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This research was designed to determine if significant 

differences exist among the behavioral perceptions and values 

held by staff and user groups of all junior high schools in 

a selected independent school district. This study also 

evaluates the applicability of social profiles to describe 

perceived organizational behavioral characteristics. 

Two published, validated survey instruments were used to 

collect the data. The questionnaires were distributed to 

randomly selected teachers (staff group) and parents and 

Parent-Teacher Association officers (user group) from each 

of the five junior high schools. Of 206 sets of question-

naires distributed, 166 (80.5 percent were returned. Computer 

analyses of these raw data provided both individual percep-

tions and descriptions for each junior high school in addition 

to individual values for each school's staff and user group. 

The data results show that the social profiles of two 

of the five schools are perceived differently by both their 

staff and user groups; furthermore, there are significant 

differences between the values held by the staff and user 



groups for each of these schools. For the other three 

schools, there are minor differences of perception by staff 

and user groups of their schools' social profiles and also 

among the values held by the staff and user groups. 

The data analysis presented in this study led to three 

primary conclusions. These are that (1) the instruments 

used complement each other in an analysis of the overall 

description of an organization; (2) three schools, although 

perceived by their staff and user groups to have minor 

differences in behaviors and user-group values held, are 

similar in organizational characteristics, methods of opera-

tion, and overall perceptions; and (3) for two of the schools 

which are perceived to reflect significant differences in 

behaviors and values held by staff and user groups, the 

influence of these differences may require exceptionally 

proficient administration to produce effectiveness and 

efficient operations. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

For the first time there is a real threat toward the 

public school's traditional role in the community. As a 

result of the President's report from the National Commis-

sion on Excellence in Education (29), there have been 

numerous reports on what is and is not wrong with our 

nation's schools. Politicians at all levels have sounded 

alarms as a result of the findings of this report. The 

report has received not only in-depth television treatment 

but also generated numerous radio discussions and commentaries. 

Civic organizations ranging from chambers of commerce to church 

groups have sought speakers who can explain the report's 

implications for their communities. According to Chandler 

(4, p. 181), numerous educational organizations—including 

the American Association of School Administrators, the National 

Education Association and the American Federation of Teachers— 

have issued position papers on the report. 

The President's report (29) is only the latest in a 

growing number of indicators pointing to the changing nature 

of standards in American schools. Saxon (34) relates that a 

comparison was made of the 1981 Educational Testing Service 

mathematics test scores of 9,582 Illinois high school students 



with the scores of 1,700 Japanese students of the same age. 

It was found that the average Japanese score was in the 99th 

percentile—higher than all of the Americans1 scores. Saxon 

says, "Only one in 1,000 could score above the 90th percentile 

of Japanese scores" (34, p. 440) . In essence, American high 

school students scored so poorly in mathematics that they 

would be sadly out of place in mathematical competition with 

comparable Japanese students. Further, Resnick and Resnick 

state, "The decline in Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores, 

even among the most able students, reflects a secondary school 

curriculum that requires a minimum of language study and, in 

some cases, only a course or two in mathematics and science 

(31, p. 178). As a result of both the changing of standards 

for students and an overall call by educators for more tax 

dollars to support larger and more elaborate facilities, many 

parents of today appear ready to abandon the public school 

system entirely. 

An awareness and understanding by teachers, parents, and 

school administrators of community values and beliefs can 

materially assist school administrators in choosing a style 

of operations and management. Some of the factors that impact 

on school efficiency and acceptance in the community are (a) 

rapidly changing environmental situations, (b) improved com-

munications, and (c) the strong emphasis on public relations. 

Accordingly, it is vitally important that our school adminis-

trators know how their particular school systems are perceived 



by their teachers, parents, and officers of the Parent-

Teacher Association (PTA). These public relationships can 

be adversely affected if different values and beliefs among 

a school system's administrators, staff, and clientele are 

either not known, recognized, or acknowledged by school 

administrators. Therefore, it is important for our school 

administrators to know the individual values and beliefs of 

their clientele. This study is designed to investigate 

factors involving the perceptions of staff and clientele 

regarding both their school's behavior as an organization 

and the value systems and beliefs reflected by those whom 

the school serves. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem with which this study is concerned is to 

investigate differences in the behavioral perceptions held 

by the staff and users of five junior high schools in an 

independent school district in a major west Texas city in 

relation to the values held by the staff and users. 

Purpose of the Research 

The primary purpose of this study is to determine if 

there are significant differences in behavioral perceptions 

and values among staff and user groups of five junior high 

schools in the independent school district of a major west 

Texas city. A secondary purpose is to evaluate the applica-

bility of both the Social Style Profile Model (26) and the 



Value Systems Analysis Model (14) for describing and diagnos-

ing organizational behavioral characteristics. 

Limitations of the Study 

The major limitation of this study is that the research 

samples were drawn from one junior high school system of a 

major west Texas city. This study is not therefore intended 

to represent a statistical analysis of the problems among all 

junior high school systems within the United States. 

Rationale for the Study 

As a result of personal interviews with school adminis-

trators, teachers, PTA. officer's, and concerned community 

leaders, an interest was developed to study the perceptions 

that staff and users hold concerning their schools. In the 

search for a measurement instrument, exposure to the Social 

Style Profile (26) and the Value Systems Analysis (14) models 

during instructional classes led to their adoption as the two 

measurement instruments used in this study. The Social Style 

Profile was selected to measure behavioral perceptions held 

by the staff: and users of their school, and the Value Systems 

Analysis model was selected to ascertain the values held by 

the same staff and user groups. Analysis of the terms used 

by these two instruments led to the following hypotheses. 



Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses are used to guide the data 

analysis for this study. 

1. There will be no significant differences among the 

perceptions of assertive behavior by staff and user groups 

in a junior high school. 

2. There will be no significant differences among the 

perceptions of responsiveness behavior by staff and user 

groups in a junior high school. 

3. There will be no significant differences among the 

perceptions of versatile behavior by staff and user groups in 

a junior high school. 

4. There will be no significant differences among the 

perceptions of existential values by staff and user groups 

in a junior high school. 

5. There will be no significant differences among the 

perceptions of sociocentric values by staff and user groups 

in a junior high school. 

6. There will be no significant differences among the 

perceptions of manipulative values by staff and user groups 

in a junior high school. 

7. There will be no significant differences among the 

perceptions of conformist values by staff and user groups in 

a junior high school. 



8. There will be no significant differences among the 

perceptions of egocentric values by staff and user groups in 

a junior high school. 

9. There will be no significant differences among the 

perceptions of tribalistic values by staff and user groups 

in a junior high school. 

Definition of Terms 

There are certain terms and phrases that are unique to 

the two measurement instruments chosen for this study. These 

terms, as follows, are grouped according to their relation-

ship to one or the other measurement instrument. Those terms 

that apply to the Social Style Profile Model of Behavior are 

paraphrased from Merrill and Reid (26), and those that apply 

to the Value Systems Analysis Model are paraphrased from 

Hughes and Flowers (14). Additional terms apply to both 

instruments and to the study in a generalized manner. 

The Social Style Profile Model of Behavior is a three-

dimensional behavioral model that was developed by Merrill 

and Reid to measure individual perceptual behaviors? the 

three dimensions of behavior are assertiveness, responsive-

ness, and versatility (26, p. 216). 

Assertive behavior is an observed dimension of behavior 

that indicates recognized and identified persistent actions 

of another person; the action of someone who takes a stand 

and makes a position clear to others; one axis of the Social 



Style Profile Model of Behavior that ranges from asking to 

telling (26, pp. 44-45). 

