) have defended it against
Boshier.s criticism. Ray (1971), using the scale with a randomly
drawn sample of the population reported a significant fall in

reliability and concludes: _.the C-scale i1s not suitable for use
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wWith * 3a“pia from th. goneral population«. (p.79)

(T11* C-scal° aa U3Sd ** ™ Investigation la with a non-

randon sample, ofcourse.) In a further report (1972) Ray
helpfully provides a revised version of the scale which, he
claim., may he more properly used with tandem populations. Xn
any case, Thomas <1973) dispute, that a,pent of Ray.,

that the scale is unreliable when the sample include, subject,
with little formal education.

Although the C-scala is a relatively recent one, compared
with, for example, the »Oliver* scale,, it doe. see, to be
reliable, valid and easy to administer, qualities which
convinced the writer that it was the right scale to employ to
asses, subjects» political value, . In order to avoid th. lik.ii.
hood of a sot of negative with score, on the other seal... the
scoring convention ha, been reversed ,0 that a Conservative
statement receiving a "Yes* response score, o whilst such a
statement receiving a «No« respon.e score. 2. Respondent,
checking the 7 category receive 1, of course, as in*, original
scoring. Thus, iIn this investigation, a hi!* score represent,
a »non-Conservative* set of beliefs, a low score represente a
Conservative sot of beliefs.

A trial administration of the C-scalo was done using a
email croup of tho writer®"s colleagues (n » 6) to see if any
of the statements or the method of responding was likely to
prove unacceptable. Statements 12 and 22, for inetance, (eee
Appendix X1 , night give offence to some people whilst others
might feel that the node of response roquirod was unnecessarily
restrictive. lioaction was favourable, however, and it was
predicted that use of the scale would not create any serious

problems in tho way of resistance to completion by respondents.
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Figure One
|
Schemtio ranregontation of the relationship
botvoen tha acalaa used and Evaont;ic»3 theory
of the hiamrcbv of attitude aystoiaa

Eysenck” level Applicable acalaa

Vilson—-Patterson C-scale
Lovol Four

(ideology) Con»ervatiem

Oliver»a Survey of Opinions

Loral Three

(True Attitudggs Tonderraindodneaa

Radicalism
Naturalism

Croup Ono ncalas

Lovol Two - ——————

(riabituai opinions) Streaming (Crompton)

Selection (Crompton)
Corporal Punishment (Pinsent)

Level One -

(Uninformed opinion) Nono
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CHAPTER SIX
RES3ARCH DESIGN

(1) Statement of H™otheaea
1. Teachers identified as »Conservative* (on the Wilson-
Patterson scale) will show the following attitude profile,

they will support streaming, selection at 11+ and

corporal punishment,

they will he i1dealistic, toughminded and conservative

in terms of the »Survey of Opinions» questionnaire,
in comparison with teachers placed at the non-Conservative end
of the Hilson-Patterson scale.
2. Teachers showing this »Conservative profile* will be found
concentrated i1n »selective» secondary schools, rather than in
non-selective secondary schools. The term »selective» means
maintained grammar schools, direct grant grammar schools and
independent secondary schools. (The term »non-aelectivee
refers to secondary modem and secondary comprehensive schools.)
3. Teachers working in the area of »teacher training» will
hold attitudes which are more radical, tenderminded and
naturalistic and which oppose streaming, 11+ selection and
corporal punishment (»progressive attitudese ) than teachers
serving In any of the secondary schools referred to in
Hypothesis 2.

Trithin Colleges of Education, tutors working in eEducation»
Departments will hold views that are more »progrossivo» - as

defined In Hypothesis 3 - than colleagues working in »Subject*

Departments.
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5. Students about to embark on a final teaching practice in
non-selective secondary school, will hold attitude, more akin
to teachers in the schools than to tutor, in their college.
6. Students identified a, "successful* and “unsuccessful<
durlns teaching practice will ¢ jot be differentiated from on.
another by their attitude profiles.

It will be appropriat. to offer a justification for each
of the hypotheses. Support for within- and between-school
selection based on notions of "ability®™ seems to be associated
with Conservative political beliefs, on. of the editors of the
series of "Black Papers®, Dr Rhodes Boyson, is a Conservative
M_P. and this series of papers has lent a general support to
the two practices. One is less certain about support for
corporal punishment, although Conservatives, generally, seem
to favour “strict discipline®™ in schools this may not necessarily
extend to corporal punishment. Wilson (1973) however regards
support for physical chastisement as an indication of social and
political Conservatism. Idealistic views of knowledge, what
Evetts (1973) has called the “knowledge ideal® may bs found,
again, in the Black Papers, especially in Cox and Dyson (1969)
and one would certainly expect some relationship between social
Conservatism and educational Conservatism, as measured by the
Survey of Opinions®™. The relationship between Conservatism
and toughmindedness is more problematic, particularly if one
takes ths view, expressed in Chapter Po.tr, that there is no
simple relationship between social and educational toughmindedness.
IT “educational toughmindedness®™ equals T"practical ends®™ as an
educational belief, then there may not be such a strong

association between that and Conservatism.
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Ilypothesis 2 is based upon surestion3 from some earlier
vork by N 1ter (Crompton 196?). In thi3 owd”™ It vag
found that a group of teachers drawn from grammar schools
shoved distinctively »Conservative profiles» which contrasted
sharply vith a sample drawn from comprehensive schools. In
this study, the widening- of the »selective» concept to include
direct grant end independent schools may accentuate this
t -"®arence* ~1ie inclusion in the battery of scales of a
naasuro of Conservatism may also Help to clarify any distinction.

Hypothesis 3 is based on some evidence (e.e. Finlayson and
Cohen, 1967, -"cleish, 1970) but mainly on euegeation and belief,
tlie most recont statement of which at the time of writins la
Cor. end Soyson (1977). There has been a tendency to attribute
to “teacher trainers® beliefs about education, inculcated into
students, which serving teachers regard ae Inappropriate.

Those beliefs are normally regarded as being »progressiva»
although loss neutral descriptions are sometimes applied.

Certain recent events, such as the »William Tyndale affair™,

the Tamoside dispute and, perhaps, research evidence such as
Bennett*s (1976), vhich appeared to lend some support to
traditional practices, may have highlighted this perceived
difference i1n attitudes to oducational aims, stereotyped as the
«progressives in the colleges» and the «realists In the schools».

Hypothesis h is based on a personal observation that it
seems widely believed in collegos that tutors in Education
Departments hold more progressive or »child-centred* views
than their Subject Department colleagues. In order to avoid
imputing differences discovered to this simple academic

dichotomy, biographical detail will enable tutors who have
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tausht only iIn primary schools to be eliminated from tha
analysis In case i1t is this proisssional aaparianca rather than
their academic orientation that is associated vith the differences.

Hypothesis 5 i1s based entirely on the writ of rinleyson and
Cohen and is rather more speculative in the sense that the
emajority verdict» on this issue seem, to be that i1t 1. during
the probationary year that the retrogressive shift to
etraditional- attitudes occur, (Morrison and Kolntyre, 1967a,
Macfarlane Smith 1973; Hussell, 1973).

Hypothesis 6 stems from the cork of Cortls. (especially
1973. 1973), Start (undated) and, by implication, Dunkln and
Biddle (197»). In this case, the null hypothesis seem, to be

the most appropriate form in which to oaprese the prediction.

(i) Tho sample

Following the construction of the writer'3 «ales described
in the last chapter, copies of the C-scale were purchased from
the N.F_.E.R. and copies of the Oliver scales were purchased
from Manchester University. Tho Pinsent scale i1s reproduced in
full in »Survey of Rewards and Punishments (1932), and copies
were made of this. A sheet of instructions was compiled, with
responding- Instructions for tho Streaming, Selection and
Corporal Punishment scales; instructions for the other scales
are given on the measures themselves. The advice *A quick
reaction is best» vaa given. The rest of this first sheet
(which i1s reproduced at AppendixXll) asked for a certain amount
of personal information such as age, SQx, length and type of
experience. In addition details of academic and professional

education were sought together with an indication of post
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currontly hoick and subjects taught (reduced to Arts, Social
Scienced and Sciunce/vliuChematios) » it was hoped, by seeking
this information, that various groupa, such aa old/youug, men/
women, headmasters/non-heads could be identified for couparativa
purposes. FJLoally, a rofurenco number was Included ao that the
writer could identify, easily, tire name and type of school in
which tiro respondent worked,

Respondents were given a catogoi®ical promise of anonymity
as, It was hoped, this would iIncrease the response rate. It
may be that when investigating sensitive, political areas in
education, such, as this enquiry attempts, such a condition 1is
essential. Secondary schools are, i1n general, hierarchical
institutions (with some notable exceptions) and an approach
to the staff inevitably involves an approach to the headmaster,
in tiro Tirst place. More significantly, the return of the
questionnaires is also often done by the headmaster or his
deputy, ancl some teacher®s, it was felt, would be reluctant to
i-eveai theix" views as openly as signing their name would involve.
They would also, presumably, be inhibited In writing comments on
the issues and statements as they were encouraged to do.

Generally, the xespondents co-operated well in filling in
da tails of theix- personal and piofesaioxial lives, very few
omitting tills. Some, however, scribbled out or cut off the
reference number thus tending to confirm sensitivity over the
matter of confidentiality. A muabex- of the writer*s immediate
colleagues were dubious about hi3 claim that individuals could
not bo identified from these numbers.

Because a great deal of attitude woxk Is done with students

*who are both mox™® accessible and amenable than teachers iIn



-92-

schools, the question of anonymity is not always given the
weight that, 1t could be argued, 1t should bo. In this writer"s
view, 1t iIs most important that guarantees of confidentiality
relating to both individuals and institutions should be given

and scrupulously kept. (See Webb, Campbell, Schwarts and
Sechrest 1966) On this general question of signed versus
unsigned questionnaires, the work of Corey (1937) and Ash and
Abrahamson (1952) is often cited: those citing this work

usually draw from 1t the conclusion that promises of anonymity
are largely irrelevant and do not affect either the response

rate or the validity of responses. Certainly, such an interpret-
ation i1s supportable from the evidence referred to above and
there are some advantages i1n getting signed questionnaires,
notably greater ease of administration and collection. However,
Corey®s work, 1i1n particular, lends itself to another iInterpret-
ation. In a section of his investigation not always reported

by his interpreters, Corey warns against generalising. His
sample consisted of freshmen students and they may have been
anxious to create a good Impression of their honesty, oven when
responding anonymously. It is implied that, to some extent,
anonymity s not the crucial factor: the important factor 1is

the relationship between the iInvestigator and the people in his
sample. Both"Corey and Ash and Abrahamson used their own students
in their work and found no difference iIn type of response whether
the scales were signed or not. They do not report any data on
rate of résponse - one would assume that there was a high
response rate, because iInvestigator and students were in a
professional relationship with.each other. This writer has

found, when using his students for research purposes, that they
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co-operate well. McLeish (1970) reports a very high response
rate for signed questionnaires from students. It would be
interesting to mount an experiment, similar to that of Corey and
Ash and Abrahamson» s, in which a group were dichotomised into
signed and unsigned responses. It might be predicted that, if
the i1nvestigation dealt with matters perceived as sensitive,
there would be a lower response rate from the signed than the
unsigned group, especially if a non-student population were
used.

The sample for this investigation was, broadly, located in
secondary and post-secondary education, the primary seotor
having been used in a previous study (Crompton 1967) and
comparisons between primary and secondary in a further study
(Crompton 1970). Teachers working in the following type of
institutions were invited to give their opinions:

Secondary Modern Schools

Secondary Grammar Schools (Maintained by local authority)

Secondary Grammar Schools (®»Direct Grant» type)

Comprehensive Schools

Colleges of Education - including a sample of students
from one college

Independent Secondary Schools

University Departments of Education
All the schools in the sample are located in the North West of
England and, thus, in geographical terras the sample cannot
claim to be representative. Two of the three colleges are in
the same area, the third being in London, The University
Departments are more widely spread. |In addition to the teachers
and tutors whose opinions were sought a group of students in the

third year of their course, being prepared for careers in
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secondary schools 1n one of the sample colleges, had their
attitudes measured. The whole sample is self-selected and this
is clearly a weakness as one has no way of knowing if there 1is
any systematic bias. It could be, for instance, that there are
significant differences between the attitudes of those teachers
prepared to Till in questionnaires and those who are not.
Stevens (1975) has suggested, for example, that «high authori-
tarians... are ... less willing to volunteer for psychological
experiments* (p 55)* Although it is clearly an illogical
enterprise, an attempt was made to gain some insight into the
thinking of non-respondents by attaching to the front of the
questionnaire «booklet* a simple note headed« «A Note to those
not wishing to complete the scales* i1n which non-respondents
were i1nvited to give briefly a reason for not co-operating
(see Appendix XII). Not surprisingly this request to non-
rosponders to respond in another way met with little success.
Some did complete the response sheet but there was no consistent
trend in their answers many of which appeared to be in the
nature of rationalisations. Non-responders seem to be character-
ised by their unwillingness to return scales - any scales of
whatever length - rather than being believers in empirical or
ethical imperatives about educational research.

One approach to the problem identified above is to
erandomise* the obtained sample. This is hardly satisfactory
in this case as it would not remove unsuspected bias but would
simply confer an appearance of scientific rigour that was almost
totally spurious. Another approach i1s to stratify the sample
in terms of the teaching force in the United Kingdom by age,

aex, experience, type of school etc. as indicated in the annual
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D.E.S. statistics. This is attractive and it is, in faet, the
procedure used by Butcher (1959) as reported in Chapter Five;
by doing this he reduced his sample from hko to 300. Ttx.ro are
a number of reasons why this vas not done in the present study,
it is no claim of this writer that his results w ill provide
even infoxmal norms about attitudes to controversies in various
types of English secondary school, in view of the difficulties
in getting some categories of teacher to respond (for instance,
those in the independent sector as reported later in this
chapter) a reduction in numbers following stratification would
have placed the sise of some sub-samples at an unacceptably low
level. Stratification needs to be done in advance, on a national
basis, with the full co-operation of the teaching force and with
the authority of some central body behind the sampling procedure.
Even such a strategy could not absolutely guarantee a fair
sampling of opinion, one could stratify carefully and nationally,
with all categories represented in satisfactory numbers and still
end up with a preponderance of communist party memberst [t may
be better simply to accept the fact that the sample is self
selected and hedge one's inferences with the sort of prudent
safeguards that bear the fact in mind. Cortis (1973) writing
about the problem of sampling teacher opinion in a similarly
sensitive area has commented as follows* ...

"Samples of...(practising) teachers are very difficult

to contact and assess and this inaccessibility is

likely to impose limitations on the research design

that can be used. Purely random sampling, for e xL l«

is lik©ly to be practically impossible, since the wholi

area of teacher assessraent/career investigation is a

veiy sensitive one, demanding the experimenter*3

reassurance to subjects at the personal level A

sample which w ill satisfy the statistical »puksts* i,

unlikely to yield such personal variables, converselv
a sample which yields personal variables w ill most ~*
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lilcely bo eimpure* statistically in some degree.
Perhaps the answer to this problem *lies in the
determination and estimation of sources of error,
in the careful discussion of results and not in
the avoidance of the possibility of error at the
expense of reality*. " (Wall, 1968, p lo)

(ill) Objectives

The objectives of any empirical research must be to obtain
data against which to test previously-formulated hypotheses
and this must clearly be the prime objective of this study. At
the same time additional information may be obtained beyond that
which bears directly on the hypotheses. In this research 1t is
hoped to gain knowledge which may enable future hypotheses in
this area to be framed more precisely and fruitfully. The sort
of area which may be incidentally illuminated is that of the
nature of the hierarchy - i1f it iIs a hierarchy - of attitudes
held by teachers, its organisation and inter-connectedness;
some of the variables which appear to influence the formation
of teachers* attitudes - such as type of school, subjeot
specialisation and the effect of professional and academic
courses. A3 argued later some insight may be gained into
technical matters connected with different forms of scale
construction.

A matter of greater interest to the writer, and one which
has developed during the preparation of this thesis, 1iIs the
supploraenting of traditional attitude measures with unstructured
interview material. In Chapter Three, the competing claims of
the positivist and interpretive positions on the getting and
analysis”™ of data were briefly discussed. It was indicated that,
when this study was started in October 1972, the intention was

to use traditional attitude scales only. However, the unsatis-
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faotory natuxe of ouch a* approach, unsupported by any other
means, became more apparent as the work proceeded although, ao
suggested in that chapter, this traditional approach still ,_ems
to be the broadly-accepted orthodoxy of social psychology. The
problem is that although scales and their attendant statistical
analysis enable on. to make certain cautious generalisations
within stated bounds of probability - and this is no small
advantage - they lack a qualitative dimension which can yield
insights of an "oblique®™ nature on the data. Hence the decision
was made, after the commencement of the work, to undertake some
interviewing of an open-ended type of teacher, who had completed
seta of scales. An account of the procedure followed and the
results obtained is given iIn the second part of Chapter Seven.
It has been suggested that teachers may not be aware of the
implications of some of the attitudes they hold nor of the
relationships between various aspects of their value system
(Petersen 1933, Oliver 1953). The present writer ha, already
commented on one facet of this problem (Crompton, 1969), the
relatively low correlation between attitudes to streaming and
attitudes to 11+ selection, this apparently alight connection
being confirmed by Tuppen (1966). An "a priori” assumption
about the relationship might be that both attitudes relate to
the same phenomenon, the grouping of children by ability within
the same school or between different schools sat up to reflect
beliefs about ability (as with grammar and modern schools) ,
However, there may not be a perfect reciprocal relationship
between-the two forms of grouping beliefs! it would not be
illogical to be in favour of comprehensive schools through an

intense dislike of 11+ procedures but to believe that the best
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intorests of the children ,,ere served by clear streaming
vithin the school. On the other hand, to reject streaming by
ability and to favour mired ability teaching vould probably be
an indicator of a rejection of 11* selection. It is difficult,
although not impossible, to see the logic of wishing to teach -~
all abilities within one class but not within the same school.
A further example of this apparent lack of coherence of

views may be cited, also drawn from Crompton (1969). A high
.core on the Oliver N-scal. may be interpreted a. a commitment
to "child-centredness* i1n education. But the correlation
between scores on this scale and scores on the corporal
punishment scale is reported by the writer as *0.592, it a9,,9
from this that there are teachers who claim, in questionnaire
response, to have child-centred beliefs but are willing to cane
or cause to be caned, the children in their class. Tuppen
(1966) reports a correlation of +0.29 between scores on a
physical punishment scale and belief In "permissiveness”.
Whilst the latter cannot be equated with naturalism, it could
be an aspect of 1t. (One statement on Oliver®s N-scale reads,
"Naturalism is more important than good manners in children*®
“ agreement with this is an indicator of naturalist beliefs.)

In addition to further investigating the inter-relationship
of different attitudes, the relationship of political opinion
to educational values is worth examining, and in the Wilson-
Patterson C-scale cue has an instrument that has been shown to
relate to actual political voting behaviour (Wilson and
Patterson, 197°). It is often argued, especially by the
political night that "politics should be kept out of education”.

-the left are more likely to perceive education as a form of
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socxal and political action and it will bo interesting to oeo
iT clusters of political opinion do relate to clusters of
educational values and to what degree.

The inclusion of a sample of student opinion may not only
throw some light on whether different values distinguish the
successtul from the unsuccessful but also the rolationship
between student values, the values of their tutors - a sample
of tutor opinion from the College in which the students are
located i1s available - and the values of the teachers in the
schools. An NAS/UVT discussion document reported in »The
Guardian* on 20th June 1977 made the following claimt

“¢Many of the misfortunes which have befallen schools

in the past ten years or so are directly attributable
to the inept theories eagerly and often sincerely

7 teac?er drainers who had lost contact

with the real school situation and who unduly

influenced the newly-qualified and iInexperienced."
There i1s a claim here that (a) teacher trainers have an “undue*
influence over their students and that (b) the theories the
teacher trainers propagate are »inept*, not in terms of “school
reality”™ and, probably, incongruent with the views held by the
majority of teachers. The data in this study cannot, because of

the sampling, pass any kind of verdict on such a claim but it

may throw some light on it.

(iv) Collection of data

The rather descriptive account of data collection which
follows may serve two purposes: (&) it may bo of some assistance
to other workers seeking to sample teacher opinion and (b) it may
indicate methodological proceduros so that they may be judged

relatively sound or unsound.
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Tho collection of data proceeded on what nay be termed a
concentric principle: those respondents who, it waa predicted,
would co-operate best and who often tended to be nearest to
hand, were approached first. Hence data collection began 1in
Hay 1975 .nth an approach to tho three Colleges of Education in
the sample. The timing was not propitious as the Colleges were
undergoing a period of contraction in numbers, if expansion in
function: one was threatened with complete closure, another
was amalgamating with a larger College and the third was trying to
diversifty. It is a tribute to the staffs of tba colleges that
they were prepared to. give generously of their time to complete
questionnaires. This part of the sample was dichotomised into
eEducation Department®™ members and "“Academic Department®™ members
as the former often contain large numbers of ex-primary school
teachers whilst the latter are usually composed mainly of ox-
secondary, even selective secondary, school teachers. The
personal information supplied by tutors enabled those with only
primary school experience to be identified.

In October 1975 comprehensive schools were approached. As
the writor has good professional contacts with schools in the
north west of England, these were the ones contacted. Care was
talcan to ensure that no secondary schools were used in this
investigation that had been sampled in a previous work (Crompton
1969). The procedure followed was the same In each case} a
letter was sent to the headmaster (Appendix XIV) with a copy of
the scales, explaining ths purpose of the research, emphasising
the confidentiality of the results and asking for co-operation.
As an inducement - it was hoped - a feedback containing scores

obtained, with a simple interpretation, was offered (Appendix XII1$
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la some esses It was necessary to sond a reminder one month
later (fall details of roaponaaa by iaatltution are sivan in
Chapter Seven).

Sent, a eroup of maintained grammar aohoola wa, approachad.
This part of tha aamplo oauaad aomo problem, aa thia typ. of
achool 1a not vall-rapraaontod ip tha ration, many araaa having
re-organised their aacondary aohool ayatao. Savan achoola vara
oontaotod and foor asked for aoaloa to ba aant. All vara
facing ra-orennlaation with conaagnant inroad, being mad. upon
the tin. of tha staff. Again, thoir help meat hava baan given
in face of real difficult!., but their situation did can that
the mattors dealt with, especially on the 11. Selaotion question-
naire, oay have had an urgency that night not have been
anticipated.

The Diroot Grant a.otor, too, was going through a
significant period in that in September 197S tha Treasury
Grant to these schools was withdrawn - In reapoot of thoir
first year intake - and many local authorities ceaeed to take
up places traditionally allocated to them. Henee, for Direct
Grant school staffs, too, many of the statomonto on the
questionnaire« must have taken an a sharp relevance, a suaplolon
confirmed later at interview. Postal administration wae employed
boro, too, except in one case. A colleague working in a nearby
University offered to support the writorts initial approach to
two Direct Grant schools and this support produced an invitation
to visit one of the schools and speak to the staff in an attempt
to enlist their support, the only occasion when thia happen««.
Although tino-eonauming this was productive of a good number of

responses, no-one spoken to declining to help.
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Many of* the secondary modem schools in the area are small
and so eleven were approached to ensure a reasonable response;
all but one responded positively although 1In throe cases only
the headmaster completed scales. (it may be worth remarking at
thi3d ooint that the sample contains the replies of twelve head-
masters, a small but by no means negligible number of senior
staff, especially when added to the seventeen deputy heads who
also replied.)