Responsive behavior is an observed dimension of behavior 

that indicates whether a person tends to emote or control 

feelings, and the extent to which an individual is viewed by 

others as one who displays feelings or emotions openly in 

social situations; one axis of the Social Style Profile Model 

of Behavior that ranges from emoting to controlling (26, 

pp. 48-49). 

Versatile behavior is an observed dimension of behavior 

that indicates the extent to which others are recognized as 

adaptable, resourceful, and competent; it is behavior that 

earns social endorsement of one's actions because one s 

behavior accommodates others' preferences. It is the third 

separate and distinct axis of the Social Style Profile Model 

of Behavior, and it ranges from low to high versatility (26, 

pp. 88-89). 

The Descriptive Checklist is the title of the survey 

instrument used to provide data for the identification of 

perceived behavior; a part of the Social Style Profile Model 

of Behavior (26, p. 212). 

Behavior is the exhibited and identifiable reactions by 

persons in response to a stimulus, activity, or change in the 

environment; a person's social actions (26, pp. 1-2). 

A Behavioral term is a psychologically descriptive adjec-

tive, such as abrupt, warm, forceful, sensitive, bold, or calm 

(26, p. 212). 
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Behavioral perceptions are individually organized and 

interpreted various stimuli stated in behavioral terms (26, 

p. 5) . 

Perceptions are the process by which an individual gives 

meaning to the environment; involves receiving stimuli, 

organizing stimuli, and translating or interpreting the 

stimuli in such a manner so as to influence behavior and form 

attitudes (8, pp. 48-49). 

The Value Systems Analysis Model is a model for the 

identification and description of value levels developed by 

Hughes and Flowers (14). The model identifies six levels of 

values found in working society. These levels are existential, 

sociocentric, manipulative, conformist, egocentric, and 

tribalistic (14, pp. 4-5). These six levels are defined in 

the following paragraphs. 

1. Existential values represent values characterized by 

a person who prefers work of his own choosing, which includes 

continuing challenges and the need for imagination and 

initiative. The existential person wants a supervisor who 

provides all information required to do the job and who then 

lets him do the job his own way (14, p. 35). 

2. Sociocentric values represent values characterized 

by a person who works best in a group and is friendly-

relations oriented rather than task-oriented. The socio-

centric person likes a supervisor who fosters close harmony, 



is more friend than a supervisor, and who fosters team spirit 

rather than individual initiative (14, p. 34). 

3. Manipulative values represent values characterized 

by a person who feels responsible for his own success, is 

constantly on the lookout for newer and better opportunities, 

and likes bonuses for individual work effort. The manipula-

tive person wants a supervisor who knows how to bargain but 

is firm and fair (14, p. 33). 

4. Conformist values represent values characterized by 

a person who likes job security, well-defined rules and 

regulations, and fair and equal treatment. He likes a super-

visor who supervises fairly, sees to it that everyone follows 

the rules, and who is not always changing his mind (14, p. 32} 

5- Egocentric values represents values characterized by 

a person who works because he has to, and who requires a 

rough, rugged supervisor who is tougher than he is and who 

allows him to be tough also (14, p. 31). 

6. Tribalistic values represents values characterized 

by a person who realizes he does not have the best job in 

the world, but who feels he is doing as well as everyone 

else. He likes routine work, fair play, friendly people, 

and above all a supervisor who tells him exactly what to do 

and how to do it (14, p. 30). 

Values for Working is the title of the survey question-

naire used to provide data for the identification of the 
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values levels of individual staff and user groups and for 

completion of the Value Systems Analysis Model. 

Values, according to Flowers and others, represent "A 

perceived view of the world established in a pattern that 

shows the constellation of likes, dislikes, viewpoints, 

shoulds, inner inclinations, rational and irrational judge-

ments, prejudices, and association patterns that determine 

a person's view of the world" (6, p. 11). 

Attitude is an enduring organization of motivational, 

emotional, perceptual, and cognitive processes with respect 

to some aspect of the individual's world (21, p. 206). 

Organizational climate is composed of those relatively 

permanent characteristics of an organization that influence 

the behavior of its members and serve to differentiate one 

organization from another (40, p. 291). 

Organizational culture is composed of an interrelated 

set of beliefs, ideas, customs, traditions, norms and values, 

shared by and characterizing the members of the organization, 

manifested to outsiders in terras of its image or reputation 

(22, p. 3). 

Organizationa1 image, according to Martineau, is "The 

total set of attitudes, containing the halo of psychological 

meanings, the associations of feelings, and the indelibly 

written messages over and above the bare physical qualities" 

(25, p. 146). 
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The term staff group refers only to teachers of the 

school being studied; excluded are the principal and other 

administrative personnel. 

The term user group refers to the parents of attending 

students and the PTA officers of the school being studied. 

Survey of Relevant Literature 

If asked for their perception of their school and its 

relationships among the local community, many school leaders 

might reply, "I have a warm, human-relations oriented school 

that serves the community in a tactful and understanding 

manner." The school principal, just like a business execu-

tive, perceives his school organization as reflecting a 

certain style, culture, or image. Both the principal and 

the business executive want their organizations to be well 

thought of in the surrounding community. Both desire good 

public relations with the community and their clientele. 

Since a school is also an organization, a school can be 

analyzed and studied from the organizational viewpoint. The 

techniques and procedures used in such studies of employees 

and consumers of school systems will be applicable to other 

organizations. Since this study deals with the perceptions 

of a school organization by its staff and user groups, it is 

important to understand what an organization is, how an 

organization is seen by both internal and external groups, and 

the ways of measuring these images. 
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Concepts of the Organization 

In earlier studies concerning organizations, Barnard 

(3, p. 81) defined the formal organization as a system of 

consciously coordinated activities of two or more persons— 

with heavy emphasis on the words system and persons. Argyris 

(1, p. 248) states that an organization includes all the 

behaviors of all the participants. He further suggests that 

the organization is best viewed from three categories. (a) 

the individual viewed as an organism constantly seeking self-

actualization, (b) the formal organization structure that 

causes formal behavior, and (c) the employees' attempts to 

adapt and adjust to their work environment. 

On the other hand, Simon (39) depicts the organization 

in structural terms, like a three-layered cake. The bottom 

layer is the basic work process; the middle layer consists 

of routine, programmed decisions; and the top layer consists 

of unprogrammed decisions of a policy and control nature. 

Tannenbaum (42), however, believes there are formal and 

informal types of organizations. The formal type has the 

major characteristics of (a) purpose, (b) specialization, 

(c) order, (d) coordination, (e) authority, (f) uniformity, 

(g) replaceability, (h) sign and symbols, (i) compensation, 

and (j) technology. The informal organization is an unplanned, 

informal set of groups, friendships, and other attachments 

that inevitably develop when people are placed in regular 



13 

proximity. Simon (39) and Tannanbaum (42) offer interesting 

but contrasting views of organizations. 

Another view, closely akin to the more modern open or 

contingency view of organizations, is presented by Laszlo. 

Laszlo (18) equates organizations to natural systems. He 

identifies four "invariances of organizations" in the follow-

ing way: (a) natural systems are wholes with irreducible 

properties, (b) natural systems maintain themselves in a 

changing environment, (c) natural systems create themselves 

in response to the changing environment, and (d) natural 

systems are coordinating interfaces in nature s hierarchy 

(18, p. 27). Further, Laszlo explains, "The external (supra-

organic) state-of-being is the part of the system that reacts-

interacts with the surrounding environment or other natural 

organizational systems" (18, p. 46). According to Laszlo, 

it is this external environment that provides the organiza-

tion its "culture" in the "real world." 