Gaining the help of the independent sector proved to be
difficult, mainly because the writer had no obvious line of
contact. Two famous schools were written to* one replied
immediately regretting that they were unable to help; no reply
was received from the other. This seemed to be a rather daunting
beginning. However, at this point the writer visited the Direct
Grant school mentioned above where the headmaster quite
spontaneously offered the use of his name iIn connection with B
letters to independent schools. He also suggested that a more
profitable approach might bo to write only to schools in the
north west. As a result a further eight schools were contacted
and four agreed to help. The sample yielded is small, but
valuable. In fact, the pattern of scores conformed in most cases
to that of teachers in Direct Grant schools and, for most purposes,
the samples were combined (See Chapter Seven). -1t is worth noting
that one school, where the headmaster offered his help - and, 1in
fact, returned his personal questionnaire at once - withdrew that
offor. This was due to the return, to the headmaster, of the
feedback* (Appendix XL11). Thi3 »feedback sheet* does suggest

a narrow, behaviourist view of the investigation, perhaps

neco33arity so owing to the brevity of the information given.
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Whereas, i1n one comprehensive school, receipt of this
information by some staff had stimulated others to ask for
questionnaires, in this independent school, receipt of the
Information had the opposite effect.

Alnost equally daunting was tie approach to University
Departments of Education. It nay bo remarked that U.Da.E. aro
considerable producers of educational research but may not be
quite so accustomed to acting as eresearch fodder» for other
workers. One Professor of Education suggested that university
staff might be too »tost sophisticated”™ and that a certain
naivety of respons. was helpful in terms of validity. In 3plt.
of this cautionary note, he agreed to help. Another incident
relating to approaches to universities may be instructive. One
Professor was asked for his »help» and that of his staff. He
misunderstood the request for »help» and interpreted it as a
request fTor professional advice on the writing of the thesis!
He properly declined to give such help, but the incident may
illustrate the point that he, and his staff, aro not used to
receiving requests to taka part in »form-filling» and simply
assumed that the writer"s letter could not moan anything so
mundane.

The student sample was approached in September/October 1976.
They were third year (Certificate) students about to embark on
their final teaching practice; all were trained for the
secondary age-range and all were undertaking a practice 1In »non-
eelective* secondary schools. 35 of the 51 students returned
their questionnaires.

A final note on tho collection of data may be recorded.

Ho denominational schools or colleges are included! this was
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an attempt to exclude those who might have obviously strong
religious views. Of course, such respondents certainly have
not been excluded but there is a good chance that they occur
randomly, as a proper part of a range of opinion. A group of
teachers working in a Roman Catholic secondary school might
respond as Roman Catholics rather than as secondary school
teachers. As some sub-sample sixes are small, the inclusion of
such a group of homogenous opinion-holders might have biassed
the sample undesirably. It must be admitted, however, that the
arguments on this point are nicely balanced.

As remarked at the start of this section, i1t may be felt
that this part of the study is overly-desoriptive, even
discursive. The writer feels, however, that such experiences
are not incidental to data-gathering but may be of crucial
importance not only to the argument of the thesis but also to
other workers in the field. The failure, to gain co-operation
may be particularly instructive: they suggest reason, why much
work on *teacher® attitudes is, in fact, done with students and
teachers on advanced oourses. Tha writer*3 experience, in data-
gathering also suggest that the best co-operation is obtained if
the researcher is known in the school, although validity may be
improved if he is not. Failing this personal line ,,f approach,
intervention by a third party known and respected in the school
can bo almost as helpful. Without one of these two conditions
it seems almost impossible for the Independent researcher even
to gain access to staff - who may bo willing to help - i1If the
headmaster judges the request to be unworthy of support. The
headmaster clearly perceives himself, in most oases, as the

arbiter of such requests and it must be said that it is a
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valuablo x"olo lie performs in protecting his staff from too

many research projects. Certainly, however, this writer would

have appreciated more invitations from headmasters to attempt

to powsuade staff to co-operate. In the end, the staff may be

the bust judges of when to help and when to wlth-hold help.
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CHAPTSR SEVEN
STATEMENT OF RFSTJT.TS

Thio chapter ia In two partaj part one tjivoa details of
the various statistical analyses performed on the data whilst
part two contains an account of the interviews carried out in

the schools.

Part One - Statistical Analyses

311 uaable sets of scales were eventually returned, not all
of thooi complete in respect of the 3evon separate scales oinployed.
The following analyses were performed at the Keele Computer
Centre, using programmes in the Statistical Package for the Sooial

Sciences (S.P.S.S.)s

1. Iloans and standard deviations of scores on each of tho seven
scaloa«
2. Inter-scale Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients.

3. Factor analysis.
k. Regression analysis.
In addition a number of profiles were drawn together with

-certain sub-group mean score comparisons in order to gain some
view of possible differences between the various created groups
of toachors, lecturers and students. In very general terms,
analyses 1 - ~ tend to yield information about the data as a
whole and their inter-connectednoa3 whilst the profiles and
mean score comparisons tend to yiold information about
differences between the various created 3ub-groups. An inter-
pretation of tho results is offored in Chapter Eight.

The broalcdovn of tho sample of 311 usable sets of scaloa
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aa between the various institutions returning them iIs as

follows 3 J-

Origin of Sample

Table One

TTniver3itie3 (Schools and Departments of Education only)

*H- q_c
o 0 ﬁ =2
) o] _g S*‘
T
£ | ° 3 "3 N
o ® S5 _ ot otes
) o Qa H Y
— [ORTY o ow
o ~- o c
o- U)L— L ] - —
© < o S
5] Zc
h h No.l 3 9

*» seta also returned by
No. 2 6 16 toachers on advanced
courses - not used.

Including a "P.E." and
No. 3 1 32 “Special Education"
section.

No.** 3 21

TOTAL 13
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Tabla Tvo

Independent Secondary Schools

H *
h a ﬁi%
oq ‘%O‘b (H
PO~ B 1 I .
0 a £ otes
P I T
a - -
¥ K g8 (
$ 23
10 h No. 6 w7 Boys* school
No.2 » i) Girls* school
Tl0.3 30 Boys* school
Headmaster only
No.== 1 21 co~educational
TOTAL 15

<> full tine teaching In senior school
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approached
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Agreed to
respond

\J
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S

CaTrTuEos 0F = .ontton

1on

wobwy

of staff
of staff
titut

ins

No.
No.
in

College accepts
students only.

No.3 B¥ s

TOTAL 98

"mature"

»
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Table Four

Direct Grant Grammar Schools

A
x C
%t V= O
o Y 1
a C ©
1> 1. - S
ao ™
5 - Notea
0Oa o0
0 c
®* Q0 ¥ 1=
0~ o)
=Z C
No.l 10 31 Girls* school
Boys* school (includes
No. 2 “ b headmaster)
_ Boys* school (includes
No. 3 'h o1 headmaster)
No.U 7 33 Boys* school
TOTAL 35

full time members teaching
in senior school
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Table Piva

Maintained Grammar Schools

g So ‘??? s
0 g o d\/i Notes
* D gf% 0 0@?
% o2 O. *
< 13 é%iﬁ
7 h No.l 8 it2 Co-educational
\ No. 2 11 35 Girls* school
= Xo| 12 12 Girls* school
Headmaster only
No.*t 1 37 Co-educational

TOTAL 32



No.
approached

Agreed to
respond

—eo N -

Table Si:r

Comprehensive Schoola

T
=
- i
» a
' 0
%
«
r a
O h
=
(')'I 13
No. 2 19
No. 3 3
No.it 1

TOTAL 31

ion

of staff
titut

No.
in ins

©
a1

60

60

50

Notes

11-18 school
Co-educational

11-18 school
Co-educational

13-18 school

Co-educational

Headmaster only

13-18 school

Co-educational



Agreed to
respond

Table Savon

Secondary Modern Schools

«H
<H
a b
+> T
03
-
(o] 1
(<]
® p
O "
15
No. 1l 4
No. 2 5
No. 3 9
No.4 1
No.5 1
No. 6 1
No.7 1
No =S 2
No. 9 9
No J.0 9
TOTAL 42

of staff
in school

No.

79

22

44

33

47

29

29

45

Notes

Including headmaster

Headmaster only

Headmaster only

Headmaster only

Including headmaster

Including headmaster

All schools
co—educational
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Table Eittht

Students in one collage on eSecondary” course

No. Responded Men Women Notes *
approached
Teaching practice egrade*
51 35 12 23 available for 51
Men = 20

Women » 31
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Tgblo Nino

Means and Standard "Deviations

Variable Cases  Mean Median Point Standard
of Scale Poviatlonf)

Streaming 311 69. uo 60.00 16.33
Selection 310 61.36 60.00 1% 99
Corporal

Punlioshment 309 32,01 36.00 10.63
Conservati3m 306 59.13 50.00 1%4.26
Tendertnindednes3 290 *51 .55 %2.00 8 .60
Radicali s» 292 *9 10 36.00 6.31»
Naturalism 292 < 29.50 30.00 5.61

Tho results are listed in the order in which the scales
were presented. It may be noted that a one hundred per cent
responso vas obtained only on the first scale In the series
(Attitudes to Streaming). On the last three scales (the
<Oliver» scales) the rate fell to B"i. No doubt fatigue and
the fact that these final scales require a response on a
shset separate from the one containing the statements (see

Appendix X) account in some measure for this falling off iIn

response.

Table Ten

Inter-scale Correlation Coefficients

(please see following page)
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Tabla Ton

Inter-scale Correlation Coefficients

Streaming Selection ggg?' Cons. Tond. Rad. Mat.
Streaming ++ 773 .593 *>96 *>63 .619  .60%
Selection 773 ++ .537 *»90 *>23 .637 .538
Corn.Pun. .598 .557 .535 *>50 .590 .608
Cons. +*>90 *>90 .335 ++ 527 .602 .608
Tend. *>63 *»25 *»50 527 >+ K> 6%»6
Rad. .619 .637 .590 .602 Y 617
Nat. .60%» .558 .603 .008 .6U6 617 ++

All toe values are bey,,,,d th,, ~ n n

confidence and all are positive, (it vlu bo recall.* that th<
scoring on toe C-scal. was reversed so that a lav score Indicate,

a sot of beliefs claimed to be Canaervalne.J (see Chapter Five)

Factor -*.nah3ii

A simple form of factor analysis ,,as performed ,,hereby a
first factor Is extract«, and, if torther factors ,,1th an ol”en
value creator than unity are noted (.Kaiser®s criterion.) an
orthoconal rotation is employed eo that any second factor
extracted vould be oblique to toe first. |I,, fact. the flrjt
factor extracted proved to bo a larCo soneral factor contri-

buting (.7/1 of toototal variable variance. As the next
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largest factor contributed juat over 104 to the total variablo
varianco and had an eigen value of 0.76 only, the Criterion
for further extraction was not reached and the rotation of axes

was by—passed.

The correlation between the general factor and each

variablo (the factor loadings) arej

Table Eleven

Factor 1
Streaming -793
Selection 7%
Pun ahment 739
Conservatism 711
Tcndermindedneas .636
Radicalism .783
Naturalism .811

Tito uniformity of these loadings on each variable - with
tho partial exception of the T-scala - will make the psycho-
logical iInterpretation of the factor difficult.

Ho,groan-ion Analysis

A form of step-vise regression analysis was performed on
tho data whereby each variablo in turn i3 put into the
rogrosaion equation a3 th</ dependent variablo and the predictive
power of ouch other variable In turn iIs estimated.

1. Honondont variable - Corporal Punishment

Tho programme enters the othor variables iIn the order of

*best predictor*. In this case, thorofore, the boat predictor

of a respondent®s scoro on the corpox-al punishment scale la hia
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acoro on tho N-scala.

Table Twelve

Variable £. Sitmiflei
Naturalism 10.57 > .001
Streaming 10.02 .002
Radicalism 9.69 .002
Conservatism 5.52 .019
Selection 0.656 .419
Tondermindedness 0.463 -330

Tho .01 level of confidence will be adopted in looking for
significance i1n all results reported, rather than the loss
stringent .05 level. Hence, in Table Twelve the predictive
power of the variables below the lino roust pe regarded as
insignificant.

0. Dependent variable - Streaming

Table Thirteen

Variable F. Significance
Selection 116.56 >.001
Corporal .
Punishment 10.03 .002
Naturalisa / 6.12 014
Radicalism 1.96 163
Tcndcroindedness 1.03 312

Conoorvatiom .17 .682
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Dependent variable — Conservatism

Table Fourteen

\rj - s e
Fip ! F. Significane»

Radicalisa 17.27 >.001
Tcndermindedneas 11.20 >.001
Naturalism 9.01 .003
Corporal

Punishment 5.52 .019
Soloction 1.02 .312
Streaming 17 .682

Donendont variable — Selection

Table Fifteen

Variable P. Significance
Streaming 116.56 >.001
Radicalism 19.08 >.001
Conservatism 1.02 .312
Corporal 66 *H9

Punishment
Naturalism - .097 755

Tonclormindedness .0NO 54l



Dcnondont variable

VNrri 373Xy
Naturalisa

Conservatism

Streaming
lindicaliam

Corporal
Punishment

Selection

Tjorjendor.t variable

Varinola
Selection
Conservatism

Corporal
Punishment N

Naturalism

Streaming

Tendoroindedneaa

- Terderyiiryiedneae

Tabla Sixteen
F,
52.82
11.20

- Tiadicaliam

Table Seventeen

Lu
19.03

17 .27
9.69

9.%%2

1.97

Significance

>_001

> 00l

.312
-530

.830

8™

Significance
>_001

>_.001
-002

.002

-163
-530
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7* Do-nendont variable -

Table Eighteen

F. Si ?pt.ift nanca

Tendoraindedneas 52.38 > .001
Corporal

Punishment' 10.57 >.001
Radicalism 9.42 .002
Conservatism 9.01 .003
Streaming 6.12 0™
Selection .097 */55

Following this analysis, the data were then examined to
detect possible differences between different croupe.
eInstitutional* differences were recorded as follows under
the title of each iInstitution, which are now listed)

t. C.S. 3 College of Education

) ) Teacher
%e Univ.a University Schools/Departments J trainers
of Education

n D.G. ™ Direct Grant Grammar Schools

4. Maintained (by tho local L 11 C) i
authority) Grammar Schools 1 Selective
1 Schools
5. Indep. a Independent Schools
6. S-Mod. = Secondary Modem Schools ] The
i i 1 non-selective
7_ Comp. = Comprehensive Scliools 1 schools

g8 . Student3



122.

STREAMING

SELECTION

CORPORAL

punishment

CONSERVATISM

[E?I>ERMUJDEDNESS

RADICALISM

NATURALISM

Grom> Moona on the Seven Scalon.

ifean

C.E.
68.00
15.1t8

98
66,67
13.82

98
37.M

- 11.53

96
62.M1
15.68

96
3 <05

8,23

- 96

**5 _1*5

6.73
95

32.59
5.60

96

Table Nineteen
Lecturers« Teachers and Students

Univ.

72.31
10.79
13
69.92
11.38
13
fa.fi6
9.03
13
.73.77
11.11%
13
ft7.18
7.0
11
“i»7.17
6.75"
12
33.73
3.33
11

D.G.
A7.00
9.ft0

35
iB .71

9.02

35
26 .61

7.19
35

.57.76

11.62
33
37.89
7.89
-31
39.13
ft79
32
26.13
- A 03
32

M.G.

53.15 .

12.22
32
5ft. 90
12.62
31
32.90
9.77_
32
53.72
16.12
32
A2.00
7.96
27
©.78
6 .21t
27
27.56
3.92
27

Tndop.-

Tt8.67
11.31

_ 15
A9 .00

8 .51
15
_25,A7
5.59
15
500
15.30
15
-3.8..A3
9.5
i
3ft. 07
6.51
Ht
25.36
5.U6
Ht

S. Mod.
65.90
17.68

h2
66.05
Ift.95
k2
28.26
7.58
2

J*10.57
6.55
i2

— 29.50
5. HU

2 ,

Stu.
56.69
12.12
35
59.57
10.07
35
28 .3U
8.72
35
57.66
11.7ft
35
itl.05
6.65
3t
ft0.97
9.09
35 .
28.17
0.85
35
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Xt ran then necessary to dichotomise the data iIn various
ways to tost the hypotheses (see Chapter Five) and to see IF
any unpredicted differences occurred.

The first comparison is between those who scored at or
beyond IcT above and below the mean score for the C-acale.

Ovini> to the reversed scoring on this scale this means that
those falling at or beyond Icf above the mean (i.o. >73) are
non-Conservative in their beliefs whilst those scoring loss than
ir below the mean (1.e.”44) are Conservative in their beliefs.
The rospon3ent3 scoring between +lo* and -10 are excluded from

the analysis for thi3 purpose.

Table Twenty
miTtfFitiaon of Mean Scores of High and low Conservatives
" {11 a *40, N a 57)

COI13. =*"44
Non.-Cons. =>>73

M Mean
oan <r  Non- a  Diff. t p df
Cons. cons.

\

Streaming 50.50 16.09 75.57 I*t.27 -25.07 7.81 .001 94

Selection 52.50 11.66 74.50 12.25 -22.00 8.84 .001 94

Corp.Fun. 26.02 ~.33 42.271 12.03 -16.22 9.12 .001 94

r-—-—— JEE——

Tend. " 34.62 7.91 49.15 7.20 _14.53 3.85 .001 90
Pad» 36.53 6.09 49.16 6.15 -12.58 9.49 .00l 39
Nat. 271.30 4.86 35.11 5.26 -10.31 9.96 .001 89

rOe aleo Pleure One. (in all "profilo" couiparisona, the scores

havo Not boen nonnalised. Hence it is thé extent of separation






between the two graphs, and not. the shape of' tho graphs that 1is
iraportant.)

In order to teat hypothesis two, teachers working 1in
eSelective schools (N a 82) had their scores on the seven scales
compared with thair colleagues i1In *Non-selactive* schools

(N = 33)* The results are given below.

Table Twenty One

?-loen Scores. 7Selective School*™™ teachers (Na82)
va ;Non-»Seloctive School- Teachers (N=32)

Mean * cr Mean cr Diff
Sel. Sel. Non-Se2 Non-Sol -
Scale Sch.  Sch. Sch.  sch sel.—  C.R. P df

Tchrs Tchrs Tchrs Tchrs Non-Sal
Streaming 49.61 12.20 61.13 17.60 -11.52 4 .36 >.001 163

Selection 51.04 11.36 66.30 15.38 -15.26 7.20 >.001 162

Corp.Pun. 23.05 8.23 29.29 3.63 -1.24 o0.04 N.S. 163
Cons. 56,45 14.50 55.35 12.25 1.10 0.59 N.S. 160
Tend. 39.08 7.99 39.70 8.65 -0.62 0.46 N.S. 147
;;d- 33.62 6.34 4o .90 6.41 -2.28 2_.19 N.S. 149
Nat. 26.63 4.36 23.60 5-52 -1.97 2.41 N.S. 148
(>.02)

(300 also Figure Two)

To tost hypothesis throe, all teachers were ecollapsed*
into ono sample (N a 165) and tho College of Education and
Univorsity tutors (the “Teacher Trainers*) were collapsed into

anothor (@ = 111) and tho mean scores of each group compared.






For tills analysis, the students were excluded

Table Twenty Two

Mean Scores, "Teacher Tratnard* (N - 111)
v3 Taachara (N a 1Ib5)

Diff.
Mean er
Mean cr Tchr
Scale Tchr  Tchr  $onrs Tehrs Trars- C-R- p df
Trars Tmrs Tchrs

Streaming 63.55 ¥5e21 55.59 15.92 12.96 6.62 >.001 274

Selection 66.75 13.40 58.77 15.54 7.98 4.53 >.001 273

Corp.Pun. 38.12 11.23 28.91 8.44 9.21 7.20 >.001 272

Cons. 63.61 15.32 56.75 13.40 6.36 3.79 >.001 269
Tend. 44 .28 3.18 39.56 8.71 4.72 4.42 >.001 254
Had. 45.28 6.73 39.90 6.48 5.33 6.38 >.001 255
Nat. 32.71 5.M 27.34 5.02 5.37 8.01 >.001 255

-«

Hypothesis Four predicted that within Colleges of Education,
tutors working in »Education Departments would show a more
»progressive* profile of scores than tutors In »Academic
Departments*. As tutors in »Education* Departments usually
contain a number of ex-Primary School teachers a preliminary
comparison was made to see iIf there was any consistent trend
to indicate that such tutors held different beliefs from
colleagues coming from a Secondary School teaching background.
Observed differences showed no consistent trend, three being

in favour of ex-Secondary School teachers and four in favour
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of ox-Primary school teachers. Only on the Streaming scale

did the differences reach significance» the ex-Prlmary School
teachers being significantly more opposed. The similarities

aro generally much more striking than the differences and zo

the comparison between e<Education* tutors (N 5§ hi*) and eAcademic*

tutors (@ 3 5*0 vaa made.

Table Twenty Three

lloan Scores, College of Education Tutors

»"Educatioh* 5ovarta IIa v9 "Academid* Departmenta (Na5)
Mean x Mean ar Diff.
Scale  .eqict “Educ” «Acad" «Acad» Ed-Ac ©"c P df

Streaming 70.60 12.27 66.33 17.5~*~ **25 1.39 N.S. 96

Selection 63.16 12.05 65.98 15.17 2.13 0.73 N.S. 96

Corp.Pun. 36.73 10.1** 33.50 13.03 -1.77 0.7 N.S. o=

Cons, - 60.32 13.39 63.39 16.*3 -2.57 a.83 N.S. 9=
Tend, hu.eu 7.73 *3.32 3.56 1.32 0.78 N.S. 9=
Rad. hh. 50 5.13 *6.0* 7.39 -15~~ 1.13 N.S. 03
Nat. 32.79 560 32.79 5.83 0.00 0.00 N.s. o=

Hypothesis Five predicted that the beliefs of students
training as secondary school teachers would resemble those of
tho toachor3 in the schools rathor tlian of their college tutors,
es-pocially 1f the measurement were done iImmediately prior to a
teaching practice. The comparison was made only with teachers

working in enon-selectivel schools, as these aro the kind of



schools into vhich all the students varo placed for teaching

practice and the type of school

pursue a career.

Mean Scores.
va

Scale

Streaming

Seloction

Corp.Pun.

Cons.

Tend.

Mad .

Mat.

in vhich the majority will

(See also Figure Three)

Table Twenty Four

""Non-Selactivel School Teachers

Moan < Mean <r gigf'
Stu. Stu. . Tchrs Tchrs _Tchrs
56.69 12.12 61.13 17.60 5%
59.57 13.07 66.30 15.39 -6.73
23.3» 8.72 28.87 3.63 -0.53
57.66 11.7%* 55.35 12.25 2.31
*»1.06 6.65 39.70 3.53 1.35
**0.97 9.09 ho.90 6.hi 0.07
23.17 3.35 23.60 5.06 -0A 3

"Secondary' Students (NaT?)

C.R.

1.56

2.0

0.30

0.9

0.81

0.10

0.5

Hypothesis Six predicted that eSuccessful* and

P df
N.S. 116.
N.S. 116
N.S. 116
N.S. 115
N.S. 109
N.S. 110
N.S. 110
*Unsuccesstul

students would not be distinguished by differing value profiles.

A rating on a ten point scale (1

= very successtul

10 = fail) was available from tutors supervising the teaching

practice for all 35 students who had completed sets of scales

prior to tho start of the teaching practice.

Students scoring

at ranks 1, 2 or 3 wore deemed esuccessful* for this analysis

whilst those scoring 7> 3, 9 or 10 wore deemed *unsuccessfule.
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t&n th.13 1aatanca, B"* and Ey2 war© used rather than o 1In
view of the small numbers involved; 1i1n all cases "in the
tables in this chapter, where *t* is quoted, then Ex", Ey*
have boon the basis of the calculation; whore C.R. 1is quoted,

0" has been employed.)

Table Twenty Five

Moan Scores. ™"SecondaryX¥ Students (Na35)
ASuccessful!* ("15) vs "Unsuccessful In=9)

Diff.
Moan a Mean @
Scale Succ- t vV df
Succ Succ. Unsucc Ensue0 Unsucc 4

Streaming 56.73 16.31 57.56 9.9 -0.33 0.37 N.S. 22

Seloction 65.00 12.36 55.22 12.47 9.73 1.96 N.S. 22

Cor .Pun. 23.33 8.63 30.11 12.52 -1.73 0.39 N.S. 22

Cons. 61.6 11.66 53.0 10.54 3.60 1.76 N.S. 22
Tend. 39.43 7.5 41.73 3.32 -2.35 0.84 N.Ss. 21
Pad. 42 .20 5.26 39.39 6.09 2.31 0.93 N.S. 22
Mat> 23.53 3.19 23.11 4.47 0-42‘30.26 N.S. 22

Finally, although not included in the set of hypotheses,
a cot of what may be described as »standard comparisons* were
made. Firstly, the whole 3aaplo was dichotomised into men and

women and the scores of each sex compared:



Tabla Twenty Six

Cogroarison of* Mean Scores 0? Men and -/ocian

Diff.
Scale Mon <r ibadn <T ten- C.R. o] df
teen

Streaming ¢él1.62 16.37 57.92 15.47 3.70 1.96 N.S. 302
Selection 63.+1 15.40 59.00 13.96 4.41 2.57 N.S. 301

Corp.Pun. 31.73 10.33 31.67 9.93 0.03 0.07 N.S. 300

Cons. ,60.47 15.4 53.32 13.23 1.65 0.98 N.S. 297
Tend. 42 .30 3.85 4o0.41 3.01 1.39 1.35 N.S. 231
Rad. 42 .04 7.08 41.73 6.37 0.31 0.38 N.S. 233
Kat. 29.73 6.04 23.90 4.89 0.35 1.30 N.S. 233

«

In viow or Oliver and Butcher*s finding (1968) that
toachors i1n ¢grammar schools — who were largely graduate - wore
significantly more tenderminded than teachers in other types
of school - who were largely non-graduate - the scores of
graduate teachers iIn this saraplo were compared with the scores

of non-graduate taachera (students ar© excluded from this

comparison):
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Tablo Twenty Savon

Haan Score3, Graduate (N = 19*0 va
Tlon-Oraduata (hn a 77) Taaehera and Lecturers

Mean <r Mean <r Diff
Grads Grads Non- Non- Grads

Scale Grads Grads Non- C.R. P df
Grads

Streaming 61*30 16.66 59.31 16.87 1.99 0.87 N.S. 269
Selection 61.86 15-26 61.6®* 1*1.76 0.22 0.11 N.S. 268

Cox-p. Pun. 33*33 11.25 30.66 9.39 2.72 =ox N.S. 267

cons. 60.*io 1*1.23 57.*iI0 15.71 3.00 I©1*1 N.S. 26U
Tend. =183 8.7 M0 9.21 L1.*i3 1.16 N.S. 2+9
Pad. I8 703 H1.36 7.19 0.32 0.31 N.S. 2%9
Nat. 29.*i3 5.72 29.33 6.03 0.15 0.13 N.S. 250
BN i

Another fairly obvious comparison which is often made
vfith data such as this is between old and young respondents*
Information about the ago of respondents, in grouped form, was
available 1In moat cases and respondents under the age of 35
woro arbitrarily assigned to tho »young* group whilst those
over 35 woro a33igned to the »old* group* The results were
as follows; (once again with students, who \wore all »young»

excluded from the comparison)
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Tnble Twenty Dirriit

Moan Seoroa ™oung** Teachers and Locturers ( 33 NslQl)
vo "Old” Teachers and Lecturers ( 35 N-17Q)

Biff.
Mean cr Mean *T
Scale Young Young old old é?gng— CH. P df

Streaming 59.55 16.69 61.09 16.33 -1.M 0.63 N.S. 269

Selection 60410 15.79 61.97 L1.31 -0.57? 0.29 N.S. 268

Corp.Pun. 30.06 10.68 33.51 10.53 -2.35 2.13 N.S. 268

Cons. 63.61 13.9* 56.35 1181 6.76 3.7~ >.003 265
Tend. 4252 8.11 41.00 9.15 1.52 1.36 N.S. 250"
Had. TS8R 7-0» 4211 7-22 -0.27 0.29 N.S. 251
Nat. 23.10 5.99 29.78 5.73 -1.63 2.17 N.S. 251

Data vero also available about the level of appointment
held and so 1t was possible to dichotomise the respondents
into two further groups, those holding senior appointments
(Headteacher, Deputy Headteachers, Heads of Departments,
Hoads of Hpuso and Heads of Voar) and those holding Junior
appointments. Such a division, of course, tends to produce
similar groups to the e<old* and eyoung* comparisons referred
to abovo, oxcept that in thx3 particular analysis students

and toachor trainers ware excluded;
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Tabla Twenty Nina

Moan Scores. “Senior”~Teachers* (nh=36)

va "Junior” Teachers

Mean o"
Scalo Son. Sen.
Tchrs Tchrs
\

Streaming 59.03 15.19

Selection 60.31 15.52

Corp.Pun. 23.79 8.23

Cons. 56.52 13.37
Tend. 39.69 8.44
Rad. 40.15  6.47
Hat. 23.75 5.33

* Heads, Deputy Heads,

Mean
Jun.
Tchrs

51.71

55.40

23.87

57.0%1

39.13

39.39

27.13

Heads

House, Heads of Year.

iNabdT
a Diff.
Jun. Son.-
Tchrs Jun.
14.6*1 7.32
15.51 4.91
8.51 -0.08
13.03 -0.52
3.66 0.56
6.25 0.76
4._46 0.72

C.R.

3.01

1.93

0.06

0.24

0.33

0.70

0.86

>.01

N.S.

N.S.

N.S.

N.S.

N.S.

N.S.

of Department, Heads of

Finally, data had been requested about the subjects

taught, simply divided into Arts Subjects (which includes
social science) and Science Subjects (which includes

mathematics). Students and lecturers wore again excluded

from thio comparison»

df

152

151

152

149

137

138

138
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Tnblo Thirty

Moan Scorga, Teachers of*Arts"™* Subjects £2»12?)
"~ "Va Toachara of Sciancea** (NabeV

H— — 11—

Mean
Scale Arts
Tchrs

Stroaning 53.93

Selection 53 .35

Corp.Pun. 23.90

Cons. 57.75
Tond. ho,ok
Rad. ho-66
Nat. 27.53

cr
Arta
Tchrs

14.91

15.50

12.92

Mean

Sci.

Tchrs

54.65

53.62

28.36

55.42

39.38

33.36

27.03

* Includes Social

cr
Sci

Tchrs
15.72

13.59

14 .co

5.45

5.01

Sclaaces

**  Jncludes Mathematica

Diff.
Arts—
Sci.

1.S0

0.50

df

1S6

135

186

133

172

174

174
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PART 11 - INTERVIEWS

Six teachers wero interviewed, two of whom worked 1iIn
comprehensive schools and four of whom woriced in direct grant
grammar schools. This i1nvolved visiting two comprehensive
schools» both of the “all-through* 11-13 variety and two direct
grant grammar schools which also spanned the 11-13 age range.
Interviews took place between February and April 1976.

The teachers interviewed were chosen largely because their
pattern of scores iIndicated some variation from cheir population
enorma* suggesting, perhaps, that they would have iInteresting
views on the topics to be discussed. For example, one of the
teachers chosen from comprehensive schools - a deputy head -
scored the maximum of 60 on the corporal punishment scale,
indicating, apparently, an implacable opposition to this form
of punishment. One of the four teachers ".forking in a direct 1
grant school seemed to show a profile of scores indicating
some disagreement with the predicted diroct grant profile.

ThO© 1nterviews were loosely structured around the topics
covered by the scales. As the topics were discussed iIn the
order of their previous presentation to respondents (that 1is,
streaming, Tollowed by selection and ending with the N-scalo)
most of the time was spent analysing opinions about the more
immediate problems faced by teachers that is the two forms of
oeloction and corporal punishment. All the teachers gave
generously of their time - the interviews varied in length
between twenty minutes and one and a half hours - and they
appeared to speak very freely, sometimes to the limits of profes-
sional responsibility. The writer became incroasingly interested

in his respondents* views on the nature of human abilities as this
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appeared to underpin their attitudes to a ./id3 variety oi"
educational questions.
Thera now follows an account of each interview, In.

chronological order*

Subject C,12 - Intarviowsd 17.2.76

Thia, the first toacher to be iInterviewed, was, by chance,
also tho oldest, recording his age in the 46-55 range, IIO was
Head of Department of Physical Education iIn a large co-
educational 11-13 comprehensive school: ho also taught social
studies. Ho to3 chosen, not for the normal reason that his
scores departed from eaverage* or were iIn any ~ray remarkable
but because of tho profusion of comment he included when
completing his scales* His scores, with the *comprehensive

school mean* in brackets following are as follows:

Streaming 61 (59.53 <r17.25)
Selection 05 (66.39 <r 15.25)
Carp. Pun. 23 (30.3k <r 9.34)
Cons. 55 (54.13 <r 12.10)
T. 23 (33.29 <«r 8.49)
li. 42 (39.49 er 5-55)
N. 27 27.56 <«r 4.74)

With the marginal exception of hi3 T-scalo score all these
values lie easily within lo of the population rasan for
comprehensivo schools.

As this vas tho first interview of tho serios a certain
amount of trial and orror procedures occurred In search of a

reasonable aiodu3 operand!. The interview lasted over one hour
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and bogan with aum oval intarprotation by tha vritsr or the
teacher™s scores. Ho fait that they fairly represented his
position on the various issues and, further, claimed that ha had
enjoyed the exporionco of completing tho scales» ha often felt
ecut off* iIn hi3 teaching - especially in physical education —
and thought that thinking and talking about the matters raised
by the scales was good for him.

On streaming, as hi3 score suggests, ho was neither
strongly pro nor contra the practice. Ha advocated a rational
view and claimed to support sotting (streaming by subject)
rather than streaming, ™for those subjects which felt they
needed 1t”. 1In his school thoy had a non-strnamed foundation
loading to a sotted superstructure and ho approved of this
system. On the other hand, be stressed the role of the teacher»
non-streaming would work 1f the teachers wanted 1t to work.

Ho appeared to be more anti 11+ selection than his score
of 63 suggests. He was scathing about the effects of the
selection procedure on the primary school curriculum - ho had
taught 1n a primary school. On the other hand, he vas unhappy
aboxit some aspects of secondary school re-organisation* for
crumple Iro vas very critical about the sise of some compre-
hensive schools. Ho showed a lot of interest iIn independent
secondary schools, claiming that Fton and Harrow were compre-
hensive In tho academic sense, but not iIn social terma* He
folt that one important difference between the provided and
independent sectors was T1io lower staff:student ratio» In the
independent sector, "Give us 12jl and ve will get the results”
was one comment, Ha objected strongly to local education

authorities xdio operated grammar schools and *so-called



—1INT7-

comprehenaivos* side by aids, citing a local example of this
practice.

Ho commented at length on corporal punishment. “Corporal
punishment i1s no panacea but i1t is a simple way of demonstrating
society* a outrage when somo rule of behaviour ha3 been broken.

It is tenderstood by the young and unsophisticated child.

Dubious with older people. The teacher*3 understanding,
personality and sympathy are factors to include in the thinking .w
He was cloariy not in favour of ail staff being able to administer
corporal punishment but, in general, his views were quite
straightforward - a properly-regulated system was necessary.

Ho accepted his C-scale score vifch tko cotamentjy '‘Yes, I1*m
a bit on the blue side"l. Cn the T, T 3nd N-scales lie accepted
the *verdict* of his 3corss. He realised, as his scores
indicate, that ho vaa more radical about education than social
affairs generally, remarking* '"..._.perhaps because I know more
about education”» He also commented on lira H-score. "l foel
that education tanat be h putting in before there can be a
drawing out”, a rouurk which tends to confirm his generally
non-child-centred view of education.

Although no profound depths were reached in this iInterview,
which took about £0 minutes, the teacher did offer useful, if
infoxtaal, validity data on the various scales. He was thoughtful

and *sound* In his views and in the way ho expressed them.

This teacher produced an interesting pattern of scores,
including tho maximum possible (60) on tho corporal punishment

scale. In view of his position as a deputy headmaster — a role
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often associated with the maintenance of discipline — this
seemed to be an interesting conjunction of position and belief«

Ills scores, with the ecomprehensive mean* i1n brackets, are as

follows)
Streaming 39 (59.53 o X7.25)
Seloctioa 34 (36.39 a 15.23)
Corp. Pun. 60 (30.34 cr 9.34)
cons« 67 (54.13 o 12.10)
T. 42 (33.29 o 3.49)
R. 43 (38.49 o 5.53;
N. 20 (27.56 a 4.74)
as deviation scores frora the population mean
ares
Streaming 1 717 above the comprehensive school mean
Selection 1.16ar above the comprehensive school mean
Corp. Pun. S.0lo" above the comprehensive school mean
Cons. 1.0oo above the comprahensive school mean
T. 0,44cr above the comprehensive school mean
R. 0.6j<3 above the comprehensive school mean
N. 0.jJ00” above the coraprehon3!ve school mean

In all cases, hi3 3coros suggest that he is more eprogressive*
than other teachers iIn comprehensive schools; with respect to
his corporal punishment score, remarkably so. As the interview
reveals, hovevor, his views on corporal p*mishment were more
complex than thio uncompromising opposition suggested by his
scores.

The work of this deputy head (who was employed in a largo
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11-18 coeducational comprehensive school - not the aano one as
Subject C.12) van largely administrative and he vas not normally
concerned with disciplinary matters. By training a scientist,
he did little teaching novadays. He referred more than once

to a «nivarsity course on emiddle management* ha had attended,
the first sustained further education G-xparionce he had under-
gone since his first degree in the 1950», Ha had taught abroad
— 1n 1ndependent schools - and in grammar and comprehensive
schools in th8 United Kingdom.

IT the streaming scale possesses reasonable validity, a
score of 89 such aa this subject gained should indicate a
decisive rejection of the practice. This proved to be so. At
his previous school (-which vaa located in a voll-kncvn, even
notorious, <=New Town* area of North West England) he had
experienced a *banding* (coarse streaming) system where, he
felt, the bottom band was "oxtromely difficult to teach",

Hence, his original opposition to streaming vas based on a
belief about i1ts effect on behaviour. Ho had done little

reading about th+3 controversy and described his vievs as being
based on *practical judgement*. But, de-s"nresming® as i
administrative measure only, i1,e. not linked with a change of
aims and methods, was a waste of time. |In bis viov, there was

no loss to the *brighter childl, but he did show concern about
the *3low learner* in a mixed ability class, favouring withdrawal
for basic subjects, but only if there was a voll-established and
experienced remedial department.

His scors of 8u on the selection scale again suggests strong
opposition to lie procedures and, again, this proved to bo ths

case. The only contrary indication was that ho felt that inter-



school transfers (as botveon modem and grammar schools) could
ba successful 2 ha cited a situation he had axporidreed, vhon
the school-leaving ago was still 15, whereby the modern and
grammar schools ec—opomted closely in cotrolatin® their-
curricula, resulting 1In a large number of* successful transfora
to the grammar school at 15.

But, 1t proved to bo hin views on corporal punishment that
were the most interesting. As with his viewa on streaming* this
was a practical judgement based on his experience at his last
school, one which would bo perceived as being ’difficult* by
most teachers iIn tho-area, ™"If ws could manage without it
there, we can manage without i1t anywhere.*® This soeaa clear
enough but he went on to qualify his view. Uobad recently
(Summer Tom 1975)? for the first time In his life, caned a
boy in the absence of the ’caning deputy head* (sic). The boy
load been caught stealing from a colleagues car, on school
premises, and ho had carried out the caning, against his better
judgement, bo show professional support to the Head of* Middle
School who had brought the boy to him and clearly expected him
to be caned, [lip wont on to make further distinctions between
formal and infernal corporal punishments ha had loss absolute
objection to eoar—tver»king and hair pulling* which ho admitted
to in his early days as a teacher, Tn summary, he felt that
caning worked with pupils who dicin’t really need to be caned
but did not work with tho ’hard cs.sas*. He honestly admitted
that his views had never hren severely tested luring* his careen
ho got on well with children but was 1033 sure 1If ho could
maintain his attitude i1f faced by examples of abuse or violence,

especially 1T offered to women teachers
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Hi3 score of c7 o* t3ie C-scale ouggbaté that ha *3 mildly
radical* he claimed a largo degree of* indifference to political
inatters* lie felt that ho might be more radical 1In education
(Wl can have seme influence on educational affaire.w) but hia
score suggests otherwise, Whether this is a failure of iInsight
into his own beliefs or a comment on the validity of the f+
scal« 1s a matter for conjecture. There appeared to be nothing
of* note about the T and li-acaleaj iIn any case, he had already
given the writer 00 minutes of his time.

In general, he claimed to have enjoyed both the scale
completion and the interview. (it may be worthy of note that
it was at this school that the staff requested further copiaa
of ths scales following the arrival of tho notea of interpret-
ation (see Appondir XIIDto the first teachers to volunteer.)

He felt that his score3d wero valid and alluded to tho course on
emiddle management* ns having been influential on his beliefs
on egeneral educational questions», 33y tills ho appeared to
refer to the T, 1 and tI scales rather than tho Streaming,
Soloction and Corporal Punishmont scales whore, by Ills clear
admission, practical rather than theoretical judgements were

involved.

Subject D. — Interviewed ?26*7.73
His pattern of scores (ith the »direct grant grammar
school means and standard deviations in brackets) i3
reproduced here:
Streaming cl (A7-00 <r9.4}
Selection 61 ¢8.71 a9.a?)

Corp. Pun, 08 (oC.£U m 7*10)
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Cons« 67? (57.75 cr11.52

h6 (37.«<9 ¢*7.09)
n. ho (39.13 & h.79)
N. 2S (26.15 or ¢;,03>

Thin pattern i1a not xtnunual -for a teacher In a diroct grant
grammar school, as roprosantod by thi3 sample», and ho was

chosen because ho had some of the highest,, 1.0. most »progressive*
scores amongst teachers in this school. Ilo taught chemistry and
had taught 1n this school only, apart from coaching practice
experience in a College of Further Education* Ho warned the
writer that hio time was limited — 1In fact the interview lasted
for only 25 minutes - and so we proceeded straight to a

discussion of his scores on tho attitude scales without any
preliminary tali; about tho nature of ability.

A3 his sccro on the streaming scale implied,he had mixed
feelings about the practice. Ho yjointed out that the grammar
school was i1tself a stream and felt that further streaming,
especially i1in the lever school, wan unnecessary. He also argued
that streaming vas unfair to teachers - n,.,,no-on® should havo
to teach all tho duds®™™1. Ho believed that the “good* lifted the
ebad* - ho mentioned that 2;0 had no patience with tha *bad
apple in tho barrel* typo of argument as applied to classes of
children. Many very able children - the <high fliers* in Ills
terminology - appeared to come from modest home backgrounds
whilst tho sound, solid middle class homes tended to produce the
eplodders*,, Thus, although to some extent employing stereotypes,
be va3 not employing what may be called the expected stereotypes:
a practice that may be related to his ooTnovhnt different pattern

of scores



On the question of 11* selection, he claimed to have an
open mind. lie reminded his interviewer that he vaa a scientist
and that ho t/ould prefer to judge the matter on tho basis of
evidence. Ho fait that there was too much emotion iIn the
arguments about comprehensive schools and wished to see more
reason to tho fore. He attempted a similar argument on the
subject of corporal punishment. Ho did not omploy i1t himself
but felt that he had no right to deny it to colleagues nor to
himself at 3oma future tin*3* a very pragmatic argument. He
had no particular comments concerning his score* on the C, T,

R and N—scales accepting tho writer** brief iInteroratation of
the scores as a reasonable statement of his views.

Tvhen completing the first three scalc3 iIn the battery, he
had mads a number of ? responses (Don"t know), lie made the
point that he needed to respond quickly to attitude statements.
"1If X think about tho question, | find i1t almost Impossible to
give a definite reply.” At this point a school bell sounded

and, with apologies, lie rushed off to a lesson,

Cubject »,27 - Interviewed 26.3.76

Although this was the shortest of the sin: interviews, 1In
some ways It turr.od out to be the most productive. This
teacher’s scoresft with the usual comparisons in brackets, were

as fTollows:

Stroaming 22 (47.0 3 y.4)
Soloction 38 (48.71 aj.oz)
Corp. I"un. 18 (25.64 o'7.19)

Cons. 48 (57.70 trll .62)
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T. h5 (37.39 cr7.3d)
R, 29 (B9.13 erh*70)
H. 2b (26.13 erh.cr})

2t may bo soon dt onco why tixi.3 teacher was chosan for interview.

In deviation terms, llia scores may be summarised aai

Streaming 2.66<j*below the Direct “rant Grammar School
mean

Soioctiou 1=19<7 below the Direct ¢rant Grammar School
moan

Corp. Fun. 1.GOcr below the Direct Grant Grammar School
mean

Cons. 0.J-to below the Direct Grunt Grammar School
naan

T. 0,00."? above the Direct Grant Grammar School
mean

R. 2.12CT below the Direct Grant Grammar School
mean

N. 0 -5?cr below the Direct Grant Grammar School
mean

Even for the Direct Grant sample, these scores ars, with one
exception, very low, the streaming score remarkably so. It 1is,
In fact, the lowost scoro recorded on this scale for any
respondent. This toachor had taught Biology fox” »ix yaars, in
this school and 1n one independent school. In September 197/
he was »roving to another post, also iIn a Direct Grant Grammar
School .

Tic immediately showed great interest iIn questions
concerning the nature of human abilities. ho emphasised speed
ns a criterion for tho i1dentification of high intelligence but
also iIncluded a sense of humour. (This 1s an iInteresting link
vith the much-criticised work of Getaels and Jactson (1962) who

associated sense of humour - often of a macabre kind - with



high divergent ability. ) He felt that there were regional
differences i1n intelligence; that northern boys hard a email
active vocabularly but a large passive one compared with, boys
he load taught in Southern England. One of his taslcs as a
teacher, Iie declared, was to molco active this large passive
vocabulary» Heredity va3 paramount in determining mathematical
and logical ability, but environment, especially upbringing,
was the crucial factor iIn determining other types of ability.
An iInteresting point iIs that, although on balance, he appeared
to give more credence to environment as a determinant of
ability, ho believed.absolutely that ability va3 fixed, had
gained a ceiling, by the age of eleven and that the level was
determined largely by experiences iIn the home prior to age
eleven. Thus, for him as a teacher In a secondary school
resolving children at the ago of eleven, abilities were just as
fixed as 1T determined by an i1ron law of inheritance. Although
in his conversation he stressed the developmental nature of
intelligence, the nature of his discourse va3 to give the
impression that ability was an entity possessed by the individual
and that the task of secondary education was to determine the
ceiling of this ability and to develop knowledge structures
apprcpi-iate to this (known) level.

Although hi3 streaming score - as noted above - was the
lowest recorded, in interview he was less positive than the
score suggested he would be. ™It is efficient In a goal-
oriented manner™ and "To deny til® need for streaming iIs to deny
the human condition™ were two comments he made, the second being
much the more positive. He had no experience of non-streaming

but observed that it must, sometimes, be hurtful to the less



able. Ha was 1033 aura about the need for streaming In a
highly selective school such as the one iIn which ha was
currently working, although one detected some regret at the
recent decision by the headmaster to abolish the *express
stream®*. In Mathematics and other hierarchical subjects he
accepted that streaming was essential - indeed, acceleration,
as In an ’express stream*, was desirable — but he felt that i1t
was less necessary In subjects where maturity of writing was
more Important than reaction speed.