Szilagyi and Wallace (41, p. 10) believe, as did Barnard 

(3), that the organization consists of three distinct levels. 

Szilagyi and Wallace, however, identify these levels as (a) 

the individual, (b) the group, and (c) the formal organiza-

tion. Lorsch and Morse (24) contend that organizations are 

open systems which constantly interact with their external 

environments. In contrast, Zey-Ferrel (49) and Gibson, 

Ivancevich, and Donnelly (8) believe that organizations are 

goal-oriented collectives that consist of individuals, which 
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in turn comprise social institutions that possess the three 

main characteristics of (a) behaviors, (b) structure, and 

{c) process. 

These definitions of what constitutes an organization 

can be applied both to the school organization and the 

business organization. Szilagyi and Wallace state that "All 

organizations, regardless of their industry affiliation, size, 

and shape, are comprised of individuals and groups;" further-

more, they state that "Managers in businesses, health care, 

education, government, and religious organizations have 

problems in common that require an interdisciplinary approach" 

(41, p. 10). Jelinek (15) describes organizations as having 

one of the following several forms: (a) functional, (b) 

product or geographic division, and (c) combination or 

simultaneous. He believes that the school organization, like 

a manufacturing firm and a hospital, is a functionally 

organized type of organization, "dividing the work among 

departments or units, with each responsible for a portion 

of it" (15, p. 417) . 

Keon, Latack, and Wanous (17) conducted a study using a 

questionnaire concerning self-image and school image as 

predictors that had been developed and used to measure self-

image versus the most preferred organization. The major 

thrust of their research was to see if an organization similar 

to one's self-image would be the one the individual would 

choose as a place to work and, "in the case of education, 
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attend for schooling" (17, p. 156). Leister and Maclachlan 

conducted similar studies to determine the "identified dimen-

sions of self-perception and image with respect to school 

organizations" (21, p. 207). 

Thompson, in discussing strategies for studying organi-

zations, classifies business organizations and school 

organizations together; he states, "Complex organizations— 

manufacturing firms, hospitals, schools, and community 

agencies—are ubiquitous in modern societies . . ." (43, 

p. 173). Sisk and Williams, furthermore, liken school 

organizations to business organizations; they state that 

"We limit this case problem of measuring organizational 

climate to educational institutions . . . the concept of 

organizational climate presented in the chapter is, of course, 

much broader and is more concerned with business organizations 

. . . " (40, p. 291). 

The previously mentioned studies tend to point toward 

recognition of a specific internal and external environment. 

These internal and external organizational environments are 

believed to be formed as a result of the organizational 

structure, personnel, leadership styles, and behaviors 

exhibited and practiced from within that specific organiza-

tion. This internal or external environmental climate, 

culture, or image may vary from organization to organization, 

and may be formed either quickly or over an extended period 
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of time. The internal and external organizational environ-

ments are described in many studies by the terms climate, 

culture, or image. The identification of an organization's 

internal versus external environment is more fully covered 

in the next section of the survey of relevant literature. 

Identification of Organizational Internal 
and External Effects 

The relevant literature for this study uses three basic 

terms to identify and describe an organization's internal and 

external environmental impact. These three terms are (a) 

climate, (b) culture, and (c) image (see definition of terms). 

Although no one author mingles these three terms in one 

specific book or article, the definitions and the manner in 

which these three terms are utilized is, in most cases, 

synonomous. 

As identified by Sisk, "Organizational climate refers 

to those relatively permanent characteristics of an organiza-

tion that influence the behavior of its members and serve to 

differentiate one organization from another" (40, p. 291). 

Furthermore, Williams states that "organizational climate is 

the overall favorability of member attitudes and perceptions 

with respect to specific activities and features of the 

organization" (48, p. 335). Schneider (35, p. 254), in his 

study of service-oriented organizations, focuses on the 

interactions of people in relation to various personal and 
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organizational goals. He believes that the climate of the 

organization emerges out of the natural interactions between 

people and their organization. 

Golembiewski and others (9) and Schneider, Parkington, 

and Buxton (36) believe that organizational climate not only 

reflects personal values, attitudes, and behavioral skills 

but also has a direct impact upon the people the organization 

serves and upon employee performance and attitudes. Wallace, 

Ivancevich, and Lyon state that organizational climate is a 

major ecological factor influencing the attitudes and behavior 

of individuals in work environments" (45, p. 82). 

In regard to organizational culture, Argyris says, 

"Organizational work norms act to create a living organiza-

tional charter, which is then communicated to the external 

environment" (1, p. 248). This organizational charter is 

created by personality factors that cause leadership and 

group structures, on the one hand, to feed back to reinforce 

the personality factors and organizational policies and 

practices; on the other hand, these personality factors and 

organizational policies lead to informal adoptive behavior, 

which helps to maintain passive organizational leadership 

(1, p. 248). It is these factors that Argyris mentions that, 

acting in concert, create the organizational charter or 

culture. Furthermore, Laszlo, who alludes to organizational 

culture, states that "Science tends to increasingly concentrate 
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on the organization—how sets of events are structured and 

how they function in relation to their environment—other 

sets of things, structured in space and time" (18, p. 44). 

Cohen and others (5, p. 64) state that organizational 

culture refers to the culture of the wider organization 

(system) of which the group (subsystem) is a part. Gibson, 

Ivancevich, and Donelly (8, p. 546) state that organizational 

culture is the impact upon the environment resulting from 

group norms, values, and informal activities, whereas Baker's 

(2) theory is that organizational culture is a set of inter-

related beliefs, shared by most members, about how people 

should behave at work and what tasks and goals are important. 

On the other hand, Wallach (46) believes corporate culture 

is the shared understanding of an organization's employees— 

"how we do things around here"---or those beliefs, norms, 

values, and philosophies that determine how things work. 

Lewicki (22) further defines organizational culture as 

the collection of ideas, customs, traditions, norms, and 

values that characterize the people of an organization. He 

also believes that the organization's culture will manifest 

itself to outsiders in terms of its image or reputation as 

it is perceived by those outsiders who deal closely with 

that organization. Szilagyi and Wallace (41) believe the 

organization's personality or culture flows from the 

personality of the group, which they call syntality. 
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Syntality is the basis for the organization's culture, and 

it is the manifestation of the characteristics above and 

beyond the sum of the individuals, structures, and systems 

of the organization. 

Saranson (33, p. 1) states that schools are also organi-

zations that have a culture. Each school's organizational 

culture has three characteristics. These are that (a) the 

school reflects a part of a larger society, (b) it is dynamic, 

just as the larger society is ever-changing, and (c) it has 

systematic and regular behaviors which are made up of more 

than individual parts. 

"Organizational image," as identified by Martineau, "is 

the total set of attitudes, the halo of psychological meanings, 

the associations of feelings, and the indelibly written 

messages over and above bare physical qualities" (25, p. 146). 

Leister and MacLachlan (21, p. 206) believe that organizational 

image is a concept used to describe psychological meanings 

attached by users or consumers to objects such as products, 

companies, or institutions. Image is also something possessed 

by an object or institution as viewed by the consuming public 

at large. Keon, Latack, and Wanous (17, p. 158) state that 

the organizational image of a school is a description of a 

person's perceptions of the people, social structure, and 

climate of the school. 

All of the previously cited authors, in effect, recognize 

the internal and external environmental influences of 
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organizations from several different viewpoints. Some use 

the term climate; others use culture; still others, image. 

The key point is that there does exist an external impact 

flowing from the organization. 

Measurement of the Behavior of 
the Organization 

Just as it is recognized that organizations have a 

climate, culture, or image, it is also recognized that it is 

difficult to measure this organizational phenomenon. Gibson, 

Ivancevich, and Donnelly, under the heading of "Additional 

Work to be Done," state, "The measurement techniques for 

studying behavior and testing theories need to be improved. 

. . . We need people to work on measurement on conjunction 

with managers so that measuring procedures are developed 

that not only have psychometric power but also appeal to 

managers" (8, p. 598). 

A major problem involved in measurement of organiza-

tions, Senger (37) says, is that different persons, operating 

under the same set of circumstances, can have widely divergent 

perceptions. What is most important is the acknowledgement 

of the divergent perceptions that the users, customers, or 

clientele of an organization have of that particular organiza-

tion. Lorsch states that "not only do we need to measure the 

organizational factors, but both line and staff managers need 

to be aware of their own values and preferred management 

styles" (23, p. 180). Furthermore, Lawler (19) concludes 
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that while significant individual differences exist in how 

individuals perceive and respond to organizational policies 

and practices, these differences, although difficult to 

measure, can be measured. Currently, there are few measure-

ment instruments used to measure organizations, which includes 

schools and institutions. Aspects that are measured by these 

instruments include attitudes, climate, images, behaviors, 

and structure or other facets of the system or organization. 

Some relevant examples follow. 

The Gallup Educational Survey (7) is a widely known poll 

of public attitudes concerning schools. The Gallup survey has 

been used as a source of information concerning trends and 

opinions about significant school questions. It is also used 

by school administrators and others to alert decision makers 

to public reaction to school programs and policies, and to 

serve as a national benchmark against which local attitudes 

may be measured (7, p. 28). Walker (44), however, critizes 

the Gallup national poll on education for not reflecting 

local opinions. He points out that when utilized on the 

local level, many findings differ significantly from findings 

on the national level. Hatley (12) and Hatley and Croskey 

(13) also criticize the Gallup poll and similar measurement 

instruments as lacking in both meaningful conceptual structure 

and potential for use in explanatory and other predictive 

analysis. 
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Two other measurement instruments are the Organizational 

Climate Description Questionnaire and the Measurement of 

Attitudes toward Education (MATE). Halpin and Croft (11), 

Owens and Steinhoff (30), Wallace, Ivancevich, and Lyon (45), 

and Watkins (47) utilized the Organizational Climate Descrip-

tion Questionnaire to measure internal organizational climate 

in schools and organizations. A recently developed instrument 

for measuring community attitudes toward schools is Hately and 

Crosky's (13) Measurement of Attitudes toward Education (MATE). 

Martineau (25) critizes the use of the Organizational Climate 

Description Questionnaire as measuring only individual 

attitudes, whereas image measurement or organizations is more 

comprehensive, critical, and valuable because it flows from 

psychological perceptions of individual psychological processes 

However, Leister and MacLachlan (21) , who also state that 

it is best to measure organizational images (perceptions) 

rather than attitudes, differentiate between attitudinal 

measurement instruments (e.g., the Gallup Educational Survey 

and the Measurement of Attitudes toward Education) and the 

Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire. Leister 

and MacLachlan (21) believe that image is an aggregative con-

cept which is possessed by an organization, and which has 

been long believed by business to describe psychological 

meanings attached by consumers to companies or institutions. 

Image measurement, therefore, is more comprehensive, critical 
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and valuable than attitudinal measurement because it flows 

from psychological perceptions of individual psychological 

processes {21, p. 207). 

Types of Measurement Instruments 

The major types of measurement instruments used to 

measure organizational climate, culture, or image take the 

form of either a written checklist questionnaire or varia-

tions of Likert-scaled responses {13, p. 12). Additionally, 

many measurement instruments may be coupled with interviews 

of managers, employees, or customers served by the organiza-

tion. Written checklist questionnaires similar to Merrill 

and Reid's (26) Descriptive Checklist were used by Gallup 

(7), Leister and MacLachlan (21), Schneider, Parkington, and 

Buxton (36), Walker (44), and Wallach (46); Likert-type 

scaled response instruments were used by Hatley (12), Hatley 

and Croskey (13), and Keon, Latack, and Wanous (17). Wallace, 

Ivancevich, and Lyon (45), on the other hand, used a combina-

tion of both types of measurement instruments. 

Critical to all types of instruments used in measuring 

organizations is the basic theory of measuring the responses 

provided by individual managers, employees, and users to 

determine the organization's climate, culture, or image. 

All referenced studies, whether measuring internal environ-

mental factors, external environmental factors, or the total 

organization (or whether the study labels the results as 
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organizational climate, culture, or image), collect responses 

from the individuals of the organization, and then apply the 

results to the organization as a total system. Kaplan states 

that "what is true is the individuals and their properties 

and relations are all indications and references for collec-

tive terms; there is no other way by which meanings of the 

organization can be empirically specified" (16, p. 81). 

Saranson (33) states that most of what is known about a 

school's organizational culture is derived from studying 

individuals and individual psychology. Keon, Latack, and 

Wanous (17) believe that a school's image can be described by 

the use of specific descriptive adjectives (e.g., friendly or 

unfriendly, warm or cold, calm or emotional), based upon the 

user's description of his image of the school. The user is, 

in effect, describing his behavioral perceptions of the 

people, the social structure, and the image of the school or 

organization itself. In essence, the research suggests the 

necessity to study the individuals of an organization, then 

use the results in a synergistic manner that is applicable 

to the organization as a total system. 

Values 

Lawler and Bullock believed that "There is enough 

difference in the values of organizational members that these 

values must be considered when designing a pay system for 

that organization" (20, p. 35). Flowers and others (6) make 
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the point that the study of values is fundamental to the 

study of managing; the impact of values on managerial behavior 

can account for variations in the relative effectiveness, of 

some managers. Furthermore, Sikula states that "Some evidence 

exists that values are important for understanding effective 

managerial behavior" (38, p. 272). 

A search of the literature for value studies reflects 

that the term values has acquired many meanings and concepts. 

Furthermore, published research on value-levels analysis is 

limited. Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donelly (8) link values to 

attitudes and perceptions, and they define values as "The 

constellation of likes, dislikes, viewpoints, shoulds, inner 

inclinations, rational and irrational judgments, prejudices, 

and association patterns that determine a person's view of 

the world" (8, p. 55). Rogers (32, p. 160) distinguishes 

between values formed from perceptions of natural requirements 

for human activity and those derived from cultural norms and 

then discusses their conflict. He conceives of value forma-

tion as a dynamic valuing process related to attainment of a 

psychological maturity which requires openness to experience 

and which results in greater insight into the "organic 

requirements of one's nature. Graves (10) provides a dynamic 

levels-of-existence theory, which serves as the foundation 

for Hughes and Flowers (14) and Myers and Flowers (27) work 

in value-levels classification and use. The relationship 
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of values to perceptions is pictured schematically in Figure 

4, Chapter II, and offers a graphic display of several 

important elements that contribute to the purpose of this 

study. 

Although published research on specific studies of 

values in industry or school organizations is limited, the 

call has gone out for more research and publication in this 

area by Lawler and Bullock (20), Lorsch (23), and others. 

Lorsch states that "the need for solving these human problems 

(value identification and use) has never been more pressing 

. . . these efforts will be difficult, but to deter is to 

neglect valuable tools that the behavioral scientists are 

making available" (23, p. 181). 

Methodology 

To furnish structure and guidance for this study, the 

following schedule of events and procedures is provided that 

were utilized to initiate, collect, and analyze the data. 

The schedule provides the methodology for this study as well 

as an orderly sequence of events. 