On 11+ selection he felt that the government was unwise
to move to a totally comprehensive system as this sharpened
the polarity between the independent and provided sectors (by
abolishing the intermediate position of the Direct Grant Schools)
He saw many virtues in iIndependence from the state iIn education
but lack of time precluded any further iInvestigation of this
point. He showed little iInterest in or knowledge of the
various forms of comprehensive re-organisation.

His views on corporal punishment reflected those of other
teachers interviewed. It was effective in the punishment of
certain kinds of ni3-behaviour, such as general mischievousness.
JA good hiding stops him messing about and he doesn’t bear any
grudge.” It should hot be administered for academic failings
nor for any kind of sorious misdemeanour. (Thi3 point was
commonly held by the teachers iInterviewed and is also recorded
in Highfield and Pinsent 1952).

Throughout tho interview, this teacher stressed the
intrinsic worthwhilene33 of education - It was to train the
mind generally, not for any kind of direct vocational purpose.

This view i1s reflected In his T-scalo score, the only one to
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risG above the Direct Grant grammar school mean. (it 1s also
higher than all other group means, except the highest of all -
the University teachers* mean.) It will be recalled (in

Chapter Six) that a high score on this scale might reasonably

be interpreted as a commitment to education for 1ts own sake.

Sub.ject D.34 - Interviewed 1,4.76

An untrained graduate iIn French, he was selected for
interview because of his unusual - for a teacher iIn a Direct
Grant school - pattern of scores which are given here, togethet

with the Direct Grant means and standard deviations.

Streaming 51 47.0 a9 .4o0)
Selection 74 (48.71 or9.02)
Corp. Pun. 45 (26.64 cr7.19)
Cons. 71 (57.76 a11.62)
T. 34 .(37-89 c¢r 7.89)
R. 51 (39.13 <« 4.79)
N. 26 (26.13 <« 4.03)

In deviation scores, these may be expressed as

Streaming 0.43<r above the D.G. mean
Selection 2.80" above the D.G. mean -
Corp. PION. 2.550"above the D.G. mean
Cons. 1.14<T above the D.G. mean
T. 0.49cr below the D.G. mean
R. 2.480*above the D.G. mean
N. 0,03%r below the D.G. mean

With tho oxcoption of hi3 T. score and (triflingly) hi3 N
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score, all those results aro above the D.G. moan, suggesting
a profile that may bo interpreted as being more eprogressive»
than the majority of his colleagues.

On the question of the nature of human abilities, he had
inolined earlier in his career to an environmentalist viewpoint,
but now (ho is under 35) bo tended to place more emphasis on
endowment. lie accepted that abilities were normally distributed
in the population and that, as a consequence, talent was scare«e
At the same time, he argued that the selective system of
secondary education missed numbers of able children whose
talente were not best developed In secondary modern schools.

He was actively seeking a transfer to a comprehensive school

as he felt that this was, broadly, the type of secondary school
in which children would develop their abilities to the highest
degree.

At the same time ho strongly believed that comprehensive
schools should group according to ability, but preferred the
finer system of »subject setting* to the coarser streaming.

When completing the streaming scale he had written« "In most
boxes, for »streaming* preferably read »setting» " and now
confirmed this. On the other hand, as a toacher of French,
which may be seen as an incremental subject (certainly iIn the
language aspects), he may have been answering in the context
of his subject only, for he did admit that i1t should be
possible to teach los3 incremental subjects, such as history,
English and geography in mixed ability groups.

His views on 11+ selection may be inforrod from his
earlier views on the nature of ability. Ho was dubious about

the validity of celoction,fooling, iIn addition, that it resulted



In social separation, an undesirable occurrence, be felt. Ha
vaa strongly against the Direct Grant grammar school as a
system and particularly upset that hi3 school load recently
Opted to go independent. He claimed that some 30$% of the
staff agreed with his view but that none of them had bean
consulted. (it will be recalled that Direct Grant status was
progressively withdrawn by the Secretary of State, commencing
on 1st September 1976*) His position was that they should
have become a maintained school with a comprehensive intake.

On corporal punishment, although he would not prohibit
its use, he had serious doubts about using it himself. He
found formal corporal punishment particularly objectionable
but distinguished this from an »informal tap* or the like.
In any case he felt i1t was suitable only for trivial offences
and never - this expressed with great strength - for academic
fairlings.

He agreed that the scores were generally valid for him.
For instance, his T. score of 3» as noted above, 1s low — 1In
the opposite direction from the majority of his scores relative
to the D.G. mean (which is already the lowest of any of the
group means). Again, interpreting this scale as a commitment
to Intrinsic / extrinsic goals in education, with a low score
falling in the extrinsic belief area, the fact that this teacher
iIs responsible for careers guidance may make him tend to see
vocational goals (extrinsic to the system) as paramount.
Certainly this was the explanation offered by him at interview.

In general, this teacher was slightly reticent (except
when expressing his disappointment at the school*s policy In

joining the independent sector) but spoke freely enough for
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his views to be made clear. Spontaneously, at the and of the
interview, he claimed to have enjoyed both the scale completion
and the interview as they had enabled him to turn his mind to
eserious educational matters*, something which he apparently

felt he did too infrequently.

Subject D.35 - Interviewed 1.4.76

This teacher worked in the same school as D.3” and was
interviewed immediately after him. He was selected for
interview because his pattern of scores suggested s strong
commitment to selection of various kinds and to *traditionale
attitudes generally. His scores, with the Direct Grant
grammar school means and standard deviations in brackets, are

as follows;

Streaming 3b T 00 < 9.bo)
Selection 51 (**8.71 « 9.02)
Corp. Pun 23 (26.6b cr 7.19)
Cons. ] (57.76 a11.62)
T. 26 (37.89 CI 7.89)
R. o (39.13 O **79)
N. 19 (26.13 - **.03)

Expressed as deviations from the Direct Grant mean his scores

are;

Streaming 1 .b2<3 below the mean
Selection 0 .25d”above the mean
Corp. Pun. 0 .51<T below the mean
Cons. 1 below the mean

T 1.515" below the mean



R. 1.0Str"abovs the mean

N. 1.77% below the mean
In each case, except, tho R.-scale and, triflingly, the
Selection scale, hie scores are below the Direct Grant means
which are themselves, as notod above, already the lowest of*
the school group means recorded.

Ho taught chemistry and had been at the school for six
years: 1t was his first post. His views on the nature of
ability were not quite what might have been predicted from
his scores. The role of parents was seen as very iImportant
in determining the level of their children*3 ability - he
attached little importance to heredity i1n the determination
of individual differences. He was scornful of 1.Q, testing
but hi3 views here were highly pragmatic: apparently the
headmaster was inclined to use 1.Q. scores as a kind of
=weapon* against some of the staff in that i1if a boy was failing
academically, the headmaster was likely to produce that boy™*3
score. As the school pursued a policy of very fine selection
at 11+ this score was usually a very high one and the head-
master drew the conclusion that, given this high score, no
child 1in the school ought to “fail*.

On the subject of streaming, his views were more
predictable. He stressed that there were different kinds of
knowledge and different styles and paces of learning. Thus,
in the sciences and languages, ability sets were essential,
but were loss important for subjects such as English.

A strong preference for the principle of selection was
expressed but he was unhappy with tho present system which,

he felt, was too inaccurate. He suggested, as an alternative,
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the maintenance oi 11+ selection but the introduction of a
two-year *probationaryl period during which the selective

and non-seloctive schools would teach a common curriculum.

At the end of this time (when the children ware aged 13+)
inter-school transfers could occur on the basio of established
attainments, lie accepted that ability was normally distributed
in the population and that there was a limited pool of children
possessing high ability.

On the question of punishment, he argued that the school®s
detention system was no deterrent as the same boys turned up
week after weeks 1t- had become a sort of “exclusive club*.
Interestingly, however, he did not apply the same argument to
corporal punishment which he wished to see maintained in both
formal and informal senses.

Ills tendermindadness score of 26 is quite low. When the
interpretation of this factor was put to him (about i1ts being
concerned with intrinsic - tenderminded - and extrinsic views
about the aims of education) he agreed that his views were
strongly iInstrumental. He saw science as an essential area
of knowledge for living In the twentieth century. This links
with his very low K, score of 19 - he expressed great impatience
with child-centred views of educations children needed to
learn science and should be required to do so whether they
wished i1t or not. On the other hand, his hli,—scale score of
is a slight puzzle. 1t will be recalled that it is ¢ist over
1<T above the Direct Grant mean and does not accord with hi3
relatively modest score on the C.-scale (1.~ 5 belo*w the
Direct Grant Mean). An r of +0,602 has been recorded earlier

in this chapter as the strength of the relationship between
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scores on the C.-scale and the R.-scale. The strength aot"
this relationship i1s also suggested by the regression
analysis. From his conversation - and his scores - this
teacher is clearly not a *radical* iIn educational matters but
he did express his views on the present regime iIn his school
with some degree of vehemence. He expressed great resentment,
for example, against the headmaster whom he saw as an
unreasonable authoritarian. It may be that thi3 general mood
of resentment inflated his score on the R.-scale which he may.
have used - as he certainly appeared to use the iInterview - as
a form of *release*.*

(in parenthesis, it may be noted that this teacher
criticised his *Arts* colleagues for their oft-repeated claim
that scientists were ’narrow* iIn their iInterests and he argued
that 1t was often the Arts teachers who were narrow, knowing
little and caring little about scientific matters. For
himself - and he said that this was common amongst his
scientific colleagues - he claimed a broad set of iInterests -
including aviation and archaeology.)

As 1mplied above, this was a very lively interview iIn
which the teacher spoke very frankly indeed. The writer was
rather surprised at the degree of frankness in that the
interviewer was a total stranger and was known by this teacher
to work 1n a College of Education, an environment towards which

he might have been thought to be suspicious or even hostile.

This report is intended to be mainly factual, with
preliminary, essential interpretations only. Further

interpretation of the teachers* comments, together with a
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synthesis of* this with the statistical data reported earlier

in the chapter will be given i1In Chapter Eight.
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CIHAPTER EIGHT
INTERPRETATION AND DISCUSSION

Restatement o:C Hypotheses

1. Teachers identified as »Conservativel (on the Wilson-

Patterson scale) will show the following attitude profile:
They will support streaming, selection at 11+ and
corporal punishment.
They will be i1dealistic, toughminded and radical in
terms of the *Survey of Opinions* questionnaire.

The data hearing most directly on this hypothesis are contained

in Table Twenty in Chapter Seven. In this analysis, “Conservatives

are defined as those scoring I<r below the population mean on the
Wilson-Patterson C-scale (that 1s,”47)j non-Conservatives are
defined as those scoring ICl above the population mean (that 1is,
73) , which yields groups of ¥) and 56 respectively. The
differences between the two groups are striking. On all six
variables, the mean differences are significant beyond the .001
level of confidence. Some of the differences can fairly be
described as very large indeed, for example on the Streaming,
Selection and Corporal Punishment scales. Put simply, the
results in this table indicate that, as far as this sample of
teachers, lecturers and students iIs concerned, the Conservative-®
group do, in relative terms, support streaming, 11+ selection
and corporal punishment and that they are toughminded, non-
radical and i1dealistic as predicted by the hypothesis. It will
be recalled from the discussion in Chapter Five that the C-
scale 1s claimed to have reasonable validity in that obtained
values correlate with political belief and voting behaviour. On

no other criterion employed for dichotomising the sample do



such, clear and consistent differences occur. These data suggest
a political dimension to educational beliefs and values that is
very plain. It suggests that, for example, ~Conservatives* have
quite different views about the values, iIntentions and methods
of education from ’non-Conservatives®, at least as far as the
teaching force represented here is concerned. Of course, this
result is obtained by ignoring those respondents whose C-scale
scores fall within +lcr and -lIcr of the mean, that iIs those who

do not appear to have decisive political beliefs and this does
mean ignoring a large section of the sample; on a conventional
normal curve, 68 .26"-of the respondents are ignored for this
analysis, but this seems justified if one is seeking some
political polarity.

Other data bear indirectly on this hypothesis. The
correlation matrix (Table Ten i1n Chapter Seven) implies a
strong relationship between "Conservatism* and the other six
variables: the lovrest obtained r (that with scores on the
Selection scale) 1s +0.7"9- The regression analysis points the
same way: with ’Conservatism®™ as the dependent variable, four of
the remaining six variables have a worthwhile F value: 1i1n other
words scores on these four variables are good predictors of
"Conservative®™ beliefs. Less direct evidence is contained in
Table Nineteen (Chapter Seven) from which 1t may be seen that
the “Conservative profile® iIs to be found most strongly in
"selective®™ secondary schools, but these data are more relevant
to the next hypothesis.

2. Teachers showing a "Conservative profile* will be found
concentrated in “selective* secondary schools, rather than in

"non-selective” secondary schools. (The tern "noil-selective*
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refers to secondary modem and c.onnrehansive schools: the

term *selectiva* rofora to independents direct grant and
maintained grammar schools.)

Some of the most direct evidence bearing on this hypothesis is
contained in Table Nineteen in Cligptex® Seven. The data here are
arranged in the form of a value hierarchy, whereby the most
progressive beliefs are to be found amongst University and
College of Education tutors whilst the least progressive beliefs
seem to occur in the selective school sector, especially the
Direct Grant and Independent schools. Other direct evidence
relating to this hypothesis is found in Table Twenty One of-*
Chapter Seven. The scores of the teachers in the non-selective
schools (li= 83) are consistently »higher* (i.e. in a more
progressive direction) than those of their colleagues in the
selective schools (N = 82), except on the C-scale where the
selective school teachei™ appear to be less Conservative, but
the difference is not significant. However, only on the Streaming
and Selection scales does the difference reach significance
(p>.001) although on the N-scale, the difference approaches
significance (p ~.02). It is curious, perhaps, that the only
difference favouring the selective school teachers i1s on the
C-scale 1tself, scores on which appear to be a good discriminator
of educational beliefs (see discussion above). This finding may
be, 1n part, a function of the differencesbetween graduates and
non-graduates. (There are many more graduate teachers in the
selective sector than in the non-selective.) In this research,
graduates were (non-significantly) less Conservative them non-
graduates (see Table Twenty Seven in Chapter Seven and Table

Four later in this Chapter). Vilson and Patterson (1970)



reporting a large number of studies using their scale show that
undergraduate students i1n the United Kingdom are much less
Conservative than students on nan-graduate courses in Colleges
of Udiication (p~.00l1). Thus, although there is little evidence
to contradict Hypothesis Two, 1t can only be substantially
supported in terms of beliefs about streaming and selection.
3. Teachers working in the area of teacher training will hold
attitudes which are more radical, tenderminded and naturalistic
and which oppose streaming, 11+ selection and corporal punish-
ment (e-progressive* attitudes) than teachers serving iIn anv of
the secondary school"s referred to In Hypothesis Two.
The most direct evidence bearing on this prediction iIs to be
found 1n Table Twenty Two iIn Chapter Seven, although Table
Nineteen is also relevant. The differences are striking. On
all savon variables including the C-3cale, the tutors in
Colleges and Universities are signifleantly more ’progressive*
than tile teachers in the schools (p”.001 in all cases). These
data appear to support an implication in the NAS/UWT (1977)
statement quoted in Chapter Six. The data certainly suggest
that in terms of educational values the College and University
staffs i1In this sample hold beliefs very different from those
held by the teachers iIn the schools. This difference could
create problems when the two groups meet, for iInstance when
tutors visit schools to supervise students on teaching practice
or when teachers enter in-service courses, although, as was
noted earlier (Chapter Five) such teachers are not necessarily
typical of the teaching force as a whole iIn their beliefs.

As this finding appears to be important, further evidence

was sought. Many tutors have only primary school experience —
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Ospecially those txitors working: in colleges — and so th.a
sample of tcachor trainers vaa reduced by removing. all tutor»
~fhoso bioGraphical data Indicated that thoy workod in primary
ocboolfl (or where th* data ras nilsping) and tho University

sample was also removed. Xt will bo recalled that the

University teacher» wore the most ’progressive* of* all* This
loft a group of 54 tutors from colleges who had worked in
secondary schools only prior to talcing up their college
appointment. Their attitudes wOre compared with thoao of

teacher» 1n non-aaloctiv® secondary schools (N & 33).

TABLE ONE

Comparison of mean scores. College of Education tutor» (non-
primary orperience and reear. scores of teachers iIn non-
selectiva secondary schools (\=83)

Moon, Mean,

Coll, of Non—sel. DIff.

eate w0 el T R, e
Streaming 53.02 15.66 61.13 17.6 -3.11 1.08 nN.s. 135
Selection 04,87 1373 66.3 15.33 -1.43 057 nN.s. 135
Corn, Pun. 315 1231 2929 363 821 411 >.001 133
conservatism 062.09 1531 v oo 1225 674 2,63 >.01 134
Tend. *1372  7-92 397 8.65 4.02 275 >01 129
Radicalism U5.06 7.4 ho.90 6.41 416 3.32 >.01 129
Natural am 32.21 6.08 28.6 552 3.67 3-50 >.001 129

There i1s her© seme modification to the picture presented in

Table Twenty Two.

Although tho tutors still appear to be gener-

ally more eprogressive’, the level of significance has fallen in

three cases vhzl3t on the Streaming and Selection scales the

toarhor?. o appear to ha (non-significantly) more

’progressive*.



This modification does suggest some variable contamination from
tlie presence i1n tho College of Education sample of ox-primary
school teachers. The withdrawal of the University sample has
also had i1ts effect. This point throws Into some relief the
rather stark contrast between the values as shown here of
University tutors and the values of the touchers iIn whose schools
presumably, a good number of students trained in U.Ds.E. will
teach (see also Table Nineteen in Chapter Seven).

Thare +*3 a simple explanation, strongly hinted at in the
NAS/UNT document (op. cit.), of this difference. The beliefs
of the students are, "therefore, of crucial impoi“tance. Will
thi9y adopt the value stance of their tutors or their mentors 1in
the schools? The discussion of Hypothesis Five, bolow, throws
some light on this question.
4, Ifithin Colleges of Education, tutors working in Education*
Departments will hold views that are more Progressivel - as
defined iIn Hypothesis Three - than colleagues working In *Subject
Departments
The data relevant to this prediction are contained in Table
Twenty Three din Chapter Seven. There appear to be no significant
differences in attitude between the two groups and the observed
values found are iInconsistent iIn the direction of their differ-
ences, -0n tho Streaming, Selection and T-scales, the Education*
Department tutors appear more progressive; on the Corporal
punishment scale, the C-scale and the E-scale the *Subject*
Depax*tment tutors appeal* more px*ograssive and on the remaining
vax*iablo, the N-ecale, there appeai-s to be complete accord
between the groups, to two decimal points. This hypothesis is

not verified by these data.
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5. Students about to enVi‘rir on n fiu.nl toachln.- pmetlca 1in
1"on-sol-ctivo secor/br/ schools x.ill hold attitudes more nkin
to the teachers iIn the schools than to tutors in their collof?e
The data bearing aost directly cn this hypothesis i1s to bo
round in Table Twenty Four in Chapter Seven; 1t is mildly
surprising. Cn five of the seven variables the non-solactive
school teachers show (hon-significantly) a more progressive
profile of scores. On tha selection scale, this difference
approaches significance (c.li. 2.0, p”~™>.02). Only on the C-
scala and tha T-scalo are the students* scores indicating more
progressive beliefs than the teachers* and In each case the
difference is trifling. (See also Figure Throe, Chapter Seven)
Thus, tha profile of scores of students resembles mite closely
those of the teachers iInto whoso schools they wore about to
undertake teaching practice. This nay be due to anticipatory
professional socialisation and tho data contradict that of
J*orrison and Mclntyre (1967,a) hut supports the argument and
data of Finlayson and Cohen (1957). It also throws some light
on tha claim of tho NAYIT./T discussion document (op.cit.) which
argues:

(a) that the theories *preached* by teacher trainers are inept,
iT sincere, and bear no relation to tha *raal* school situation.
IT the*real school situation* refers to the beliefs of teachers
in the schools then, as claimed above, the data in Table Twenty
Two suggest that these beliefs are indaed very different from
those of tho teacher trainers.

(b) that tho teacher trainers *unduly influenced* tha newly-
qualified and inexperienced. The small sample of students in

this Investigation show no signs at all, at tho time they were
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tested, of having been influenced by the beliefs of their

tutors. Their belief3 anpear to have boon largely, influenced

by (what they take to be) tho beliefs of the teachers iIn the

ehost®™ schools.

There is some evidence of “over-correcting* -

that the students hold beliefs which are more traditional than

those of the teachers about to receive them on teaching practice.

As a refinement of the analysis,

a further comparison

was

made. The students were all from one College of Education and

a sample of opinion (N = 64) of tutors iIn that college was

available.

A comparison of the profiles of the two groups,

students and tutors, was made which does modify the earlier

picture.

TABLE TWO

Comparison of mean scores,

collate (T

Scale

Streaming
Selection
Corp. Pun.
Conservati
Tend. *

Radicalism

Naturalism

As would be
also Pigure

touchers.

J 35

Tiean
College
Tutors

68.17
66.14

37.00
sm  63.59

44 .25
n5.38

32.55

predicted

One) much

or

15.31
13.99
12.22
14.98

8.29

7.3

6.21

one College of Education tutors
(N 64) and third year 1secondary* students from that

Mean
Students
56.69

59.57
28.34
57.66

41.05

40.97

28.17

Diff.
< Tutors- c.ir.
Studants

12.12 11.48 4.04

13.07 6.57 2.31

>.001
NS

8.72 8.66 3.99 >.001

117~ 5.93 2.14
6.65 3.19 2;03
9.09 4.41 2.42

3.85 4.38 4.26

NS
NS

NS
.02

>.001

df

97

there i1s good separation of the scores (see

better than between the students and

the

On all variables the tutors appear to score in the
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more progressive directions on the Streaming, Corporal
Punishment and N-scales the difference is highly significant
whilst the difference on the R-scale approaches significance
and that on the Selection scale falls between the .05 and .02
level of confidence.

In case this finding i1s a-typical and not a fair repres-
entation of the NAS/UVT concept of the *newly-qualified and

inexperienced* all the teachers with less than five years*

experience from the sample of opinion in non-selective schools

were extracted (N = 19) and their scores compared with those of

the students. The results are in Table Three, below.

TABLE THREE

Comparison of mean scores, *secondary* students and iInexperienced

(< 5 years) non-selective school teachers

Mean Mean Diff.

scale Slents T Mg T Studenes-
Streaming 56.69 12.12 65.73 15.15 -9.04 2.19 NS
Selection . 59_57 13.07 68.26 15.9 -8.69 1.99 NS
Corp. Pun. 28.3*1 82 31-81 10.65 -3.50 1.20 NS
Conservatism 57-66 11 .71 61.:12 11.65 -3.76 1.10 NS
Tend. *1.05 6.65 43.00 8.97 -1.95 0.80 NS
Radicalism *10.97 9.09 42.94 5.16 -1.97 0.98 NS
Maturalism 28.17 3.85 30.72 5.27 -2.55 1.77 NS

Again, although none of the differences reaches significance,

students show a consistently less progressive profile than the

inexperienced teachers, whose profile, In turn, is less

progressive than the teacher trainers*. It iIs not easy to

df

52
52
52
52
50
51

51

the
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interpret this evidenca, but It may be suggested that students
may become slightly more progressive once they are in post than
they were during their final teaching practice - perhaps a sign
of greater confidence. On the other hand, the data In Table
Three are also consistent with the theory that some students are
affected by the progressivisin of their tutors and retain some of
it after appointment to a post. Thi3 comment appears not to
apply to the students in the sample but their attitudes after
appointment are not known. It must be stressed again that the
sample sizes are far too small and non-random for any confident
interpretation to be"offered. Nevertheless, the data lend3
tentative support to Hypothesis Five.

6 . Students i1dentified as 1successful * and eunsuccessful*
during teaching practice will not be differentiated from one
another by their attitude orofile.