Discussions with School Personnel 

Extensive discussions and interviews were held with a 

number of school administrators and teachers to determine 

perceived problems, policy, and other factors involving public 

relations and administrative difficulties in today's junior 

high school systems. Methods and techniques of measuring 
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staff and user groups1 perceptions of their schools were 

discussed, along with possible public relations impacts 

that may be created by different measurement instruments. 

Concurrent with these discussions, an extensive review of 

related literature was made. 

Initial Study 

As a result of the discussions with school personnel and 

the search of related literature, a study was conducted in 

one junior high school. This initial study was done to check 

the applicability of the proposed research instruments, and 

to test several hypotheses. The primary instruments selected 

were the Descriptive Checklist (Appendix A) and the Values for 

Working Questionnaire (Appendix B). The two research instru-

ments were applied by the technique of random selection to 

staff members (teachers) and users (parents of attending 

students and all PTA officers) of one junior high school 

system of a major west Texas city. As a result of the success 

of the pilot project, further research and testing of hypoth-

eses using all junior high schools of a major west Texas city 

is conducted in this study. 

Statistical Data 

The statistical data for all junior high schools of a 

major west Texas city were computed and analyzed based on 

questionnaire responses of the teachers, parents, and PTA 

officer groups. This statistical analysis further enhanced 



28 

the identification of four areas of behavioral characteristics 

of the school organization that include (a) behavioral descrip-

tions of the social-style profile of all staff and user groups, 

(b) descriptions of value systems levels of all staff and user 

groups, (c) description and comparison of the versatility 

levels of all staff and user groups, and (d) an overall com-

parison of the social style profile, values levels, and 

versatility of all staff and user groups. 

Study Overview 

Chapter I includes the problem statement, hypotheses 

for this study, and provides a survey of relevant literature. 

Also discussed are organizational internal and external 

environments, with identification of some of the types of 

instruments used for their measurement. 

Chapter II discusses the research design and methodology 

for this study. It provides an overall model of the study, 

along with specific explanations of both the Social Style 

Profile and the Value Systems Analysis models, as well as 

sample selection and collection techniques and procedures. 

Furthermore, the statistical techniques as they relate to 

the study hypotheses are discussed. 

The data compiled in this study are shown in Chapter III. 

The data are provided for both the Social Style Profile and 

Value Systems Analysis Models as related to the study hypoth-

eses. Statistical tables are provided for all data. 
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A critical analysis of all data is provided in Chapter 

IV. The data are shown by hypotheses and by school for ease 

of reference. Chapter V contains the summary, conclusions 

and recommendations that are based on the analysis of data. 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter has provided the problem statement, purpose, 

and limitations of this study, as well as a review of the 

relevant literature. The studies and literature reviewed 

indicate that organizations such as the individual schools 

of an independent school district can be treated as individual 

organizational structures which have internal and external 

environmental influences. Additionally, these environmental 

influences are measurable and identifiable in behavioral terms 

through the use of individual checklists and questionnaires. 

Research results from this study will be produced in behavioral 

terms and will provide public relations and managerial informa-

tion to the school administration. The nine hypotheses that 

apply to this study are listed in a sequence that is applicable 

to the research instruments used; also discussed were the 

successful use of the Descriptive Checklist and the Values for 

Working Questionnaire in a pilot project, and their subsequent 

use in this study. Chapter II discusses the research design 

and methodology for this study. 
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CHAPTER II 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The concepts of organizational environment—both defini-

tions and measurement—often have been the subjects of inves-

tigation in organizational theory and management. The focus 

of this study is on the perceived behaviors of their school 

by its staff and user groups, and the values held by those 

same staff and user groups. The results of this research 

provide both a perceived description of a school system in 

behavioral terms and the values held by those providing that 

description. 

This chapter develops the research design, provides a 

schematic model for this study, and discusses the research 

instruments used. Information is provided concerning a pilot 

project that used the research instruments selected for this 

study, sample selection, and distribution and collection of 

the study data. Statistical techniques and procedures used 

in this study are also discussed in this chapter. 

The Research Design 

The research design of this study is based upon the 

previously discussed theories that (a) schools are organiza-

tions by the same definitions that business firms and other 

35 
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institutions are organizations (2, 3, 4, 11), (b) these 

organizations are perceived by their staff and user groups 

to exhibit certain measureable behaviors (8, 10, 11), and 

(c) these perceived behaviors can be measured by behavioral 

adjective questionnaires or survey instruments administered 

to individuals who are knowledgeable about the organization 

(8, 9, 10, 11). 

To assist in understanding this study, a model is 

presented (Figure 1) to show in schematic format how the 

school organization is to be studied. First, the staff and 

user groups (see definition of terms, Chapter I) are asked 

to provide their perceptions of their school organization in 

behavioral terms. Second, the values held by these same staff 

and user groups are determined. Upon completion of data 

collection and statistical analysis, the perceptions of the 

total school organization is provided in behavioral terms. 

Parents 
(1) How do they 
perceive their 
school in 
behavioral terms? 

(2) What value 
system do they 
have ? 

The Organization 

PTA Officers 
(1) How do they 
perceive their 
school in 
behavioral terms? 

(2) What value 
system do they 
have? 

I 
Teachers 
(1) How do they 
perceive their 
school in 
behavioral terms? 

(2) What value system 
do they have? 

Fig. 1—Perceptions of an organization by its staff 
and user groups. 
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The processes of behavioral analysis techniques and 

procedures used by Keon, Latack and Wanous (8), Leister and 

MacLachlan (10), and Schneider, Parkington, and Buxton (15) 

support the use of an adjective checklist. Merrill and Reid's 

(13, p. 143) Social Style Profile Model's Descriptive Check-

list is similar to instruments used in previous research. 

Since the Social Style Profile is a measure of perceived 

behaviors, the literature suggests that it seems to be an 

acceptable tool to use in the study of a school1s perceived 

behaviors and to provide the results in behavioral terms. 

Though the Descriptive Checklist is designed to identify 

individual behavior, its major thrust is measuring percep-

tions using behavioral terms (13, p. 220). Therefore, 

measuring perceptions in behavioral terms (whether individual 

or organizational) is an acceptable measure of a school's 

staff and user groups' perceptions of their school. 

A secondary effort of this study is the identification 

of the value levels held by the staff and users of the 

studied schools. Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly (5), 

Lawler (9), and Lorsch (11) believe that individual values 

may have an effect on the way individuals perceive and react 

to their surroundings. This measurement was accomplished with 

the use of the Values for Working questionnaire. This ques-

tionnaire provides a measure of an individual's values con-

figuration. 
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Research Instruments 

An extensive review was made of the literature relating 

to definitions of organizations, organizational climate, and 

organizational culture. Also reviewed was research concern-

ing schools and educational institutions as organizations as 

well as organizational environmental factors and their 

measurement, transcription, and analysis in behavioral terms. 

Concurrently, discussions were held with a number of school 

administrators and teachers to determine perceived problems, 

policy, and other factors involving public relations and 

administrative difficulties in today's school systems. 

As a result of the search of the literature, discussions 

with school officials, and exposure to the Social Style Pro-

file (13) and Values Systems Analysis (7) models in doctoral 

studies, two research instruments are used in this study. 

These are the Descriptive Checklist (13, p. 143) and the 

Values for Working questionnaire (7, p. 137). Additionally, 

a pilot project was designed and conducted in one junior high 

school of the selected major west Texas city to test the 

appropriateness of these research instruments and the 

methodology. 