The data bearing on this hypothesis occur in Table Twenty Five
in Chapter Seven and are relatively easy to interpret. There
are no differences of any significance between the scores of the
successtul and the unsuccessful, nor are any of the observed
differences i1n any way consistent. On three of the variables,
the unsuccessful appear to be slightly more progressive whilst
on the other four variables the successful group appears more
progressive. The largest differences, suggesting the successful
have more progressive attitudes”™ occur on the Selection and C-
scales but even here the significance is low (p Is between .1
and .Op with 22 df). One subjective comment may be valid:

there was a distinct tendency for the completed scales of the
successful group to be returned more quickly and without

prompting than those of the unsuccessful group, perhaps suggesting
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that the former group are better organisers than the latter, a
facility they may carry into their teaching.

The null hypothesis i1s supported. There appears to be no
predictive value - predictive of teaching success - 1In comparing
attitude scores. This conclusion tends to be supported by Start
(unpub.) nto tested a large sample of competent/less competent
teachers in all typas of school using the Oliver scales; he
found no consistent differences.

So far this discussion has related to the hypotheses. In
summary, of the six hypotheses, numbers one, three, five and six
appear to receive some support; two receives slight support
whilst four Is rejected.

The remaining inter-group analyses fall outside the concerns
of the original hypotheses. Table Twenty Six In Chapter Seven
presents a comparison of attitudes of the sexes. There are no
significant differences, although men score consistently higher
(that 1s, appear to be more progressive) than the women. On
the Selection scale, the observed difference of ~.°IT just fails
by .003 to reach the .01 level of significance with 301 df.
There 1s little toconment on here. T ilson and Patterson (1968)
report that men appear to be consistently less Conservative - as
measured by their scores on the C-scale - than women and that
this difference persists from adolescence to age 70. Pollock
(1965) vith a sample of 175 teachers drawn from secondary and
post-secondary education using the Oliver scales found only
trifling differences on N, R and T between the men and women 1in
his sample. Start ((unpub.) also using the Oliver scales reports
slight differences only between men and women (N = IU?)e

On scales dealing with more specific problems, Crompton



-166-

(1969) with a sample of 166 primary and secondary teachers found
no significant differences iIn attitudes to streaming or corporal
punishment but men more significantly opposed to selection at
11+. Highfiold and Pinsent (1959) found women more opposed to
corporal punishment -whilst Starr (1967) also found women more
opposed, but not significantly so. Tuppen (1966) found no
difference between men*3 and women*a attitudes to streaming in
the primary school.

The data reported iIn Table Twenty Seven (Chapter Seven)
also appear inconclusive. In this analysis, a simple graduate/
non-graduate dichotomy i1a made: that is, B.Ed. teachers are
included in the graduate sample along with those trained by a
consecutive rotite. Although the graduates score consistently
higher (appear moro progressivo) the differences are not
significant. Pollock (op.cit.) using the Oliver scales with a
sample of 116 teachers trained iIn oither a training college or
a U.B.2* (and, in 1965» this would have been, effectively, a non-
graduato/graduate dichotomy) found no significant differences
on M, Hor T. Crompton (1969) found few differences between a
graduato and a non-graduate group of teachers* graduates were
moro opposed to corporal punishment and were more tenderminded,
but the tlifferop.ee was significant at the .05 level of
confidence only. Oliver and Butcher (1963) report that teachers
in secondary modern schools were more Radical and Naturalistic
than teachers In grammar schools but that the latter were more
tendortninded. Again, this is offoctively a distinction
between non—graduate end graduate teachers. However, only the
N dIfforencoo and the T differences were significant and then
only at the .05 level.

A recent report by Gallop (1973) has some bearing on this
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question. 1k hypothesised that there would be significant
differences i1n personality and value systems between graduate
and non-graduate trainees for teaching, as well as differences
in the perceived organisational environment between a U.D.E.
and a College of Education. IlIs graduates (N = 230, although
this number included some students on Magister degree courses
and advanced diplomas, who may have been non-graduate teachers)
were at Aberystwyth University and the non-graduates (N = 270)
were at Trinity College of Education, Carmarthen. They were
third (final) year students. The testing was carried out iIn
1975 and a one third®"random sample was drawn from each population.
A one hundred per cent response rate was achieved although there
are no details about how the tests were administered. Three
instruments were used:
(@ Cattell*s 16 P_F. 1i1nventory
(b) The Allport-Vemon Study of Values
(©) licLeish*s College environment index
On the 16 P.F. clear differences were found: Tfor example,
the College of Education students were less intellectually
capable, more self-controlled, loss Imaginative, creative and
unconventional but more realistic. The UDE group were less
sympathetic to radical i1deas and change, more inclined to treat
knowledge as *a priori*, but were more self-sufficient and had
less need for group support. On the Study of Values, the
graduate group scored more highly on the Theoretical scale and
on the Political scale (but p only <.03 and .05 respectively).
On the McLeish instrument, the U.D.E. students perceived
their environment as dynamic, individualistic, iIntellectually

demanding but weak i1n social commitment and involvement in staff-
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student relationships. As this part of the data was analysed
by a series of discriminant functions, the College of Education
students perceived their environment as the reverse of this
picture.

Gallop concludes that there are two types of teacher and
that they are distinguished through being trained through
consecutive (graduate) or concurrent processes (nhon-graduate).
He argues, perhaps rather boldly, that these differences have
implications for comprehensive re-organisation:

* _.. to expect a Type B (Graduate) teacher to teach

his subject to B and C stream secondary modern children

iIs asking a great deal™*. (p-53)

It may be that this conclusion contains a number of unexamined
assumptions about (@) the nature of children*s abilities and
school organisation and (b) the generalizability of his
conclusions.

His work bears only tangentially on that of the writer"s
since his sample consists largely of students, his variables
are different and he ignores the impact of B.Ed. courses as well
as post-graduate courses in Colleges of Education. However, his
distinction of concurrently trained from consecutively trained
IS an iInteresting one and prompted the writer to re-examine his
data. The biographical detail supplied enabled university
trained teachers (consecutive route) to be distinguished from
college-trained, non-graduate teachers (concurrent route). For
this analysis, only teachers were included and anyone whose
biographical data were not clear was excluded. The results

are given iIn Table Four below.



TABLE POUR

Comparison of mean scores of University trained teachers
(N = 72) with Collage trained teachers (N = 49)

Mean Mean Diff.
Scale Grad3 <J  Non- I Grads- C.R. P df
Grads Non-Grads

Streaming 57.14 15,91 52.05 15.34 5.09 1.72 NS 119
Selection 56.64 15.1 59.4 15.52 -2.76 0.96 NS 118

Corp.Pun. 30.41 105 26.7«k 5.52 3.67 2.46 Ngz 118
(.02)

Conservatism 57.29 1L5.03 52.63 12.37 4.66 1.79 NS 115
Tend. 40.81 8.42 36.86 8.46 3.95 2.33 NS io4

Radicalism 40.21 7.02 39.59 6.31 0.62 0.48 NS 104

Naturalism 27.39 4.81 26.64 4.69 0.75 0.79 NS 104

Although the variables here are different from Gallop’s as
noted earlier, there is not the sharp distinction between the
groups that he found. The university graduates appear to be
consistently more progressive (with the exception of scores on
the Selection scale); none of the differences reaches signifi-
cance: the graduates* more hostile attitude to corporal
punishment, however, almost reaches significance (p >.02). It
appears tIxat the type of experience undergone is more signifi-
cant than initial academic and professional education. In other
words, university graduates working in more selective schools
have very different attitudes from university graduates working
in comprehensive schools. This difference i1s probably a
combination of initial preference reinforced by subsequent
experience. Gallop®"s conclusion - that it may be unwise to a3k

university graduates to teach loss able children iIn comprehensive
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schools, based, a3 it is, on a sample of student opinion, may
he premature.

Vh attempt was made to examine the differences between
yolld,7 and old teachers. This tmalysis used nge 35 na a cut-off
point, teachers below this age bain#? deemed eyoun”™ and over
this aaro »old*. The results are contained iIn Table Twenty
Eight iIn Chapter Seven. On five of the variables, the older
teachers appear to be (non-3ignificantly) more progressive
than the younger teachers whilst on the T-scale and the C-scale
the results are reversed, the difference on the C-scale being
highly significant ( >.001). In an earlier investigation by
the writer (Crompton, 19&9) no consistent differences were
found between young and old teachers. On the Oliver scales,
the differences were trifling; only on the Selection scale were
young teachers significantly more opposed (p_>.01). Oliver and
Butcher (1963) also report age differences on the Survey of
Opinions. There was a tendency on all scales for the scores to
fall with age (become less progressive), although on the R and
T scales 1t was the 30 - 39 age group that had the highest
scores. Pollock (1965) using the shorter version of the scales
found little difference with age on N or R but a significant
fall in scores on the T 3cale (p ¢>.01) between age 20 - 29 and
60+, Tilson and Patterson (1968) have also shown a consistent
growth i1n Conservative beliefs with increasing age, particularly
between ages 25 and 55«

Nevertheless, the data do not support the conclusion that
progressive attitudes in education are simply a function of age,
that younger teachers are more progressive than older teachers.
Xt could bo that the holding of progressiva attitudes involves

more risk-taking than the holding of traditional attitudes;
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oldor, more experienced teachers may be more willing to take
some risks, based on their presumed greater confidence, than
younger, possibly insecure teachers. This factor may, to some
extent, balance what is often presumed to be the more radical
views of the young.

The data in Table Twenty Nine examine possible differences
between teachers holding esenior* positions and those holding
»junior* positions In secondary schools. A »senior* position
has been defined as a headmaster, a deputy headmaster, a head
of department, a head of house or a head of year. All other
teachers are deemed™junior*. Of course, this analysis must be
related to age differences discussed above but some surprising
excer™ions to a straightforward relationship between age and
seniority were noted: a head of department, for example, with
less than five years* experience. Kkith two trifling exceptions
(. the C-scale and the corporal punishment scale) the senior
teachers appear to be consistently more progressive, but the
differences are very small, except on the Streaming scale where
senior staff appear to be significantly more opposed (p,>.0)»
Data on differences in attitude between junior and senior school
teachers are not numerous. Barker Lunn (1970) has no direct
evidence on this point but there i1s an implication that primary
school heads may have been more willing to try unstreaming than
their staffs. Hartley and Holt (1971) using a half version of
tho C scale with teachers and students report the following

data relevant to this question:
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TABLE FIVE
V¥ M o]

Teachers

Male 21 64.4 8.

Female 13 63.6 13.8
Peoutv Heads

Male 16 61.4 16.8

Female 12 69.4 12.4
Headteachers 15 60.2 12.2

These results - which have been “translated* into full scale
scores using the writer®s mode of scoring (and are, therefore,
to some extent, estimates) - show no consistent trend. The heads
appear to bo the most Conservative with women deputy heads the
least Conservative, junior staff falling between these two points.
The results are based on small samples and the differences are
not striking.

A report in the “Times Educational Supplement* of
2nd September 1977 throws an oblique light on possible differences
in views between senior and junior staff. A large sample of
headteachers (N = 215) together with other senior staff (N =
250) was interviewed on certain sensitive, quasi-political
issues In education. The views of 382 non-senior staff were also
obtained. On those questions which ha\re some, albeit tangential,
bearing on the present study (and collapsing the samples of
heads and senior staff into one group) the following findings
are of iInterests
1. Senior staff opposed a uniform curriculum iIn secondary

schools more strongly than junior staff.



-173-

3. Senior staff were slightly more opposed to grammar schools
than junior staff.

3. Senior staff were slightly more in favour of "new teaching
methods *.

U, Senior staff were slightly more opposed to the raising of
the school-leaving age from 15 to 16 than junior staff. (This
was particularly true of deputy heads).

5. Senior staff were much more opposed to vocational training
in schools than junior staff.

6. There was no difference in attitudes to corporal punishment
between the two groups.

The differences In the report are quoted iIn percentage
responses and none of them is particularly large. There does
not appear to be any clear iInterpretation of these results, nor
iIs 1t possible to relate them .directly to the data reported
above as they involve different variables. However, the
attitudes of senior staff to vocational training (no 5 above)
may indicate a more tenderminded atittude on the part of senior
staff but other differences are not consistent with an inter-
pretation of greater or less progressivism for either group.

The final iInter-group analysis, Table Thirty in Chapter
Soven, looks at possible differences between Arts teachers
(including social scientists) and Science teachers (including
mathematicians). The differences are negligible, although 1™ith
one exception (on the Selection scale) appear to iIndicate that
the Arts teachers are more progressive than their Science
colleagues. The difference on the R-scale is significant at the
.05 level of confidence but none of the other differences even

approaches significance. Two pieces of research, reported in



Chapter Four, are relevant to this point. McLeish (1970)*
examin"ng the attitudes of women students and using the Oliver
scales found that on entry to college, maths students were
toughminded but that science students were tenderminded (his
escientists™ are almost certainly largely biologists). Art
students and humanities students were radical and toughminded.
From his data, there is no consistent Arts/Science division in
attitudes as measured by the Oliver scales, lending support to
the null hypothesis interpretation of Table Thirty in thi3 study
Gallop®s (1972) finding that art teachers on In-service courses
were more tenderminded, radical and naturalistic than secondary
modem teachers iIn general may simply have repeated the finding
that teachers on in-service courses tend to appear more
progressive than those not on courses.

Hudson®s work (1966, 1968) points up interesting psychol-
ogical differences between scientists and artists (schoolboys)
along the dimension of convergence/divergence, ™1t any attempt
to apply his work to the present discussion would be speculative
However, 1t may not be too fanciful to see his work as lending
some support to the view that scientists do tend to be more
conservative than artists, especially physical scientists, In
the sense that they appear to have more conventional attitudes:
this view gains slight support from Table Thirty.

The statistical analyses reviewed so far have been
concerned with inter-group differences, hut there are earlier
analyses i1n Chapter Seven which deal with the data as a whole.
Table Nine simply lists the means and standard deviations of
the data, together with the mid-point of each scale. The mid-

point is not, of course, iIn any sense a "norm* for each scale
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but provides some indication of what a score for a neutral
attitude would approximate to. For example, a respondent

giving the ? response to each statement on the G-scale would
score 50 - the mid-point of the scale. Such a person might be
considered to have no very strong political views, If he were
unable to respond positively to any of 50 statements, some of
them couched in quite provocative terms. The same result would
be gained by anyone agreeing with on equal number of Conservative
and non-Conservative statements, again possibly an indication of
either no strong beliefs or iInconsistent beliefs.

On the Streaming and Selection scales the population mean
and the scale mid-point3 almost coincide. The range of scores
was also very full so this may be an indication that the
distribution of opinion 13 not highly esoteric. On the
Corporal Punishment scale the mean falls below the mid-point:
this is one area in which most teachers and students appear to
be agreed. The means of the various groups range from 25.77 to
32.90 (see Table Nineteen) with the teacher trainers well
outside this range - 37**1 and ¢H.46. This may be an indication
that this sample of secondary teachers and students wish to see
corporal punishment retained or, at least, are not prepared to
see 1t abandoned for the reasons implied in the Tiighfield and
Pinsent scale. This result is almost exactly the same as the
one reported by Crompton (1969). Tilth a sample of 166 primary
and secondary teachers, the population mean was approximately
four points below the mid-point of the scale, suggesting that
support for corporal punishment iIn the profession remains
fairly constant.

On the C-scale the mean is well in advance of the mid-



point suggesting that the sample is on the non-Conservative
sido of political neutrality. However, the reported mean of*
59»1S is less than (more Conservative than) a mean of 63»19
reported by Wilson and Patterson (1970) based on a sample of
200 »heterogeneous males* in the United Kingdom. A sample of
200 Dutch males scored a mean of 59«9”. Neither of these two
comparisons suggests any wild eccentricities in the writer’s
sample of tutors, teachers and students.

Both the T-scale and the N-scalo produce means which again
virtually coincide with the mid-points of those scales, but the
R-scale mean is well iIn advance of the mid-point. This
probably shows another aspect of the non-Conservative bias of
the sample (there is a correlation of +0.602 between the R-
scale and the C-scale - see Table Ten, whilst R-scale scores
are the best predictors of C-3cale scores - see Table Fourteen).
It may also be appropriate to suggest that many of the items on
the R-scalo - couched 1n the form of suggestions about changing
education - would, 1f carried out, benefit teachers (for
instance items number h, 6, 7» 8, 9 (especially) and 10 - sea
Appendix .X) .. that agreement with these items may be dona
as much out of self-interest as out of a disinterested radical
spirit.

Table Ten gives the inter-scale correlation values. With
the reversal of the C-scale scoring, all values are both
positive and significant. They range from a low of +0.725
between scores on the Selection scale and those on the T-scale
to a high of +0.773 between scores on the Streaming and
Selection scales, although this is the only value to exceed

+0.7» It is interesting to compare these values with values
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obtained in 1969 by tho writer using the Oliver scales and a
set of* scales measuring attitudes to Streaming, 11+ Selection
and Corporal Punishment. The values obtained in the late 1960s
were consistently lower, ranging from +0.099, between the T-
scale scores and Streaming scale scores to +0.66 between R-
scale scores and scores on the Corporal Punishment scale. The
values of r given in Table Ten are also higher than those reported
by Tuppen (966) between similar variables. The matrix suggests
a degree of homogeneity and consistency of views about education
which appears to have increased since the 1960s. It may be
over-ambitious to suggest that the teachers in the sample are
more aware of the overall i1mplications of their views than the
teachers in earlier samples? the presence of teacher trainers
(and, perhaps, also the presence of students) in this population
- people Wlio have to be consciously aware of the implications of
their views, as part of their professional lives - may have
added to tho apparently increased consistency. ™he relatively
high value of r for the relationship between attitudes to
streaming and attitudes to 11+ selection (40 .773) is noteworthy
as being higher than that reported iIn 19959 by Crompton (+0.55)
and Tuppen (1966) (+0.39). These were obtained from a sample
which included primary as well as secondary toachers. The
closer* relationship discovered 51 this study between these two
variables - which many would see as related rather than
independent — may be due to greater experience gained since
the 1960s by teachers in both unstreamed situations and in non-
selective secondary schools.

The factor analysis, details of which are contained iIn

Table Oleven, points tho same \my. It 13 clear that one large
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general factor runs through the data contributing 62 .7 to the
total "ariable variance. The next highest factor contributes
only 10',). The loadings on each variable are quite uniform
ranging from .811 to .6j6 and the latter value is untypical.
Ignoring this loading (on the T-scale) the range is only from
.811 to .711. 1t is notable that it is the T-scale which 1is
untypical: on the correlation matrix the T-scale yields
consistently lower values for r and, predictably, is out of

the relatively narrow range of loadings for each of the other
variables. Oliver and Butcher®s (196 .2 conclusion that the T-
scalo i1s the "best” of the three scales iIn the Survey of
Opinions may seem at variance with this finding. Of course, by
»best* they mean that i1t lias the greatest number of scalable
items, but the problem of what this scale Is measuring remains.
It may be i1ronic that the highest correlation between scores on
the T-scalo and scores on any of the other variables is with
another of the Oliver scales - the 1l-scale. I "111 be recalled
from the discussion in Chapter Five that the scales in the
Survey of Opinions were shortened In order to gain greater
factorial purity, that iIs to reduce the iInter-scale correlations.
These data certainly suggest that the scales are by no means
factorially pure, possibly for the reasons suggested by Wilson
and Bill (197™) discussed in Chapter Five.

It 1s proposed to suggest a simple interpretation of the
general factor which appears to dominate the data - this will
be termed “educational progressivism®™ on the grounds that a
high score on each of the variables - with the possible
exception of the T-scale, to be discussed below - can be seen

as part of a progressive profile. To turn this iInterpretation
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round, to believe, 1In 1978, In streaming®, 11+ selection,
cox™por 1 punishment and subject-centredness woxild be perceived
as pax-t of the cluster of belief"s of, say, the black Paper
writers who would be generally labelled “traditionalists* in
educational terms. If, In addition, a measure of social and
educational conservatism i1s added to the profile, the iInter-
pretation floes seem to have some credibility. The evenness of
the contribution of each variable - again with the partial
exception of the T-scale - to the total variable variance also
tends to support the interpretation of the general factor
running through the data as ’educational progressivism®.

Moving now to the series of regression analyses, some
interesting implications appear. With corporal punishment as
the dependent variable (Table Twelve i1n Chapter Seven) it 3
notable that Naturalism - usually interpreted as a measure of
child-centreciness - Is the best predictor. The T-scale i1s the
worst, having virtually no predictive value of ,.wykind. It
iIs also interesting that rejection of streaming iIs a good
predictor of attitudes to comoral punishment. Thi3 iIs 1In
terms of Tuppen®s (1Q65) finding that teachers iIn unstreamed
primary schools were significantly more opposed to corporal
punishment than teachers iIn streamed schools (p,>.0l).

Tilth streaming as the dependent variable (Table Thirteen),
beliefs about selection are easily the best predictor. This 1is
apparent from the high correlation already reported and is
again supported by Tunpen®s (op.cit.) finding that teachers in
streamed urinary schools were much more likely to support 11+
selection than teachers i1n non-streamod primary schools. On

this occasion, the C-scale appears to be a poor predictor of
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attitude3 to specific problems.
In Table Fourteen, the C-scale i1tself iIs the dependent
variab. o. In keeping with the épparently pervasive influence
of the beliefs measured by this scale, four of the remaining
six variables are significant predictors - one of these is the
T-3calo with an F value of 11.2: whatever this scale 1is
measuring, It appears to be related to non-Conservative beliefs.
Vith the Selection scale as the dependent variable -
Table Fifteen - only the Streaming scale and the R-scale are
significant predictors. Given tho very high F value of the
first variable iIn the regression equation (Streaming, F «a
116 .56) 1t is not surprising that only one other variable is
able to achieve significance level: even the C-scale 1s not
able to achieve this.
Table Sixteen presents interesting data with the T-scale
as the dependent variable. Again, only two other variables
are good predictors - Naturalism arid the C-scaie. This seems
to suggest that this scale i1s mis-named: there *3 an unfortunate
semantic implication of tendermindedness, as applied ;0 education,
which does not seem to be confirmed by these data - for iInstance
by the absence of any worthwhile relationship between attitudes
as measured by the T-3cale and attitudes to corporal punishment.
It is perfectly possible for someone to express support for
corporal punishment and yet produce a tendorminded set of scores.
Morrison and Mclntyre (1967a) suggest that a better name for
this scale would be Theoretical .... Practical, with the former
at tho Tcndeminded end of tho continuum. In a private
communication to Morrison and Mclntyre (op.cit.) Butcher
apparently concurred with this suggestion. Crompton (1969)

suggested that an important aspect of - Theoretical attitude to
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oducation would be to see the activity a3 intrinsically
worthwh lo, following Peters®™ (1966) distinction between
education as conceptually involving intrinsically worthwhile
activities and training which amongst other things, involves
goals extrinsic to the process. Some empirical verification of
this claim is to be found in Oliver and Butcher (1067) who
found toughminded attitudes iIn a training college specialising
in the training of teachers of technical subjects i1n technical
colleges. They suggest that such teachers are likely to
support the vocational aspects of education, that iIs to
determine the worthwhileness of the process by reference to
external purposes.

The best predictor of scores on the T-scale 13 the N-scale,
a measure of child-centrednesa. To accept Naturalism, therefore,
iIs to value the child for i1ts own sake, not as some future adult
(Oliver, 1953)- Logically, i1t would appear that to hold such
views should entail holding views about the iInt-“naic worth-
vhileness of education. It is the writer®s contention that this
is also an 1mportant aspect of what the T-scale is measuring -
as argued above, the scales are not factorially pure - that
Tcndcvmindedn.ess, 1n part, involves valuing education as an end
in 1tself and not for some pre-industrial purpose. Naturalism
may be.a link between what the T-scale i1s measuring and beliefs
about corporal punishment. It is noteworthy again that the
epervasive®™ C-—scale i1s the only other variable to have any
predictive power for Tendormin "edness.

Table Sixteen iIndicates the iImportant components of
educational radicalism, at least as this i1s measured by the

Tv-scale. Those are, 1in order of significance, rejection of 11+
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selection, political non-Conservatism, rejection of* corporal
punish« vnt and a belief iIn cliild-centredness. Again the T-
scale scores seem to fall outside this range of interpretation,
as i1s implied by the factor loadings (Table Eleven).

Finally, the data in Table Eighteen about the N-scale
suggest that, although the items may not be highly scalable,
it X3 a useful instrument. Five of the six remaining variables
predict N-scale acores - an indication, of course, of iIts
relative lack of homogeneity. The components of Naturalism
appear to be: a belief In education and the child as ends iIn
themselves; a rejection of corporal punishment; having
radical beliefs about education and society, at least In the
context of the United Kingdom; a rejection of streaming by
ability with, perhaps, the holding of flexible views about the
nature of human abilities, often associated with beliefs about
non-streaming. (For an explicit statement of thi3 association,
see Simon, 1973.)

Some comments about Table Nineteen seem necessary. In one
sense these data tend to confirm certain stereotypes: teacher-
trainers do appear to hold views at variance with the teachers
in secondary schools; teachers in the selective sector of
secondary education do appear to hold traditional views about
the ends and means of education; teachers iIn non-selectivo
schools anrioar to bo rather more progressive. There is \fide-
sprcad agreement in the schools about the retention of corporal
punishment. Perhaps, oddly, no-where is support for caning
stronger than in the i1ndependent and direct grant sectors: it
may be felt that children here would be in loss need of physical

chastisement than children in, say, a secondary modem school.
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Although this difference is not significant (see Table Twenty
One), that between the comprehensive school staff and the
independent school staffs just fails to attain significance
(t = 2.26 with 5h df).

Two qualifications to this “stereotype* should be made.
The teachers i1n the maintained grammar schools show a rather
more progressive profile than their colleagues iIn the direct
grant and independent schools. This is particularly true in
the case of their attitudes to corporal punishment, although
they tend to be slightly more *Conservative* than the rest
of the selective school staffs. The other exception is the
students* profile. This sample of students are not the
potential *Red Guard* of the teaching profession. Their
attitudes seem to be traditional and much more similar to
those of teachers In non-selective schools than to those of
their tutors. N

There now remains the material contained iIn the iInterviews.
These proved to be quite productive and, it will be argued,
provided some of the hoped-for qualitative extension of the
statistical data. They were largely unstructured, and, as
noted in Chapter Seven, most of the teachers spoke very freely.
Some informal validity information vas gained: none of the
teachers felt that his score was not representative of his
beliefs, although there were occasional deviations: Subject
C.367s score on the R-scale was at variance with his declared
radicalism in education (his score is quite modest). Of course,
the final iInsight into validity could only be obtained by

observing these teachers in their transactions with children over



correlated with their behaviour, a problem discussed iIn Chapter
Three.

Xt was re-assuring that all the teachers - who were
selected for their score pattern rather than their attitude to
testing or research - said that they had enjoyed both the scale
completion and the interview. Some added that they had been
forced to make explicit their values and that this had been a
useful experience. There was no iIndication that these teachers
had been overwhelmed recently by requests from researchers for
assistance - quite the contrary. Xt i1s encouraging for the
researcher to get this reaction for he often feels that the
research process is one-way only - he takes and gives nothing in
return.

Some data was provided about the Oliver scales. The
interpretation of the T-scale as, In part, a measure of degree
of commitment to intrinsic values, argued earlier iIn this
chapter, receives some support. Subject D.27, for example,
scores 0 .90c above the direct grant grammar school mean on the
T-scale; he stressed the purpose of education as being non-
vocational - to “train the mind* generally. On the other hand,
D.3™» with a relatively low T-scale score, was responsible for
careers education which may have made him more aware of
extrinsic purposes. Similarly D.35» with a very low T-scale
score, iInsisted that children must be made to learn science on
the grounds that science was necessary for successful living in
the twentieth century, rather than as a worthwhile form of
knowledge.

One point concerning the R-scale may be emphasised. The

same teacher (D.35) scored just over ler above the direct grant.
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mean as part of a generally non-progressive profile. His mood
at the time of the interview may be described as "one of some
resentment against authority in the school and his score on
this scale may have been an indication of his vehemence and
resentment, rather than any indication of radicalism. It will
be recalled, as argued earlier In this chapter, that some of
the R-scale items have a degree of “desirability for teachers*
built into them. Further, as Wilson and Bill (19T") noted,
agreement with many of the i1tems on this scale may represent a
less radical attitude than would have been the case iIn the
1950s when the scale was compiled.

On the N-scale, the same teacher (D.35), with a low score,
provided some insight with his remark that children ought to
learn science whether they wished to or not. He set this
remark in a context of anti-child-centredness. Subject C.12*s
remark i1s also of interest in the context of a low N-scale
score: *1 feel that education must be a putting in before
there can be a drawing out*.

However, the writer would argue that the most iImportant
insight into teachers* thinking provided by the interviews was
given by a remark by D.27 whilst the nature of human abilities
was being discussed. The writer had assumed that notions about
the nature of human abilities could be based around the nature-
nurture controversy, which is probably familiar to most teachers.
There i1s the related assumption that those who take an
hereditarian stance tend to see abilities as fixed, with a
ceiling, whilst those favouring the environmentalist position
might take a more open, TfTlexible view of the nature of abilities.

D.27 shoved that, for him, this was not a meaningful distinction.
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He felt that heredity was paramount In determining some
kinds of ability, such as mathematical and logical ability
but that upbringing vas much more important in relation to
other areas of knowledge. However, the crucial remark
appeared to be that, by the age of eleven, abilities of all
kinds were fixed at a ceiling level. This was as much due
to environment (especially family environment) as heredity.
For this teacher, ability was a quality, an entity, possessed
by the individual; 1t could not be changed after a certain
age; 1t could be known and measured; and education should
take account of this (known) quantity.

Some of the possible implications of this view are

considered iIn the final chapter.
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CHAPTER NINE
EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The main purpose of* this final section is to consider
some of the educational implications of the discussion iIn the
previous chapter and to draw together some of the principal
points suggested by the data. An obvious note of caution must
be entered at this point. Like most samples, the one i1n this
study is defective. Its principal defect i1s that i1t is self-
selected, an "acquiescence sample® and thus neither random nor
stratified. The problems associated with this have already
been discussed (see Chapter Six); the conclusion drawn there
was that the best procedure with a self-selected sample - which
frequently tends to occur in attitude research - iIs to be
suitably cautious when drawing conclusions from the data,
especially conclusions which may be seen as genaralisable in
this case to the whole secondary school teaching force, students
in training and teacher trainers. At the same time, the range
of opinion received does not suggest iIn any obvious way that
the sample is seriously biassed towards progressivism or
traditionalism.

Another problem, always encountered but not always
acknowledged in attitude measurement, is simply the degree of
credence that can be placed In the responses received. It is
not a case of respondents consciously seeking to deceilve the
researcher but of their attempting to create a favourable
impression, Tfor whatever reason. A number of factors make
this unlikely iIn the case of the majority of respondents 1in

this sample. With the exception of the teachers interviewed,



all responses are anonymous; there wa3 no professional connection
between the researcher and hi3 sample, except for the group of
students, and thus no possible advantage could accrue by
amending views. In many cases the teachers can have had little
or no 1dea who the researcher was, as the matter was handled
centrally In the school by the head or his deputy. Further,

the range of response does not suggest any consistent biassing
of opinion, although one could never know iIn any absolute sense
that this i1s the case. The six teachers interviewed tended to
confirm, i1n their oral responses, the written opinions previously
given. However, the gap between belief (honestly stated) and
behaviour, discussed in Chapter Three, remains an unsolved
problem as far as this study iIs concerned. In other words,
although one may fairly claim that there was little if any
attempt at consistent deception of the writer, one cannot be
sure that the respondents did not unconsciously indulge i1n self-
deception. Some measure of, preferably, indirect observation
woulld have to be employed to judge the extent of this divergence,
although it would be an error to assume that observation
necessarily yielded a »truer* notion of a person®s attitudes
than his responses to a questionnaire. Further discussion of
methodology is reserved for the end of this chapter.

Six hypotheses, listed in Chapter Six, were tested In this
study and a preliminary discussion of findings was given in
Chapter Eight, but further discussion will be appropriate at
this point. The i1nclusion in the sample of a group of students
proved to be a useful addition to the original iIntentions about
sampling, especially i1n view of criticisms levelled at the

opinions of newly-qualified teachers (e.g. see J. Simon, 197™»



although, 1interestingly, this criticism was levelled at
teachers coming into service with the I1.L.2.A.). "Whilst the
sample 1s small and unrepresentative, and bearing In mind that
the students were on the eve of a final teaching practice when
their opinions were sought, one can say that there is no
evidence at all here to support the view that new entrants to
the profession have views wildly at odds with established
members of the profession. The attitude profiles of the two
groups (Figure Three iIn Chapter Seven) show a remarkably high
degree of similarity. Indeed, one might make the opposite
point: the students- from this college seem to be largely
unaffected by the opinions of their tutors, after nearly three
years®™ T“exposure®, although this is not to argue that their
courses have no effect on their professional socialisation.
It may be that, for example, the primary-trained students show
different attitude profiles from those of their secondary-
trained colleagues, although some evidence drawn from teachers
(e.g. Crompton, 1969» Oliver and Butcher, 1968) tends to
support the view that there are no significant differences
in a "“progressive* direction favouring primary school teachers.
Any hope that differences in attitudes could be a useful
addition to devices employed to select students entering
colleges of education or departments of education receives no
support from this study, nor others. Halliwell (1965» reported
in Butcher 1969) found virtually zero correlations between
scores on the Survey of Opinions scales and final teaching
practice grade. In a democratic society, this iIs a re-assuring
finding: 1t might be disturbing to discover that successful

students resembled their tutors whilst unsuccessful students
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vere cliaracterised by holding opinions very different from
their tutors®. At a more individual level, Start (1968,
quoted in Morrison and Mclntyre, 1969) found, a tendency for
headmasters to approve of the ability of those members of
staff vho had similar personalities and beliefs to their own.
Morrison and Mclintyre (op.cit., p.53) comments

"It 1s probable that college tutors are similarly

influenced by their personal relationships with

students™,
although no evidence i1s quoted in support of this suggestion.

In summary one could say that, although the viewsof
college tutors iIn this sample appear to be at narked variance
with views of the sample of teachers, the students appear to
resemble the teachers. Such a conclusion supports the views
of Finlayson and Cohen (1967) but is at variance with evidence
provided by Mclntyre and Morrison (1967a) and Steele (1958)
although the latter study was done at a time of two-year
training and with intending primary school teachers only. It
may be that the time during the students®™ training that
opinions are sought is crucial and that on the eve of a teaching
practice they tend towards traditional views, even when
answering questionnaires for a collage tutor. The views of many
students, at this stage, are likely to be subject to rapid
change and to be affected by the kind of school environment 1in
which they find themselves. As Mclntyre and Morrison have
suggested (1967b) students taking a first post in a school with
a "progressive ethos®™ are more likely to sustain their
progressive views than students working in a more traditional
atmosphere.

/mother marked separation of scores occurred when the
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sample was split between those respondents scoring clearly in
the direction of Conservative beliefs on the Vilson-Patterson
scalo and those clearly scoring In the opposite direction. As
already pointed out (chapter Eight) this process involves the
elimination of all respondents whose scores fall between +1(T
and —ler on this scale on the grounds that their political
beliefs as indicated by their score are unclear. Those
remaining, It was argued, have very clear political opinions
and the quite dramatic separation achieved between these two
groups on the remaining six variables is show*in Table Twenty
and Figure One i1n Chapter Seven. Put at its simplest, these
data suggest that In the case of teachers and others holding
clear (or, perhaps, relatively extreme) political beliefs,
these beliefs permeate their views about the objectives,
methods and organisation of secondary education. On this
evidence, political beliefs seem inextricably woven with
educational beliefs - even down to quite specific matters -
and thus the appeal to keep politics out of education seems a
vain one, remembering that scores on the Wilson-Patterson scale
correlate well with actual voting behaviour. On a priori
grounds, there i1s nothing particularly surprising about this
relationship: both educational and political beliefs are a
part of aperson’B total philosophy or »Weltanschauung*.
Perhaps the only surprising aspect of the relationship i1s that
political beliefs should be related not simply to broad aspects
of educational policy and that anyone should seriously try to
dony the relationship.

Tho differing patterns of belief of teachers working 1in

different types of secondary schools also calls for further



comment. The data contained In Tables Nineteen, Twenty One

and Figure Two in Chapter Seven show that belief"s about streaming
and 11+ selection are very different, a3 might be expected, but
that beliefs about corporal punishment and the philosophies
measured by the Oliver scales are not as sharply differentiated
as might have been predicted. 1In spite of some differences in
academic and professional socialisation, and superficially,
vary different aims for the different schools, these teachers
seem to be in broad agreement about the nature of their
professional tasks. IDven removing the 32 teachers working in
maintained grammar schools from the eselective* sample and
comparing profiles between independent (including the direct
grant) school teachers and the enon-selective* group does not
seriously alter this conclusion (see Figure One), although some

of the differences now achieve significance (see Table One below)

Table One

Mean Scores, Teachers i1n Independent and D.G. Schools (NapO) vs
'Rt Teachers in ""Non-Selectivell Schools (Na81)

Mean Mean Diff.
D.G./ Non- A
Scale Ind. or Sel. a - C.R. P df
Tchr3 Tchrs B
» ®

Streaming 47.84 9.8 61.13 17.6 -13.29 5.52 .001 131
Selection 48.30 9.4 66.30 15.39 -18.00 8.29 .001 131
Corp.Pun. 26.40 6.36 28.87 8.63 -2.47 1.87 N.S. 131

Cons. 55.96 13.9 55.35 12.25 0.61 0.25 N.S. 128
Tend. 37.87 8.28 39.70 B -1.83 1.15 N.S. 120
Rad. 37.70 5.76 40.90 6.41 -3.20 2.95 .01 121

dat. 2587, 4.68 2860 506 -2.73 3.00 .01 121
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One feature of these data - and tills coranant applies to the
data 1n Table Nineteen iIn Chapter Seven - is the comparatively
restricted range of opinion in the selective school sample.
With only one exception (on the C-scale) the range, as
represented by the standard deviation, i1s less than the range
of tho non-selective school sample. The difference 1is
particularly marked in the case of attitudes to streaming and
selection, perhaps a case of »closing ranks* in face of a
perceived throat to customary practices.

The sample of 32 teachers from maintained grammar schools
suggests some additional speculation. In general terms, they
fall between the eprogressive* pole of the non-selective sample
and the »traditional®™ pole of the selective sample, which
almost reproduces their administrative relationship to the two
sorts of school: they are selective but they are not indep-
endent of the local authority. In terms of beliefs about
streaming and selection, they assume the posture of the
selective school, but on the other scales 3eem to move much
closer to opinions expressed iIn the maintained sector. In
their beliefs about corporal punishment, they are more opposed
than any other group of teachers.

As indicated iIn the previous chapter, the other dichotomised
group differences seem to call for little comment. Men appear
to be consistently, although non-significantly, more progressive
than women and this indication is supported by work on social
and political attitudes (a.g- Eysenck, 1975» hy implication and,
more clearly, Nilson and Patterson, 1968). It may be, therefore,
that men teachers, qua teachers, are not necessarily more

progressive than women teachers but simply carry over into their
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professional lives the rather more radical perceptions
associated with feeing male. The graduate/non-graduate
distinction does not yield any very meaningful differences
except a general suggestion that university graduates appear to
have slightly, but non-significantly, more progressive attitudes
than non-graduate teachers. As argued earlier, the type of
professional experience rather than the type of training

appears to be more influential in the formation of teachers*
attitudes.

Tile data on ago differences are not clear but a suggestion
has been made that there i1s no simple relationship between age
and attitude. It has already been argued by the writer that
the iIncreasing security of the established teacher may balance
some of the generally-assumed radicalism of younger teachers
and that placement into a traditional or progressive atmosphere
(following Mclntyre and Morrison, 19b7h) 1is a crucial factor,
rather than simply the age variable. Further analysis of the
data into junior and senior staff tends to support this
suggestion in that there were no consistent differences for
progros3ivism associated with seniority of position. A
division of the data iInto Arts/Science proved similarly
inconclusive, although there is a slight suggestion that
Science teachers may be less progressive than Arts teachers.

One clear impression which arises from this summary is
that there is both coherence and some agreement between
touchers concerning the major issues they were asked to react
to in. this investigation. Only the political dimension clearly
puts teachers into two ’camps® and then only by eliminating a

largo group whose opinions seemed unclear or iIndecisive. On



the specific issues of selection, tho soloctive school and
non-3elective school sample of teachers were sharply polarised,
hut not so sharply divided on the other issues. Particularly
on the issue of corporal punishment, tho teachers (and the
students) appear to be solidly In favour, although strong
individual dissenters were noted. Group means here ranged
narrowly from a low of 25*77 (independent school sample) to
only 32.9 (maintained grammar school sample). The range of
the scale i1s 10-60. The higher correlations found iIn this
data have already been contrasted with the modest ones found
previously by Tuppen®(1966) and Crompton (1969) in investi-
gations of problems overlapping with those iIn the present
investigation. As would be expected, the factor analysis
too, Showing one large pervading general factor, supports the
hypothesis that teachers®™ views have a coherence and logic that
may have grown over the past ten years. |If this i1s the case,
it may be speculatively attributed to the problems faced in
secondary school re-organisation, the changed status of the
direct grant sector, the lengthening of the period of teacher
training and the introduction of the B.Ed. degree and the
greater interest shown since about the mid-1960s in the area
generally known as “curricullum®, in both initial and in-
service teacher training.

In one sense, this Is re-assuring. It woxild clearly be
a matter of great concern if one could demonstrate that a
sample of teachers held views that were incoherent or self-
contradictory. On the other hand, the consensus found In this
study over some issues, for iInstance the use of corporal

punishment, 1is rather disturbing. It could be argued that the



profession would be on a sounder basis iIf there were constant
debate about this i1ssue, and others, rather than an active
minority campaigning against corporal punishment and a large
majority apparently passively content to see the practice
continue, on an unargued basis. It i1s also rather disturbing

to find that the one body of opinion which appears to be clearly
against the practice is the sample of teacher trainers in
college and university, for, as observed earlier, this situation
lends i1tself more easily to cynical iInterpretations rather than
to any genuine debate.

Related to this general agreement about educational i1ssues
in this sample of teachers is the discussion commenced iIn
Chapter Eight about teacher*s perceptions of the nature of
children*s abilities. It will be recalled that thi3 sprang
from a comment by the teacher coded as D.27 who worked a3 an
assistant science teacher iIn a direct grant grammar school. He
felt that children*s abilities \iere Tirmly fixed by the age of
eloven, either by endowment, iIn the case of mathematical and
logical abilities, or by family influence for other forms of
ability. The nature/nurture dimension was not meaningful for
him, therefore, and it did not appear to be particularly
important to the other teachers interviewed. A ’fixed-fluid*
dimension appeared to be more significant, with the majority of
teachers, 1n a latent sense, at least, appearing to favour the
«fixed* notion. (indications of this are to be found 1in
comments written on the questionnaire dealing with streaming
where “setting* seemed to be widely favoured.) There were no
indications anywhere, from either the interview material or

the nuestionnaire responses and comments, that teachers were
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aware of an alternative view of the nature of abilities such
has been urged by, for example Young (1971) and, especially,
Squibb (1973» 1977)» Briefly, this alternative view rejects
the notion that ability is a *thing* possessed by a person,
like eye colour, which i1s observable and even measurable.
Instead, 1t is argued that intelligence, like other concepts
viewed iIn this perspective, i1s a construct dependent upon the
views of those doing the constructing and the time at which
the construct is made; intelligence consists of a set of
behaviours approved as being of value by the powerful in any
society and perceived or not perceived by licensed onlookers,
such as psychologists and teachers. It is the perception or
non-perception which is crucial, not some sort of objective
possession of the person being perceived/assessed. In this
perspective, which clearly relates to the discussion of
phenomenology in Chapter Three, abilities or intelligence are
not »there* iIn a conventional sense but are observed or not
observed by the teacher and others as a result of various cues,
written (as In a formal test of »intelligence», or iIn an essay),
spoken (use of standard English, the elaborated code, standards
of civilised language), behavioural (abiding by the spoken,
unspoken and written conventions of society) or even postural
(see Chaikin, Sigler and Derlerga, 197*0» Two points are,
perhaps, iImportant here:

(@ Tho origin of children*s abilities does not seem to be too
important to the teachers iIn this sample: whether this 1is
genetic or environmental, i1t leads to tho fixing of abilities,
no doubt with the connected concept of a »ceiling* to those

abilities.
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(b) Even when a teacher shove what has been described as a
eprogressive* profile, this notion of fixed as agdinst fluid
abilities 3eeras paramount. For iInstance, the teacher coded
C.30> who decisively rejected streaming, still employed tradi-
tional terms and concepts during his iInterview, such as
epbrighter child* and *slow leamar®™, without any qualification.
It is interesting to note that the “opposite* of »streamed
class* 1is usually taken to be “mixed ability class*; but this
compound adjective “mixed ability*, even when used by those
in favour of non-streaming, 1s an interesting indication of
how they view the matter. In this perspective, abilities are
still knovable, a set of entities possessed by the learner,
which are deliberately mixed for learning purposes. Indeed,
to constitute a *mixad ability class* It iIs necessary to know
what the children*s abilities are so that they can be
judiciously mixed and balanced.

It 1s no part of this discussion to argue that teachers
who view intelligence iIn this way are mistaken. It 1s the
apparently widespread, uncritical acceptance of the view that
abilities are knowabla and fixed, at least by the time children
entor secondary education, that iIs being commented upon.
White®"s view (1969) that ability should be viewed as a goal
rather than as "given*, something to be achieved rather than
something to work with, appears to receive little I1If any
credence. Williams*s view (1961), by implication at least,
that notions of intelligence are used, perhaps unconsciously,
as a sort of rationing device to limit access to high status
knowledge by working class children, seems unfamiliar to this

group of teachers - and, iIncidentally, to the college lecturers,
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too, to whom much of* this discussion could also apply.
Williams further comments (p.1*)7

"The truth, 1s that while for children of a particular

social class xe have a conception, however imperfect,

of a required minimum of general education (he is

referring to upper middle class children in private

education), whatever their measured intelligence might

be, e have no such conception, or a much lower

conception, for the majority of those outside this

class."”

The question obviously arises as to the practical
importance of these matters. |If teachers believed in the
ephenomenological view* of the nature of intelligence, would
this make any difference to the children they teach? One
matter which is connected with this question iIs that of the
expectancy effect and the self-fulfilling prophecy. Although
the claimed results of the expectancy effect still await
conclusive empirical verification, Brophy and Good (197*0,
after a longthy survey of the field of expectancy effects,
conclude, tentatively, that teachers who believe that 1.Q.
or achievement data represent accurate and unchanging
characteristics of children are likely to adapt their teaching
to what they believe the child can handle and are unlikely to
experiment with methods to get him to do better. They further
argue that teachers who adopt this rather rigid attitude to
children®s abilities simply risk invoking the self-fulfilling
prophecy - their predictions are fulfilled by the nature of
the teaching strategies and goals they adopt. Thus, there is
some evidence that rigid attitudes, especially concerning the
nature of intelligence, may inhibit the free development of
that intelligence that is certainly one object of formal

schooling.