The Social Style Behavior Model 

The Social Style Profile of Behavior is prepared for an 

individual from information provided by respondents who 

complete the Descriptive Checklist (Appendix A). The Social 
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Style Profile concept was developed through the efforts of 

Taylor, Merrill and Reid (13, pp. 42-53). Taylor was a staff 

psychologist with a large corporation when, after extensive 

research and testing, he developed a structured adjective 

checklist for employees to use in describing their own 

behavior. He first developed lists of descriptive adjectives 

for describing behaviors in behavioral terms, then further 

refined his list using cluster analysis techniques. Ultimately, 

a comprehensive list of descriptive adjectives was developed 

that provided, in behavioral terms, useable and understandable 

descriptions of employees' behavior. 

In the early 1960s, Merrill and Reid used Taylor's basic 

work, with one important distinction. Merrill and Reid used 

perceptions of behavior of an individual from a reference 

group chosen by an individual. They found that the behaviors 

clustered on different dimensions. Merrill reasoned that it 

was relatively unimportant what an individual felt about his 

behavior. The important fact was that perceptions of others 

formed a more valid and reliable measure of individual 

behavior. As a result of this research, the basis was formed 

for completion of the Social Style Profile concept and model. 

Merrill and Reid refined and completed the Social Style 

Profile which is used in this study. Their Social Style 

Behavior Model is based upon the manner in which two or more 

persons interact in an interpersonal relationship, and the 

thesis that each person's behavior can be described by 



40 

observing his actions and by listening to his verbal 

responses to different situations and problems. A Social 

Style Profile is developed from responses to 150 adjectives 

listed on the Descriptive Checklist. These adjectives have 

been statistically tested, clustered, and re-tested over a 

twenty-year period with over 50,000 individuals, providing a 

"factor analytic tool for integrating the perception of an 

individual through several observers' responses to the 

adjective checklist" (13, p. 43). The behavior profile pro-

vides a picture of "how others see your actions and behavior— 

not how you think and act and behave" (13, p. 5). 

The Descriptive Checklist used by Merrill and Reid (13, 

p. 212) provides data in the framework of a three-dimensional 

model of behavior. The three-dimensional model is developed 

by computer scoring of the raw data provided by the Descrip-

tive Checklist. The results are described as assertiveness, 

responsiveness, and versatile behaviors. These three 

separate and independent dimensions of behavior are more 

specifically defined than they were in the Definition of 

Terms section of Chapter I, as follows: 

1. Assertiveness is a measure of telling and asking 

behavior. Highly assertive persons will forcefully state 

their opinions, beliefs, or ideas; low assertive persons 

are less likely to start an interaction or to express an 

opinion, belief, or idea (13, p. 44). 
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2. Responsiveness measures control of feelings. A 

highly responsive individual openly reacts to appeals and 

stimulation and will openly express feelings, emotions, and 

expressions; individuals who have a low responsiveness 

measurement appear to be more independent, reserved, or 

indifferent to the feelings of others. An individual of low 

responsiveness will rely more on logic and reason than on 

emotions for decisions, and will focus on efficiency and 

tasks to be accomplished, rather than on people and their 

problems (13, p. 49). 

3. Versatility measures how others view one individual's 

ability to adapt to another individual1s style of behavior or 

operations. A highly versatile individual has the ability to 

make others feel comfortable in his presence and is able to 

create and maintain valuable interpersonal relationships; low 

versatility is reflected by the individual who is described 

by others as limited or defensive in his style and in dealing 

with others, and who has difficulty in establishing and 

maintaining strong interpersonal relationships (13, pp. 88-89), 

Merrill and Reid's Social Style Behavior Model (Figure 

2) shows the combined assertiveness and responsiveness dimen-

sions forming a grid for the model. The assertive dimension 

which is the horizontal axis, forms a scale from a less 

assertive or "asking" position to a more assertive or "tell-

ing" position. The responsive dimension which is the vertical 

axis, forms a scale from less responsive (controls emotions) 



42 

to more responsive (emotes). The combined social styles are 

identified as Driver, Expressive, Amiable, and Analytical as 

shown in Figure 2. 

(-) Controls 

Analytical Style 

(Low Responsiveness 

and 

Low Assertiveness) 

(Responsiveness Axis) 

-Asks •*-
(-) 

Amiable Style 

(High Responsiveness 

and 

Low Assertiveness) 
(+) Emotes 

Driver Style 

(Low Responsiveness 

and 

High Assertiveness) 

Tells 

y (+) 

(Assertiveness Axis) 

Expressive Style 

(High Responsiveness 

and 

High Assertiveness) 

Fig. 2—Social Style Behavior Model; after Merrill and 
Reid (13, p. 53). 

Versatility, the remaining dimension of behavior, is the 

ability of people to relate successfully—-"get along"—with 

persons of different social style characteristics. Inter-

personal relationships can be harmonious or adversarial, 

depending upon the amount of versatile behaviors exhibited by 

the people involved. Thus, versatility in interpersonal rela-

tionships allows people of different social styles to operate 
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on a harmonious plane. Versatility is also measured on a 

continuum scale from low to high, from limited adaptability 

to extreme adaptability. Merrill and Reid's (13} versatility 

scale is shown in Figure 3. 

0%*~ - W - -X- -50%4- -V75%<~ ~£L00% 

^-Limited-— 
Adaptability 

Apprehensive 
Conforming 
Blunt 
Overcritical 

M Balanced Adaptability —Extreme 

Resourceful Perceptive 
Tactful 

Reasonable Adaptive 

Descriptors 

Adaptability 

Provocative 
Polished 
Compromising 
Individualistic 

Fig. 3—Versatility continuum: after Merrill and Reid 
(13, p. 102). 

Merrill and Reid call versatility the "Dynamic Dimen-

sion" (13, p. 89) . Versatility can be learned, can change, 

can cause others to put positive or negative labels on our 

actions, and is based upon the ability to listen well, handle 

confrontation, and resolve conflict. Such versatility is 

extremely important for the school organization. A school 

that is perceived as highly versatile has the ability to 

shift its decisions and actions easily and without disrup-

tion, so as to reduce intercommunity and interpersonal con-

flicts. Versatility is the one characteristic that enables 

a person or organization to operate successfully across the 
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spectrum of all four social styles; the more versatile a 

person or organization is, the more easily it can relate 

and "get-along-with" persons, organizations, and communi-

ties that have other social styles. 

Whether the school organization is perceived as being 

highly versatile, assertive, or responsive by its staff and 

user groups is determined by the perceptions of the individ-

uals who staff and use the school. Merrill and Reid (13) 

found that just as each social style has its own individual 

characteristics, so does each style have its own basic theme, 

descriptors, behavior patterns, and working preferences 

(types of persons or supervisors with whom one would like to 

work). These characteristics, like perceptions, are 

important factors to be considered when using the Social Style 

Behavior Model. A comprehensive view, which shows the rela-

tionships and characteristics of these factors and their 

matching social styles of behavior, is provided in Appendix 

C. 

Statistical data is available concerning reliability and 

validity of the Social Style Behavior Model. Reliability is 

a measure of how consistently people respond to the same test 

item over and over again (13, p. 210). The Social Style 

Profile was tested for reliability by the split-half method 

for each of the three areas (assertiveness, responsiveness, 

and versatility). The sample consisted of 997 public school 
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principals, employee-relations managers, small-loan finance 

managers, life insurance salesmen, and others with similar 

occupations, and it provided reliability coefficients of .93 

for assertiveness, .70 for responsiveness, and .91 for 

versatility (13, p. 211). 

Validity "answers the question: Am I measuring what I 

say I am measuring?" (13, p. 216). The Social Style Profile 

was tested for validity in measuring people's behavior by 

relating scores on the Social Style Profile to General Elec-

tric 's Talent Review Program Test for the assertiveness scale, 

and relating scores of company tests from three companies (a 

casualty insurance company, an investment company, and a life 

insurance company) to Social Style Profile scores for asser-

tiveness and versatility. Although validity correlation 

coefficient data for responsiveness were not given, the data 

provided are .64 for assertiveness and .52 correlation for 

versatility (13, p. 217). 

For the purposes of this research, all respondents were 

asked to complete the Descriptive Checklist according to "how 

they perceive their school" (junior high school). The 

related literature (8, 9, 10, 11, 15) makes the point that 

there is a direct linkage between the perceptions of 

individual actions and behaviors and the overall perceptions 

of an organization for which such individuals work. This 

concept was discussed in the "Types of Measurement Instruments" 
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section of Chapter I. Since one individual's perception of 

another individual's behavior provides the basis for the 

Descriptive Checklist (13, 51), the perceptions of individuals 

within and without the school organization provide an overall 

behavior description of that organization. Accordingly, the 

Social Style Behavior Model shows how people achieve an 

organization (their school), instead of how they view another 

person. 

In this study, each style is applicable to the school's 

characteristics as an organization and was determined by 

staff and user perceptions of their school. The staff and 

user group's perceptions reflect their school as it is 

perceived—which could or could not be as one might want it 

to be. Versatility is used in this study to ascertain the 

staff and user groups' perceptions of the school's ability 

to adapt and change within its environment. The school is 

perceived as either unable to adapt or able to change with 

the changing requirements of the community-student population. 

The Value Systems Analysis Model 

The Value Systems Analysis Model identifies value levels 

for an individual (7, p. 13). The Values for Working ques-

tionnaire (7, p. 137) was developed by Flowers and others 

(4), who drew upon the research and theories of psychological 

existence developed by Clare Graves (6). Graves provides a 

theory of levels of existence, which became levels of 
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individual values within the Values Systems Analysis Model? 

In their adaptation of Graves' theory to their Values Systems 

Analysis Model, Hughes and Flowers (7) conducted intensive 

research to develop and construct the Values for Working ques-

tionnaire. Although there are seven identified values levels, 

one level, reactive, is not found in the world of work as it 

is restricted to infants or people with serious brain deterio-

ration. Accordingly, the Values for Working questionnaire 

measures six value levels found in working society; these six 

levels of values are (a) tribalistic, (b) egocentric, (c) con-

formist, (d) manipulative, (e) sociocentric, and (f) existen-

tial. Definitions of these terms are found in Chapter I, and 

complete descriptions and the hierarchical order of the six 

value systems are shown in Figure 4. The hierarchical place-

ment of the six value levels is important; Graves (6) and 

Hughes and Flowers (7) contend that a person progresses from 

one level to the next based upon experiences, maturity, work 

environment, and other psychological factors that affect 

individual values. 

Just as the six levels of values have their own character-

istics and descriptors, Flowers and others (4) found that each 

individual value system also has a basic theme, goal, job 

requirement, and preferred type of supervisor. Appendix D 

identifies the value levels by hierarchy and also provides 

the theme, goals, job requirements, and best type of super-

visor. Appropriate descriptions of the six separate and 
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Existential.--This employee 
likes a job where the goals 
and problems are more impor-
tant than the money or the 
prestige associated with the 
position. He prefers work 
of his own choosing that 
offers continuing challenge 
and requires imagination and 
initiative. To him, a good 
boss is one who gives him 
access to the information he 
needs and lets him do the job 
his own way. 

Manipulative.--The preferred 
job for this employee is 
varied, allows free wheeling 
and dealing, and offers pay 
and bonuses on the basis of 
results. He feels respon-
sible for his own success 
and is constantly on the 
lookout for new opportuni-
ties. A good boss for this 
employee understands the 
politics of getting the job 
done, knows how to bargain, 
and is firm but fair. 

Egocentric.--The two major 
requirements of a job for 
this employee are that it 
pay well and that it keep 
people off his back. He 
shuns work that ties him 
down, but will do it if he 
must to get the money he 
wants. Because of his raw, 
rugged value system, he 
needs a boss who is tough 
but allows him to be tough 
too. 

Reactive.--This level of 
psychological development 
is restricted primarily to 
infants, people with 
serious brain deterioration, 
and certain psychopathic 
conditions. For practical 
purposes, employees are not 
ordinarily found at Level 1. 

Sociocentric.--A job which 
allows the development of 
friendly relationships with 
people in his work group 
appeals to this employee. 
Working with people toward 
a common goal is more impor-
tant than getting caught up 
in a materialistic rat race-
He likes a boss who fosters 
close harmony by being more 
a friendly person than a 
boss. 

Conformist.--This employee 
likes job security, well-
defined rules, and equal 
treatment. He feels entitled 
to some good breaks in 
exchange for his loyalty. 
His mode of dress and sub-
servience to protocol cause 
him to blend with the masses 
and lack individuality. 

Tribalistic.--This employee 
is best suited to routine 
work, friendly people, fair 
play, and above all a good 
.boss. He likes a boss who 
tells him exactly what to 
do and how to do it, and who 
encourages him by doing it 
with him. An employee at 
this level may realize he 
doesn't have the best job 
in the world, but feels he 
does as well as others with 
jobs like his. 

Fig. 4—Values for Working Applied Work Values Levels 
after V. S. Flowers and others (4). 
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specific categories of value systems are also included in 

Appendix D. Accordingly, the Values Systems Analysis con-

cept provides, according to Hughes and Flowers, "An attempt 

to provide insights into people's differing values and 

behavioral patterns so that we can better understand and 

deal with the different and changing value systems of people" 

(7, p. iii). 

The Values for Working questionnaire was examined for 

internal consistency and modified through correlation analysis 

by Flowers and others (4, p. 14). Although no specific valida-

tion data are available on the Values for Working questionnaire, 

a strong case has been made for construct validity of the 

questionnaire by research and studies conducted not only by 

Flowers and others (4) but also by Hughes and Flowers (7) and 

Myers and Flowers (14) as well. 

The Values for Working questionnaire has been utilized 

in a variety of ways to help businesses become more competi-

tive and efficient and to increase the quality of worklife 

for the employees. Some of the specific uses of the Values 

for Working results are (a) providing information concerning 

the values levels of employees who work for a particular 

organization; (b) advertising for and job placement of new 

employees; (c) analysis of type populations for demographic 

studies; (d) constructing compensation and suggestion-

awards programs around employees' specific value levels; and, 
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(e) ascertaining values levels of subordinates so that 

managers can individualize personal relations skills to fit 

the individual worker-—thus fostering job satisfaction and 

increased productivity (4, 7, 14). 

For this study, the data from the Values for Working 

questionnaire provide the values levels held by the staff 

and user groups of the organization. These are the same 

staff and user groups that provide their perceptions of 

their organization through the Descriptive Checklist. The 

Values for Working questionnaire is used in this study for 

value identification. 

Pilot Project 

A test of the research design by the use of a pilot 

project was conducted using the Descrptive Checklist and the 

Values for Working questionnaire. The research model format 

shown in Figure 1 was used with one junior high school of a 

major west Texas city. The results indicated that the 

Descriptive Checklist identifies and measures perceptions of 

a school organization held by its staff and user groups, and 

the Values for Working questionnaire measures the values 

held by those same staff and user groups. As a result of the 

experience with the pilot project, the Descriptive Checklist 

and the Values for Working questionnaire were selected for 

further use in this study following the same general model 

as provided in Figure 1. Also, the pilot project research 
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study provided data for sample size computations, and face 

validity for further use of the Values for Working question-

naire in subsequent similar studies. Based upon the data 

received from the pilot project, the sample size computa-

tions are provided in the next section of this study. 