That such attitudes should be 30 widespread, apparently,
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in comprehensive schools i3 surprising. Ford (1969) has argued
that one purpose of comprehensive education is to" *produce a
greater development of talent than tripartite schools*, (p. 12)
Her own research provided no evidence that comprehensive schools
were achieving this - although there was only one such school

in her Investigation - and she pointed to the effects of
streaming in both contributory primary schools and the compre-
hensive school under iInvestigation as a prime factor iIn this
failure. Interestingly, a replication of her work by Cohen

and Fisher (1973) using an unstrearaed comprehensive school
produced a result rather more favourable to the comprehensive
ideal. However, this writer would argue that those who wish

to see comprehensive schools succeed cannot be content with a
simple act of unstreaming. It Is not *streaming/unstreaming*
which appears to be the crucial variable but an attitude of
mind of teachers towards the notion of ’ability*. As long as
this remains unproblematic to the majority of teachers, to be
equated with the 1.Q. metric, then unstroaraing into ’mixed
ability* groups, with the connotation of that phrase, i1s likely
to be relatively i1neffective, certainly In producing the change
in cognitive skills that is looked for. As Barker Lunn (1970)
has suggested, this may be the reason why iInvestigations of
streamed/non-streamed classes seen to be either contradictory
or inconclusive in the matter of vhich system produces the

moro effective learning. One of the latest reports in this
country (Newbold, 1977) investigating streaming in comprehensive
schools 3imply confirms that neither system has a clear
advantage iIn this respect. |In the selective sector of secondary

education, it i3, in many ways, logical for teachers to hold
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tlio view that abilities are unproblematic, for thair clients
have been selected on the basis of this belief. It seams less
logical for these beliefs to be widely accepted, implicitly,
at least, in the non-selective sector.

A further iInteresting point arises out of this discussion,
relating to attitude measurement methodology. From a simple
interpretation of the group mean scores of teachers iIn the
selective and non-selective sectors on the streaming scale,
it would appear that teachers are sharply differentiated 1in
their beliefs about this practice. But the iInterviews iIndicate
that the values and beliefs lying behind these declared
attitudes may be very similar. ¥hat may be termed the *ortho-
dox wisdom®™ of the comprehensive school i1s currently against
streaming by ability, certainly in the lower school (the first
three years) jJust as the Torthodox wisdom* of the selective
school tends to be iIn favour of streaming. But beliefs about
the nature of children®s abilities seem relatively uniform -
although the evidence iIs negative, In the 3ensa that there is
no data to contradict this claim. |If the traditional methods
only of attitude measurement had been employed in this study,
that 1s attitude scales, then a rather different conclusion
would have been reached, namely that the stereotypes of the
selective and non-selective school teachers® beliefs applied
to this sample. In other words, following the results from
group mean comparisons of scores on the streaming and selection
scales one could reasonably have concluded that as far as this
sample was concerned the non-selective group opposed streaming
and selection whilst the selective group supported these

practices. |Indeed, this conclusion is 3till yielded by the
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data, but i1t would be wrong to infer from thi3 that the beliefs
of tho teachers about intelligence were opposed. The most
likely explanation i1s that they are disagreeing on other
grounds: that un streaming brings social advantages to
children and professional advantages to teachers, that
unsbreaming and non-selection generally are iIn accord with

the F“equality ethic™.

As 1ndicated at the start of this chapter, the weakness
of all traditional attitude research lies in the sample: 1t
may be unrepresentative, in the formal sampling sense, and it
may be unrepresentative iIn the sense that the respondents*
views do not span the full opinion spectrum. The second point
is always a matter of great concern, for it is unknowable and
It 1s an orror to assume that formal stratification will 1in
any way help; nor will randomisation necessarily solve the
problem. The control or even correct i1dentification of
variables i1s another constant problem. An example of this
occurs in the Cohen and Fisher study referred to above. There
i3 a clear assumption that the reason why their results are
different from those of Ford is that *their* comprehensive
school postponed streaming until Year 4 whereas Ford*s
comprehensive streamed from Year 1. Of course, this could
well be tho crucial variable: but i1t could also be that the
relative efficiencies of the teachers working iIn the compre-
hensive school and grammar school in Cohen and Fisher*a 3tudy
were different from those of the teachers iIn Ford’s study.

The two situations are different for many reasons. Further
replications could simply find in favour of Ford or in favour

of Cohen and Fisher and the reasons could be different iIn each



case. It could be argued that the Cohen and Fisher study
provided useful political ammunition following the wide
publicity accorded to the Ford study, although the former
received very little attention, <3 is often the case with
edenials™.

Tho writer foel3 that quite a lot i1s now known about
teachers* attitudes and thoir organisation and ha would not
advocate much further research, except In ona specific area.
Following a suggestion of Brophy and Good (197-0 i1t would be
useful to i1dentify a group of teachers who apparently accepted
the notion of intelligence as a problematic concept. This
might be done with a short questionnaire, which would probably
have to bo administered to large numbers of teachers to
identify such a group. Interviews and indirect observation
might follow to check the extent to which the teachers*
declared viovs accorded with thoir behaviour. The progress of
children under these teachers could be monitored, either as a
series of longitudinal case studies or, more traditionally,
by comparison with a group of children taught by teachers
holding the traditional, more rigid view of the nature of
Intelligence. One must doubt whether this could load to
effective action for it is not clear how teachers coma to hold
tho problematic viow of the nature of intelligence.

Certainly as indicated above, there seems to bo naasivo
agreement, not only iIn the profession but amongst teacher

educators, that tho opposite view IS correct.
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ATTITUDES TO EDUCATION .

You.are invited to give your, opinion on two educational questions,

statements about which are given on the following pages. Responses
to these statements are, of course, matters of opinion - there can be
no question of ’right®™ or ’wrong” answers. You are simply asked to

indicate what your personal opinion 1is.
Please i1ndicate your opinion in the following manner

IT you strongly agree write + +
IT you agree write +
IT you disagree write -
IT you strongly disagree write - -
IT you are undecided or write ?

have no opinion

Give one response only to each statement.
Do not spend too long considering each statement.
Please try to use the full range of response - i1f you feel that

a statement is provocative don’t hesitate to use the “strongly ...~
category.. ) ) )

It 1s appreciated that this manner of response to complex questions
does;not always permit you to say precisely what you feel. At the

end of the questionnaire, or on the reverse side of the sheet, there
iIs room for you to amplify your opinion i1f you wish.

*khkikkikhk - KK RO R R R R kb b o SR R R R R

IT you are prepared to give your opinions, will you please:
(@) Complete a response for every statement
(b) PiIll in your name below. (This 1s given i1n confidence and 1is
simply to help me with the scoring of your responses on the two
sets of scales.)

THANK YOU VERY MUCH POR YOUR HELP.

NAME

T.-E. Crompton
10/73
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QUESTIONNAIRE 017 STREAMING BY ABILITY
FORM A

Responses

n Streaming by ability is the only realistic way of teaching
large numbers of children.

2 The able child i1s held back by being placed in a class :
-———with children of lower ability.

Streaming is undesirable because it is a form of social

—selection.

Placing a less able child in a low stream prevents him from j
— making proper progress
The abolition of streaming iIs advocated by theorists and

_hot by practising teachers

iIs a tried and tested way of organising a school
in favour of a theory un-

Streaming
and ought not to be abandoned

-Supported by evidence,

L Streaming leads to a high degree of anxiety amongst

.children in lower streams.-

lead to the removal of

2 The abolition of streaming will
lower stream child.

stigma which attaches to the

-Cutting children of varied abilities into the same group
-Hguld lead to social friction between them.

I*1 mixed ability groups the slower children can be helped
-.SL-the brighter to their mutual advantage.

1, . . i .
Competition in the classroom is the most effective spur

-~—progress.

2. .
an unstreamed class the slower child would be more
-=i“®ly to be neglected by the teacher.

3; Children learn more effectively in homogeneous ability

-groups .

x,
4, 'A* stream children tend to have an inflated idea of

-Higlr own importance in the school.

-¢coyer at-rpan children suffer from feelings of re.jection.
~“he movement to abolish streaming is inspired by political
-Selves and not educational ones.

It is verv difficult to teach a mixed ability group with-
out the clever ones becoming bored by the unsuitably s o

pace -that the teacher must_odojrt.

~t is inhuman to grade children like eggs and streaming

urries this sort of implication.

Continued/

A ——



QUESTIONITAIRE ON STREAMING BY ABILITY (CONTINUED)
" ~ - Fora A

Responses

19. Streaming tends to break up the unity of a school
* amongst children and staff.

20. Children of widely differing abilities have different
needs which cannot be catered for iIn the same class.-

In the space below, please add any comments you wish to
* mfeke on the issues raised by the statements.’



QUESTIONNAIRE ON SELECTION FOR SECONDARY SCHOOLS

FORM A

Responses
(1) The demand for the abolition of the 11+ comes largely j

from parents whose children were not allocated to a i
grammar school 1
1
(2) Selection should be.abolished because of the imposs-
ibility of.ever selecting with sufficient accuracy.

(3) It is morally wrong to classify children as 'clever’
or 'dull' at 11 or any other age.

(4-) The 11+ procedures distort the work of the Primary
school.

(5) The comprehensive school is a political solution of -
a purely educational problem.
i
(6) The neighbourhood comprehensive school is wrong because |
it seriously limits parental choice.

(7) The grammar school has not been anything like as
successful as many people claim

(8) 'Only a comprehensive school can offer the range and
quality of secondary education af secondary education
that all children are entitled to.

(9) The present selection procedures choose accurately most
of those children who can benefit from an academic
secondary education.

(10) Children who are wrongly allocated at 11 can be taken
care of by later transfer.

1
(11) The vast majority of ordinary people are satisfied with i
the system of tripartite secondary schools. »
(12) Those who wish to retain the existing system of second-
ary education are just as politically motivated as they
accuse their opponents of being.
(13) The present system of selection has worked remarkably ||
' well and it would be the height of folly to abandon it j
in favour- of a system about which we know little or ,
nothing. e »

(14) Comprehensive schools will inevitably lead to a ,'[
elevelling downl.

i

i

|

(18} The present system of allocation to grammar and modern
v N  oeVicnls involves an immense waste of potential ability.

(16) We need more grammar schools, not more comprehensive
schools. —

(17) Selection at 11 wastes the time of both teachers and
V ; Children in the Primary school.
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19)

QUESTIONNAIRE ON SELECTION FOR SECONDARY SCHOOLS (Cont)
form A

Responses

Specialist graduate resources are wasted at the moment
by being dissipated amongst the small grammar schools
which still exist i1n some rural areas.

Less able children feel far more insecure in a large
comprehensive school than they do iIn a smaller secondary

modern schdol. .

(209 ‘A comprehensive school is the only practical way of

dealing with the borderline case and the late develooer.

In the space below, please add any comments you V/ish to make

on any of the issues raised by the statements.

-

»
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ATTITUDES TO EDUCATION

SZSEINVUN-1SS” "LAAYLLSS.

Please indicate your opinion in the following manner

IT you strongly agree write + +
IT you agree write +
IT you disagree write

IT y°u strongly disagree write -
IT you are undecided or~ write ?

have no opinion
Give one response only to each statement.

Do not spend too long considering each statement.
Please try to use the full range of response - i1If you feel that

category 13 prOvVOCatlve don,t hesitate to use the “strongly .7?7.7?

does not always permit you to say precisely whit you feel
end of the auestionnahre or on the reverse side of the sheet* the?e
iIs room for you to amplify your opinion 1f you wish " tnere

EaE k= ] *khkhk FEkIxIAAIxAXA AKX FhAiAiiL

IT you are prepared to give your opinions, will you please:
(@) Complete a response for every statement
(b) Pi1ll in your name below. (This is given i1n confidence and 1is
simply to help me with the scoring of your responses on the two
sets of scales.)

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP.
NAME

T.E. Crompton
10/73
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QUESTIONNAIRB ON STREAMING BY ABILITY
FORM B

Responses
Streaming by ability leads to a greater degree of anxiety
amongst children.

(1

It 1s better to keep children from °good®™ and “bad®™ homes
apart.

[y S

Bright children might benefit from being placed in mixed e
“ability groups by learning through helping the less
bright.

Co-operation in the cYassroom reduces tension and
leads to the achievement of higher standards.

Slower learners would be more likely to be neglected in
an unstreamed group,

Streaming tends to divide the teaching profession by
labelling some teachers "Al stream and others "C* stream.

The abolition of streaming will lead to a general lowering
in the standard of children®s attainments

The practice of streaming recognises that there are in-
herent differences in intelligence between children and
thus permits them to work at varying paces.

The proposals to abolish streaming should be seen for
what they are: an attempt to impose a mis-conceived
idea of equality. -

A child placed In a "C" stream will tend to take on the
characteristics of that stream even if he has been wrongly

placed.

The trouble with streaming is its rigidity - far too
few children ever change stream.

Slower children would be spurred iInto raising their
standards i1f placed with brighter pupils.

Slower children will be discouraged if put with their
more able peers.

The most experienced/successful teachers tend to work
with °A* classes whilst their younger or less successful
colleagues are given “C* streams.

Streaming should be retained as i1t has the overwhelming
support of the teaching profession.

The abolition of streaming would result in a sharp
deterioration in children®s behaviour, especially
those at present iIn the "A" stream.

The grammar school should take the le*d in

streaming as i1ts intake is the most 1
homogenedus of any school »s ell _ctually

=Y 1]
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QUESTIONTIAIRE ON STREAMING BY ABILITY(Continued)

FORM B
Responses
118» Streaming incorporates a *self-fulfilling prophecy* - |
the children will conform to the implied expectations i
i of theilr teachers. - £
; Children from *A* and »C streams do not mix easily. [

> *Whilst unstreaming may be justified In some Primary |
> N NaS absolutely no place i1In the practices I
i of the Secondary School, !

In the space below, please add any comments you wish to make on
Jfony of the i1ssues raised by the statements.



QUESTIONNAIRE ON SELECTION FOR SECONDARY EDUCATION

FORM B
Responses

J\-l - ‘-l -

\v

1v

More children will stay on at school beyond the minimum
leaving age In a comprehensive system

Vie would be unwise to introduce comprehensive education

.as the normal pattern after the Americans’ unfortunate
experience of such a system.

The

grammar school has failed to produce the number and

quality of scientists and technologists we need because
iIs still wedded to a mainly classical/linguistic curriculup

The
the

few comprehensive schools that are able to draw on
full range of ability have results iIn the G.C.E. th

it

at

are at least as good as these produced by grammar schools

Selection at 11 i1s valuable to the Primary School as an

indication of the _success of its teaching.

1

Nothing should be done to upset the fine work being done
in the grammar schools. -

Comprehensive schools are a revolution; evolutionary
practices are preferable iIn educational matters.

The rest of the v/orld relies, iIn the main, on non-selec
ve secondary education; therefore i1t is we who are out
of line, s

ti-

Selection at 11 is wasteful of teachers” and children’s

time

in the Primary School.

By the age of 11, children have such widely differing

abil

ities that 1t 1Is unwise to teach them iIn the same

school.

Comprehensive education will enable social and educatio
justice to be done to all children instead of only a

mino

rity, as at present.

nal

Comprehensive schools will be so large that they may become
imriPT"finnal. »education factories».

The
to~o0

very size of a comprehensive school will enable it
ffer a variety of courses not possible under the

rvripsent selective system.

grad
prof

sch

uates and other specialised staff will leave the
ession rather than be forced iInto comprehensive

ools ., -—————————————————————————— -

Grammar schools and comprehensive schools ought to be run

side

by side iIn certain areas to see which is the more

successftul. -

Obiections to the size of comprehensive schools fail to

take

into account the large size of some of our Public
Direct Grant Grammar Schools.

- P =

«
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON SELECTION FOR SECONDARY EDUCATION (CONT..)

FORM B
. Responses
17 » It would be most unwise to disperse our scarce resources
(eg Maths graduates) thinly.
18. A child of high ability needs a teacher of similar
ability.
19. Selective secondary education has encouraged undesirable
divisions in the teaching profession.
fo Less able children would benefit greatly by being taught by
specialists: the present system of selective schools -
— == discourages this. |’

In the space below, please add any comments you wish to make

on the issues raised by the statements.



APPENDIX 11

ANALYSIS OF THIRTY-THREE
RESPONSES TO STATSMEOTS ON
FOP>S A AND P, STREAMING AND

SELECTION SCALES (LIKERT
SCALING)
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APPENDIX 111

FINAL FORMS. STREAMING AND
SELECTION (LIKERT SCALING)
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ATTITUDES TO EDUCATION

You are invited to give your opinion on two educational problems
statements about which are given on the following pages. Responses
to these statements are, of course, matters of opinion - there can
be no question of ’right* or “wrong’ answers.

You are asked to indicate your opinion in the following manner

IT you STRONGLY AGREE WITH A STATEMENT write + +
IT you AGREE WITH A STATEMENT write +
IT you DISAGREE WITH A STATEMENT write

IT you STRONGLY DISAGREE WITH A STATEMENT write -—

IT you are UNDECIDED or write ?
HAVE NO OPINION -

Give one response only to each statement and please do not
Jomit a response iIn any case.

Do hot spend too long considering any one statement.

Please try to use the full response pattern given above - if
you Teel strongly about any of the matters raised, do not hesitate
Vo use the ’Strongly..... > category.

It 1s appreciated that this manner of response to complex
questions does not always permit you to indicate precisely what
your feelings are. At the end of each questionnaire there is room
for you to amplify your expressed opinion 1If you wish.

&iempi* cpFlt +* ¢ sit# * vic et lpscie# -it* s

Your personal anonymity and that of your school 1s guaranteed.
Please do not sign your name or In any way iIndicate the name of

your school.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP.

TEC/2/74
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QUSSTIONNAIRE ON STREAMING BY ABILITY FINAL FORM
Responses
1. It 1s very difficult to teach a mixed ability group

without the clever ones becoming bored by the un-
suitably slow pace that the teacher must adopt.

2. It 1s inhuman to grade children like eggs ahd streaming
carries this sort of implication.

3. Children of widely differing abilities have different
needs which cannot be catered for iIn the same class

4. Streaming by ability leads to a greater degree of
anxiety amongst children.

5. Streaming is the only realistic way of organising the
teaching of large numbers of children.

6 - Streaming Is a tried and tested way of organising a
school and ought not to be abandoned i1n favour of a
theory unsupported by evidence.

7. Streaming tends to divide the teaching profession
by labelling some teachers "A* stream and others
1C* stream.

8 . Competition i1n the classroom is the moat effective

spur to progress.

9. Streaming incorporates a "self-fulfilling prophecy®™ -
the children will conform to the implied expectations
of their teachers.

10. The abolition of streaming would result In a sharp
deterioration in children’s behaviour, especially
amongst those at present iIn the "A" stream.

11. Slower children would be spurred into raising their
standards 1f placed with brighter pupils.

12. The abolition of streaming will lead to a general
lowering in the standard oi children’s attainments.

13. Streaming is undesirable because i1t is a form of social
selection. .7 ~

14. Whilst unstreaming may be justified In some primary
schools, 1t has absolutely no place iIn the practices
of the secondary school.

15. "In mixed ability groups, the slower children can be
helped by the brighter to their mutual advantage.

16. Proposals to abolish streaming should be seen for what
they are: an attempt to impose a mis-conceived idea
of equality.

Continued

N e S



17.

18.

19.

20,

X X -
QUSSTIONNAIRS ON STREAMING BY ABILITY (CONTnfUBD)

Response-

Placing a less able child in a low stream prevents
him from making prooer progress.

Streaming should be retained as i1t has the overwhelming
support of the teaching profession.

The able child is held back by being placed iIn a class
with children of lower ability.

Bright children might benefit from being placed in
mixed ability groups by learning through helping the
less bright.

In the space below, please make any comments you may have on
the matters raised, by these statements.

X
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10.

IX.

12 .

13 .

14 .

15.

16.

-X X0 -

QUBSTIONNAIRE ON SELECTION FOR SECONDARY SCHOOLS

FINAL FORM
Responses

Comprehensive education will enable social and educ-—
eational justice to be done to all children instead of
only a minority, as at Dresent.

Children who are. wrongly allocated at 11 can be taken
care of b.v later transfer.

Only a comprehensive school can offer the range and

quality of secondary education that all children are
entitled to.

Selection should "be abolished because of the iImposs-
ibility of ever selecting with sufficient accuracy.

Less able children feel far more insecure in a large
comprehensive school than they do 1n a smaller
secondary modern school.

A comprehensive school i1s the only practical way of
dealing with the borderline case and late developer.

We would be unwise to introduce comprehensive education

; as the normal pattern after the Americans* unfortunate

experience of such a system.

Less able children would benefit greatly from being
taught by specialists: the present system of selective
schools discourages this.

Comprehensive schools will inevitably lead to a
levelling down*.

Objections to the size of comprehensive schools fail
to take 1Into account the large size of some of our-
Public and Direct Grant Grammar schools.

The neighbourhood comprehensive school i1s wrong
because it seriously limits parental choice.

It 1s morally wrong to classify children as ’clever* or
’dulll” at 11 or any other age,

Nothing should be done to upset the fine work being
done 1n the grammar schools.

The 11+ procedures distort the work of the primary
schood. —

By the age of eleven, children have such widely diff-
ering abilities that it is unwise to teach them iIn
the same school. —

The grammar school has not been anything like as succ J
essful as some people claim. -

Continued
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QUSSTIONNAIR3 ON SELECTION FOR SECONDARY SCHOOLS “|

(Continued.)

Responses

17, , Grammar schools and comprehensive schools ought to be
run side by side iIn certain areas to see which is the
more suecessful.

IS» The present system of allocation between grammar and
modern schools involves an Immense waste of potential

abl-laty,

19 . Selection at eleven 1is valuable to the primary school
e as an indication of the success of i1ts teaching.

20, Selection at eleven is wasteful of primary school teachers’
and childrens time.

In the space below, please make any comments you may have on x
the matters raised by these statements. -



APPENDIX 1V

FORMS A AND D, STREAMING
AND SELECTION ("'WILSON,/
PATTERSON TYPE” - ORIGINAL
WORDING)



-XX1Hi- FORM A
(ORIGINAL WORDING)

~»astlonnairo on Non-Streaming

The following statements are concerned with unstrenmed (mixed
ability classes)

IT you agree with the statement circle YES
IT you disagree, circle NO
IT you really can*t decide, Circle ?

A quick reaction please - second thoughts are not necessarily more
valid than first thoughts iIn attitude measurement.

Please comment on any statements you find especially difficult to
respond to.

1 Unrealistic with large numbers YES ? NO
@~ Able child handicapped YES 7 NO
3. Social selection YES 9 NO
% *C* stream a *sink* YES ? NO
3« Not practicable YES ? NO
6 Untried and untested YES ™ NO
7. Reduces anxiety in children YES 7 NO
3. Removes stigina YES ? NO
. Increases social harmony YES ? NO
10. TIlolps slower children YES ? NO
11. Reduces competitiveness YES * NO
12. Slower child neglected YES 7 NO
13. Inefficient learning situation YES ? NO
14. Slawor child accepted YES ® NO
13. Politival movement YES O NO
16 . Too slow teaching pace YES 7 NO
17. Helps school unity YES * NO
IS. Ignores individual differences YES ? NO
19. Primary school only YES 7 NO
20. Most teachers in favour YES 7 NO
21. Higher standards YES ? NO
22 . Ability is inherited YES ? NO
23. Unites teachers i1n school YES 7 NO
2h, Doctrinaire «¢ialitarianisra YES ? NO
25. Fairer distribution of touching skills YES n NO
26. Introduces flexibility YES % NO
37. Able child assisted YES NO
20. Improves teachers* expectations YES 7 NO
20. Ability is acquired YES %  NO
30. Lowers attainments YES 9 NO
31. Reduces behaviour problems YES @ NO
32. Improves voluntary staying on rx YES NO
33. Slower child encouraged YES i NO
3t~ Improves child*s image of school YES % NO
35. Increases social friction YES ? NO
36. Complicates teaching YES 7 NO
37. Interferes with specialist interests YES 7 NO
38. Jncroasos co-operation YES ® NO
39. Grading of children i1nhuman YES / NO
bo. Advocated by theorists only YES ® NO

COMMENTS



-XX1v- FORM A
(ORIGINAL WORDING)

Questionnaire on ConmrCGh.cnsive Education

The following statements are concerned with comprehensive
secondary schools.

IT you agree with the statement circle YES
IT you disagree, circle NO
IT you really can"t decide circle ?

A quick reaction please - second thoughts are not necessarily
more valid than first thoughts iIn attitude measurement.

Please comment on any statement you find especially difficult
to respond to.

1. Most parents approve YES ? NO

2. Inefficiency of selection YES ? NO

3. Morally correct YES ? NO
b. Political purpose YES ? NO
5. Helps primary school curriculum YES ? NO
6. Limits parental choice YES ? NO

7. Grammar schools outdated YES ? NO
S. Educational quality for all YES ? NO
9. Selection accurate YES ? NO
10. Transfer children later than 11 YES ? NO
11. Tripartite system logical YES ? NO
12 . Unegtial distribution of selective places YES ? NO
13. Most teachers support YES ? NO
1U.  “Levelling down* YES ? NO
15. Wastage of talent in separate schools YES ? NO
16. More grammar schools needed YES ? NO
17. Helps late developer YES ? NO
18 . Schools too large YES ? NO
19. More efficient use of teachers YES ? NO
20. Selection procedures time-wa3ting YES ? NO
21. Encourages "staying on*® YES ? NO
22 . Proven inefficiency in America YES ? NO
23. Better GCE results YES ? NO
2b. Selection helpful to primary schools YES ? NO
25. Need evolution, not revolution YES ? NO
26 . Destroys good schools YES ? NO
27. Recognises individual differences YES ? NO
28. Educationally just YES ? NO
29. Equality of opportunity YES ? NO
30. Schools too impersonal YES ? NO
31. Range of courses YES ? NO
32. Lose highly qualified staff YES ? NO
33. Experiment first YES ? NO
3b. Schools for the gifted YES ? NO
35. Teachers opposed YES ? NO
36. In new towns only YES ? NO
37. Improves pupils' attitudes YES ? NO
38. Social justice YES ? NO
39. Ignores individual differences YES n NO
bo. Hinders able working class pupil YES ? NO

COMMENTS



FORM 3
(ORIGINAL WORDING)

Questionnaire on Non-Streaming

The following statements are concerned with classes which have
been unstreaned deliberately (i.e. put together on the basis
of mixing children of different abilities).

IT you agree with the statement, circle YES
IT you disagree, circle NO
IT you really can’t decide, circle ?

A quick reaction please. Second thoughts are not necessarily
more valid In attitude measurement.

Please comment on any statements you find especially difficult
to respond to.

1. Able child handicapped YES ? NO
2. Avoids *C* stream "sink*. YES ? NO
3. Largely Untested YES ? NO
h. Reduces anxiety in children YES ? NO
5. Helps slower children YES ? NO
6. Poor learning situation YES ? NO
7. Politically inspired YES ? NO
8. Helps school unit YES ? NO
9. Relevant to Primary school only YES ? NO
10. Higher standards of behaviour YES ? NO
11. Unites teachers as a profession YES ? NO

12. Fairer distribution of teaching skills YES ? NO

13. Slower child encouraged YES ? NO
IU. More favourable attitude to school YES ? NO
15. Complicates teaching YES ? NO
16. Interferes with teachers* specialist YES ? NO
interests
17. Increases co-operation YES ? NO
13y Causes Lower attainments YES ? NO
19. Grading of children inhuman YES ? NO
20. Advocated by theorists only YES ? NO

COMMENTS (if any) here please.



Questionnaire on Comorehansive Education

The following statements are concerned with cornerehensive

secondary

-XXV1~

schools.

IT you agree with the statement, circle YDS
If you disagree, circle NO
If you really can*t decide circle ?

A quick reaction please.

more valid

in attitude measurement.

FORM B
(ORIGINS

WORDING)

Second thoughts are not necessarily

Please comment on any statement you found particularly difficult
to respond to.

1.

2.

12.

13.

Inaccuracy of selection
Political purpose

Limits parental choice
Educational quality for all
Transfer children at 13

Unfair distribution of grammar school
places.

eLevelling down*

More grammar schools needed
Schools too large

Selection procedures time wasting
Proven inefficiency iIn America
Recognise individual differences

Educationally just

14. Equality of opportunity

15.
160
17.
18 0
19.
20.

Larger range of courses

Build iIn new towns only

Improves pupils* attitudes to school
Social justice

Ignores individual differences

Disadvantages able working class pupil

COMMENTS (if any) here please

Y&a
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
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FOEMS A AND 13, STREAMING AND
SELECTION ("WILSON AND

PATTERSON TYPE" REVISED
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The following_statements are concerned with classes which have
H H H LA H H /\
8ﬁ??d¥2ﬁt5$a@?gfg?éﬁ eggf?=¥iéé3_put together on the .basis”of mixin%

IT you agree with the statement, Circle VES
IT you disagree, circle

NO
IT you really can"t decide, circle o

sore valid than firs?”thought i1nSatti?ude°mfasi-ement?t neoessaril>

Please comment on anv statoinpn+o ~ . ) o
to respond to. * 7 state2ients you fTind especially difficult
1, Unrealistic with large numbers

YES ? NO
2» Involves social engineering
YES ? NO
Not practicable
13" YES ? NO
4. Removes stigma
YES 2 NO
5. > Increases social harmony
YES ? NO
6. T""Reduces competitiveness
1 YES ? NO
I1» Slower child neglected
YES ? NO
8. Teaching pace too slow
YES ? NO
9. Ignores individual differences
YES ? NO
10. Most teachers in favour
YES ? NO
11. Ability is 1inherited
YES ? NO
12*  Dpoctrinaire egalitarianism
YES ? NO
13. Slower child accepted
YES ? NO
14. Introduces fTlexibility
YES ? NO
15. Able child assisted
YES ? NO
16. Improves teachers®™ expectations
YES ? NO
17. Ability 1is acquired
YES ? NO
18. Reducesbehaviour problems
YES 2 NO
19. = Improves voluntary staying on rate
P Y yang YES ? NO
20. Increases social friction
YES ? NO

Comments (if any) here, please



QUEST. IONNAIRE 0Oil COMPREHEM31VS EDUCATION  -xxviii- POPPI A

The following statements are concerned with comprehensive
secondary schools.

If you agree with the statement, circle YES
If you disagree, circle NO
IT you really can"t decide, circle ?
A quiet reaction please. Second thoughts are not necessari jy

more valid i1In attitude measurement.

Please comment on any statements you find particularly difficult
to respond to.

1» Most parents approve YES ? NO
2%  Morally correct yes™ "7 - NO
3_ Helps primary school curriculum YES ? NO
4. Grammar schools outdated YES ? NO
3 Selection accurate YES ? NO
6v- Iripartite system logical YES ? NO
7. Most teachers support YES ? NO
8. Wastage of talent iIn separate schools YES ? NO
o* Helps late developer YES ? NO
10. -~ More efficient use of teachers YES ? NO
11. Encourages “staying on~” YES ? NO
12 Better GCE results YES ? NO
13. Selection helpful to Primary schools YES « “» “NO
14. Need evolution, not revolution YES ? NO
15, Destroys good schools YES ? NO
16. Larger schools too impersonal YES ? NO
17. Lose highly qualified staff YES ? NO
18. Experiment first YES ? NO
19. Need schools for the gifted YES ? HO
2 _ ""Teachers opposed YES ? NO

Comments (if any) here, please.



QUS3TIOKNAIRE Ol NON-STRSATtiIING

- X X i X -
Form B

The following statements are concerned with classes which have been
01LiSOrIe ed ealtibbﬁlr?lxéesly (ie put together on the basis cf mixing child*

ifferen
If you agree with the statement, circle YSS
If you disagree, circle
y g NO
If you realty can't decide, circle 9
n quick reaction please. Second thoughts are not necessarily more
-*elid in attitude measurement. o'

ment on any statements you find especially difficult to

reSpSRa el
1. Able child handicapped ¥Yss 2 o
2. Avoids "C* stream "sink". VES ; NO
¥  Untested
YES ? NO
4, Reduces anxiety in children YES 2 NO
5. Helps slower children YES 2 NO
6, Inefficient learning situation YSS 2 NO
7. Politically inspired YSS 72 «NO
v - Helps school unit YES ?  NO
9, Relevant to Primary school only YES " NO
10, Higher standards of behaviour YES ? NO
il. Unites teachers as a profession YEs .= ?.. NO
I8. Fairer distribution of teaching skills YES 2 NO
13, Slower child encouraged YES 9 NO
14. Improves child"s perception of school YES ? NO
15. Complicates teaching ~ _YES 7?7 NO
16 . Interferes with specialist interests YES ? NO
Increases co-operation between children YES ? NO
is. Lower attainments YES ? NC
19. Grading of children inhuman YES ? NO
2o~ Advocated by theorists only YSS ? NO

COtokENTS (if any) here please.



s Form B

following statements are concPT’ngia ~ . .
emschools. concern u, h comprehensive secondary

If you agree with the statement, circle YES
If you disagree, circle NO
If you really can't decide circle ’

\'/A\aﬂloJI!CIi(nrgetl%ittiggepr‘r?eaasé?,l'remeﬁ%Fond thoughts are not necessarily more
ﬁée?ggpgggm¥gﬁ on any statement you found particularly difficult

1, Inaccuracy of selection YES 9 NO
2. Political purpose YES 2 NO
3. Limits parental choice VES > NO
4. Educational quality for all YES 2 NO
LA Transfer children later than 11 YES 2 NO
6, Unequal distribution of grammar school places YES ?  NO
7. "Levelling down* YES 2 NO
3, More grammar schools needed YES ? NO
0. Schools too large YES 2 NO
10. Selection procedures time wasting YES 2 NO
11.  Proven inefficiency in _America * YES 2 NO
12.  Recognise individual differences YES ?  NO
13. Educationally just YES 2 NO
14. Equality of opportunity YES 2 NO
15. Larger range of courses YES 2 NO
16. In new towns only YES 2 NO
17.  Improves pupils®™ attitudes to school YES ? NO
18. Social justice YES 2 NO
19.. Ignores individual differences YES ? NO
20. Hinders able working class pupil YES ? NO

Comments(if any) here please.
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ANALYSIS 0? 33 RESPONSES TO
ITEMS ON EGENS A AND H,
STREAMING _A\D SELECTION SCALES
C'WILSON/PATTERSON- TYPE)
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APPENDIX V11

FINAL POEM. STREAMING AND
SELECTION SEALES (''VTLSON/
PATTERSON) TYPE



-X X X i X -

JNUSST IONNAIRE ON NON-STREAMING

FINAL FORM

The following statements
been unstreamed deliberately
mixing children of different

are concerned with classes which have
(i.e. put together on the basis of
abilities instead of separating them)

If you AGRES WITH THE STATEMENT, <circle YES
If you DISAGREE circle

If you are undecided, circle

A quick reaction,please - do not spend too long in considering
any statement. They are written in a "shorthand* form in an attempt
to produce a quick agreement or disagreement.

Please comment on any statement yOU found particularly difficult
to respond to.

1. Lowers attainments YES 2 NO
2. Helps slower children YES > NO
3. Slower child neglected YES ) NO
4. - Improves voluntary staying on rate YES ? _NO
5. Not practicable YES ) NO
6. Reduces anxiety in children YES ? NO
7. Teaching pace too slow YES 2 NO
8. Introduces flexibility YES ? NO
0. Ignores individual differences YES ? NO
10. Improves teachers®™ expectations YES ? NO =
11. Able child handicapped YES ? NO
12. Slower child encouraged YES 7 NO
13. Inefficient learning situation YES ? NO
14. Untested YES 9 NO
15. Grading of children inhuman YES 7 NO
16. Increases social friction YES 9 NO
17. Removes stigma from lower streams YES ? NO
18. Slower child accepted YES 7 NO

YES ? NO
YES 9 NO

19. Unrealistic with large numbers

20. Able child assisted i
Comments (1f any) over the page



-3CI-
AUESTIONNAIRE ON COMPREHENSIVE EDUCATION

FSTAL FORM

The following statements are concerned with comprehensive
sorcondary schools.

9

IT you AGREE WITH THE STATEMENT circle YES
IT you DISAGREE circle NO
IT you are undecided, circle ?

A quick reaction, please - do not spend too long In considering
any Statement. They are written in a "shorthand * form in an attempt
< produce a quick agreement or disagreement.

Please comment on any statement you found particularly difficult
") respond to.

1. Educational quality for all YES ? NO
2. "Levelling down® YES ? NO
3, More efficient use of teachers YES ? NO
" Limits parental choice YES ? NO
5. Grammar schools outdated YES 7 NO
6. Lose highly qualifiée staff YES 7 NO
7. More grammar schools needed YES ? NO
6. Educationally just YES ? NO
9. Ignores individual differences YES ? NO
10. Improves pupils®™ attitudes to school YES ? NO
11. Hinders able working class pupil YES ? NO
12. Equality of opportunity YES 7 NO
13. Selection procedures.timewasting YES 9 NO
14, Helps primary school curriculum YES ? NO
15. Destroys good schools YES ? NO
16. Encourages “staying on* YES 9 NO
17. Need schools for the gifted YES ° NO
18. Wastage of talent in separate schools YES ? NO
19. Proven inefficiency in America YES ? NO
0. Recognise individual differences YES 7 NO

Comments(if any) over the page
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STREAMING (LIKERT)
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ADMIN. 1 ADMIN. 11
Score ,, PO3. Score Pos.
58 23 55 26
71 15 73 17
91 1 93 1
s7 P 87
69 16 60 24
59 22 66 20=
83 6= 85 4
57 24 64 22
84 3= 84 5
77 10= 76 14=
75 12 80 8
84 3= 78 10=
82 9 38 2
84 3= 76 14=
53 26= 52 27
67 17 66 20=
77 10= 79 9
50 28 50 28
83 6= 83 6
60 21 59 25
62 19= 61 23
74 13= 78 10=
53 26= 77 13
62 19= 67 19
56 25 78 10=
65 18 69 IS
S3 6= 82 7
74 13= 76 14=
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FINAL FORM

SELECTION (LIKERT)

ADMIN. 1 ADMIN. 11

Score Pos. Score Pos .
1. S.A. b2 28 47 28
2. P.A. 31 5= 75 13=
3. Al 85 2= 88 2
4. L.B. 52 2b 57 23=
5. L.B. 56 22= 57 23=
6. J.3. 71 14 72 16=
7. H.B. 81 5= 86 3
8. D.B. 19 26= 60 20=
9. D.D. 75 12 77 9=
10. A.D. 79 S= 76 12
11. V.G. ™ 13 77 o=
12. A.H. 82 b so 6
13. R.H. 85 2 89 1
Ib. S.H. 69 13= 77 o=
15. S-H. 60 20 58 22
16. J.H. 67 17 72 16=
17. J-L. Si 5= 81 5
18. S.M. 50 23 53 27
19. L-M. 88 1 84 4
20. A.M. 58 21 57 23=
21. E.R. 65 19 60 20=
22. L.R. 76 11 75 13=
23. N.S. b9 26= 71 18
2b. S.S. 69 15= 64 19
25. L.T. 56 18 73 15
26 . G.T. 56 22= 55 26
27. S-W. 79 8= 78 7=
28. E.N. 77 10 78 7=
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FINAL FORM
STREAMING- fWILSON/PATTERSON )
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ADMIN. 1 ADMIN. 11

Score Pos. Score Po3.
S.A. 35 22 44 22
P.A. 51 14= 48 19
J.A. 53 3= 59 4=
L.B. 53 3= 58 6=
E.B. 42 19= 50 16
J.B. 53 3= 49 17=
H.B. - _ _ _
d.b. 31 24= 34 5=
d.d. 58 3= 58 6=
a.d. 53 13 56 o=
V.G. 51 14= 54 12
A-H* - 9 53 13=
R.H. 59 1= 60 1=
S-H. 55 10= 56 o=
S.H. 36 21 45 21
J.H. 47 16 49 17=
J.L. 57 7= 59 4=
S-M. 29 27 29 27
L.M. 59 1= 60 1=
A-M- 34 23 34 25=
E,R, 43 17= 42 23
L-R. 57 7= 60 1=
N.S. 31 ?4= 53 13=
S-S. 42 19= 46 20
L.T. 30 26 53 " 13=
G.T. 43 17= al 24
S-W- 54 12 57 8
E.W. 55 10= 55 11
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ADMIN. 1
Scoro Pos
27 27=
45 16=
57 3=
28 26
37 21
53 0=
55 7=
32 24
51 12
30 13
53 9=
57 3=
53 7=
45 16=
35 22=
17 14
58 2
bo 19
56 6
33 20
b5 10=
59 1
27 27=
29 25
16 15
35 22=
52 11

57

FTNAL FORM
ADMIN. 11
Score Po3.
26 28
37 23
58 2
31 25=
39 21=
46 l6=
56 4=
29 27
53 10=
53 10=
55 6=
55 6=
4 9
4° 15
31 25=
50 13=
60 1
40 20
55 6=
39 21=
45 18
57 3
46 16=
43 19
50 13=
35 24
51 12
56 4=



APPENDIX IX

PINSENT CORPORAL PUNISHMENT
SCALE - LIKERT SCORING METHOD
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OUESTIONNAIRS ON USE OF CORPORAL PUNISHMENT IN SCHOOLS

Rasnonsea

1. Teachers should have the right to use
corporal punishment until conditions which
cause behaviour difficulties iIn schools have
been 1mnroved

2. 1 am in favour of corporal punishment used
with discretion

3. More harm than good is caused by the
retention of comoral punishment iIn schools.

h. Corporal punishment has not yet outlived its
usefulness as a means of checking serious
offences

5. Corporal punishment should be retained in
schools because many children prefer it to
other forms of punishment.

6. We do not understand behaviour problems in
schools well enough to say definitely that
corporal punishment is either harmful or
beneficial to children.

7. All corporal punishment should be abandoned
in schools

S. Reasonable corporal punishment is not only
unharmful but actually beneficial to some
children, esneciallv boys.

9. Corporal punishment always demoralises and
degrades a child.

10. Corporal punishment should not be abolished
until other means of checking serious offences
are discovered and made effective.

11. The U3e of corporal punishment as a last
resort should be retained in schools.

12. All corporal punishment in schools should be
made 1llegal.

In the space below, please make any comments you may have on any
of the matters raised by these statements, or on the statements
themselves.
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FMLSQ??—PATTERSON C-SCALE
*ATII SC- 1ING AS EMPLOYED
BY WRITER
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ATT.TTTIDES TO EDUCATION SCALES

PROEI1S OF SCORES

YOUR SCORE 13 INDICATED BY A CROSS AND A NUMBER ON THE
DOTTED LINE.

Roferenca number ... __..._._.__.... .

Low Mid - point High
1. Streaming 20 » . .0 ® .., .100
2 Selection for 20 6b .100
Secondary school
3. Corporal 12 6o
Punishment
h. Conservatism 0 5P .100
(small *c¥*)
5. Tendermindedness - .70
6. Radicalism 12 . 60
7, Naturalism 10 3P 50

Notes

On scales 1 - 3, a hi™h score suggests an unfavourable attitude
(1.e. against streaming, selection and corporal punishment)

On scale 4, a high score suggests an unfavourablo attitude also
(1.e. the holding of anti-conservative attitudes)

On scales 5 - 7» a high score suggests favo-arable attitudes
(i.e. that you are tendorminded, radical and naturalistic)

Tendennindedness = a belief in education for its own sake, rather
than say, vocational education.

commitment to child-centrecbiess In education

Naturalism

Radicalism degree of commitment to chango iIn education

IT you would like any further information, please contact the
under-signed.

T E Crompton
Edge Hill College
Orraskirk
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Edge Hill College of Higher Education

St. Helens Road « Ormskirk" Director PKC Millins BA Division of Pre-Service Education
Lancashire L39 4QP Dean mw Wilkinson MA. MEd
Telephone: Ormskirk 75171
Your ref Our ref Date Extension
270

The Headmaster,

Dear Headmaster,

I am writing to ask iIf you ama. your staff would, be willing to help
rce with some research 1 am undertaking for my doctorate of Keele
University. The research involves seeking the opinions of teachers
in secondary schools, Colleges of _.Education and University Departments”®
of Education concerning educational controversies and the relation-
ship between such opinions and teachers’” value systems. The
principal method of enquiry 13 by questionnaire: I enclose a copy
so that you may judge its type and extent. In addition, however,

I should” like to interview a limited number of teachers (some two

or three) and this would obviously involve my visiting the school.
i1iQv 1 stress one promise made on the first page of ihe questionnaire:
opinions given, whether as written responses or spoken, are
completely anonymous. This is an absolute guarantee which covers
both individuals and their school.

IT you feel that some of your staff would be willing to assist roe,

I should be happy to bring further copies of the scales to school
(so that 1 might, additionally, explain matters further) or send
copies through the post, whichever you prefer. .

Finally» may 1 stress that this is personal research and is not
connected with Edge Hill College. Professor Eggleston and Dr Una
ksguine can supply any references concerning this request.

Yours faithfully,

T.S. Crompton,
Principal Lecturer in Education



Edge HI Coliege of Higher Education

X Helens Road s Ormskirk Director PKC Millins BA Division of Pre-Service Education
Lancashire Dean MW Wilkinson MA. MEd
Telephone: Ormskirk

Your ref Our H: TEC/FB Qaie 6.11.75 Extension 2/6

Dear

X v/rote to you recently to enquire if you might be able to
assist me with some research into teachers' .attitudes to
educational controversies, A copy of nmy questionnaires was
included so that you could assess the extent of work required

from staff. I wondered if you had had the opportunity to
consider my request? |If you feel that the matter is net one
in which you can help, | understand and, indeed, sympathise;

the completion of the scales is quite a lengthy business.
However*, it would help me to know the outcome of my request,
so that if your response is in the negative | can extend ny
sampling® by approaching other schools.

Yours sincerely

T.E.Cromoton
Principal Lecturer in Education
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CODING SYSTEM FOP DATA SIITGPS

Cols. 1-5 Despondent reference numbers
Col. 10 Sex. Male...l Female.... 2 Unknown..... 3
Col * 12 Age. <,25...1 25-35....2 36-U5.... 3
46-55_.e=_.4 >55___.5 Unknown. ... 6
Col. 14 Qualification. Graduate...l
Non-graduato.,..2
Unknown._....3
Col. 16 Dxsoipline. Arts ....1 Science.... 2
Unknown..... 3
Col. 18 Length of Teaching Experience.
<5 years—-1 5-15..._. 2 16-75_.... 3
26-35....4 ~35_....5 Unkno\m.... 6
col. 20 Type of Institution.
Comp....1 Sec.Mod._..._.. 2 Maint.Gr..... 3
D.G.Gr..... 4 Indep-._. 5 Student.... 6
College "Academic”....7 Collogo"Education”
..... 3 University.....9
Col. 22 Type of experience of teaching.
None.... 1 Primary....._.. 2 Secondary....
Unknown..... 4
Col. 2k Level of appointment.
Junior....1 Senior....2 Unknown....3
Col. 26 Student teaching ability.
Successful.._.1 Unsuccessful .... 2
Median score....3
Variables
Cols. 29,30 Streaming scores Cols.38,39 Conservatism scores
Cols. 32, 33 Selection scores Cols. h1,\2 T. scores
Cols. 35,36 Corp.Pun. scores Cols. 44,45 R. scores

Cols. A7,A8 N. scores
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