Data Sampling Techniques and Procedures 

The computations for adequate numbers of sample person-

nel, as well as selection procedures are provided in this 

section of this study. Sampled personnel were selected by 

random selection techniques. The techniques and procedures 

for completion and return of the research questionnaires 

are discussed in this section and later in Table I. 

Selection of Sample Size 

The sample size for the staff and user groups of this 

study are based upon standard statistical size-of-sample 

formulas and techniques. The sample size for parents is 

based upon the size-of-sample equation provided by Anderson, 

Sweeney, and Williams (1, p. 205). Computations also con-

sidered the project for the primary research instrument— 

assertiveness equals 7.4, responsiveness equals 4.5, and 

versatility equals 8.92--which would provide the largest 

required sample to ensure an adequate sample size. The 

standard deviation of the versatility dimension of behavior 

(8.92) for the pilot project was used for this study's 
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parent size-of-sample computations, with a desired confidence 

level of 95 per cent, and with an error factor of no more 

than + 4 points from the mean. Parents of ninth-grade students 

are the primary user group for this study. The sample size 

equation and computations for parents are shown in Equation 1. 

Equation 1: 

n = (2 0/2)
2 (S)2 

^2 
E 

= (1.96) 2 (8. 92)2 

(4) 2 

= 20 

n = sample size 

2 @/2 = desired confidence 
level 

E = error factor 

S = std. dev. 

The sample size for teachers is also based upon the size-

of-sample equation provided by Anderson, Sweeney, and Williams 

(1, p. .205). Computations also considered the standard devia-

tions from the three dimensions of behavior found in the pilot 

project for the primary research instrument—assertiveness 

equals 5.1, responsiveness equals 3.2, and versatility equals 

6.12—which would provide the largest required sample to 

ensure an adequate sample size. The standard deviation of 

the versatility dimension of behavior (6.12) for the pilot 

project was used for this study's parent size-of-sample 

computations, with a desired confidence level of 95 per cent, 

and an error rate of no more than + 4 points. Teachers are 

the primary organization staff group for this study. The 
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sample size equation and computations for teachers are shown 

as Equation 2. 

Equation 2: 

n = (2 @/2)2 (s)2 

(E)2 

= (1.96)2 (6.12)2 

(4) 

10 

n = sample size 

2 @/2 = desired confidence 
devel 

e = error factor 

S = std. dev. 

Since there are only four PTA officers per school, a 

100 per cent census was taken of the PTA officer group for 

each school. These officers are the President, Vice-

President, Treasurer, and Secretary for each school, and they 

are chosen by election from all parents who have students in 

each school. Accordingly, the PTA officer group for each 

school should hold more-than-normal interest in their school 

policies and administration than the other parents. 

Sample Selection 

The previously mentioned pilot study was expanded to 

involve all of the junior high schools within the targeted 

independent school district. Since those personnel who use 

the school the most have the strongest perceptions of whether 

the school is warm and friendly, cold and harsh, just or 

unjust, or other perceived descriptions, the different groups 

of sample participants were selected based upon the following 
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criteria: (a) ninth-grade parents were selected as 

stratified sample respondents because of their experience 

with the school; (b) PTA officers were selected as respon-

dents because of their higher-than-normal interest and 

personal involvement in their schools' and (c) teachers 

were selected from each school to produce the organizational 

staff viewpoint for the study. 

Either random selection techniques and procedures or 

100 per cent census were used for all samples of this study. 

For selection of the parent group, a complete computer list-

ing was obtained of all ninth-grade parents' names and 

addresses by junior high school. Using the table of random 

numbers, the required number of parents (twenty for each 

school) were selected (N = 100). For the teacher group, a 

random sample was taken of a complete listing of all teachers 

per school by using the table of random numbers. Ten (10) 

teachers per school were selected for the staff sample 

(N = 50). For the PTA officer group, a 100 per cent census 

(four per school) was used; no random selection procedures 

were required (N = 20). 

Distribution and Collection of Sample Data 

This study uses the Descriptive Checklist and Values for 

Working questionnaires for collection of the required data. 

Distribution of the questionnaires was preceded by appoint-

ments and short explanatory discussions of the questionnaires 
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with all sample respondents. The appointments and discus-

sions were on an individual basis for the parent group and 

on a group basis for the teacher and PTA officer groups. 

One-hundred and twenty-five (125) letters to parents 

were initially prepared (Appendix E) for signature by both 

the researcher and the appropriate school principal. One-

hundred of the letters were distributed in the first attempt 

to obtain the required number of parent responses. Between 

three to six days after the letters were mailed to the 

respondent parents, phone calls were made to the selected 

parents, followed by a home visit from the researcher who 

left the instruments with the parents for completion. A 

stamped envelope, which was addressed to the researcher's 

major professor's box at North Texas State University, was 

provided for all respondents. 

A second mailing was necessary because of inadequate 

response. Using procedures described previously, the remain-

ing names previously selected were contacted. As a result of 

this second effort, only one school remained without the 

required number of sample responses. A second randomly 

selected list of parents was prepared, new letters were 

typed, signed, and mailed, in a final effort to obtain the 

appropriate number of parent responses. This third effort 

produced the minimum sample requirements for parents for 

this study; a total of 140 parents were contacted in order 

to provide the required total parent sample of 100. 
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The distribution and collection of research question-

naires from the twenty PTA officers were obtained at regular 

meetings called by the appropriate school's PTA officers and 

principal. This technique permitted a 100 per cent response 

on first contact. Responses from the fifty teachers were 

obtained at regular meetings called by the appropriate school 

principals. This technique also produced 100 per cent 

response on first contact. Table I provides distribution 

data for the research questionnaires used in this study. 

TABLE I 

DISTRIBUTION OF RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRES 

Group 
Number of Letters-Questionnaires' 

Dispatched 
Usable Responses 

Received 

Parents 140 100 

PTA Officers 16 16 

Teachers 50 50 

Statistical Techniques 

Data received from all of the instruments were statisti-

cally analyzed using analysis of variance (ANOVA) and t test 

comparisons of means according to procedures outlined by 

Mansfield (12, pp. 277-282, 324-357). All data were sub-

jected to an analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistical test. 

The data that proved significant by ANOVA were further 
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subjected to a t test where appropriate. The data are 

summarized and presented in three basic categories: (a) 

ANOVA comparisons by dimensions of behavior and values 

levels for the three groups, (b) ANOVA comparisons by 

dimensions of behavior and values levels for the combined 

groups, and (c) t test of means for those areas of signifi-

cance found in the previous ANOVA comparisons. All cate-

gories and classifications are presented in statistical 

tables that show sample size, mean, standard deviation, 

and either the F ratio or t test values. 

Hypotheses Testing 

Nine hypotheses were tested for each school. Three 

hypotheses tested the Social Style Profile dimensions of 

behavior of assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility, 

and six hypotheses tested the Values Systems Analysis value 

levels of existential, sociocentric, manipulative, conformist, 

egocentric, and tribalistic. All hypotheses were tested at 

the .05 level of significance. For this study, a rejection 

at the .05 level for data from any one of the five sampled 

schools for each of the nine hypotheses resulted in that 

hypotheses being rejected for the study, e.g., for conformist 

values, School D's parent user group is significantly differ-

ent from all other parent groups of the study? hypotheses 

eight is rejected by School D's parent user group. Accord-

ingly, hypotheses are rejected by individual hypothesis and 

not by individual school (A, B, C, D, or E). 
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Analysis of Variance 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) with inter-group correla-

tions was used to determine the statistical significance 

between stratified primary data as well as group inter-

correlations in regard to selected variables stated in the 

hypotheses for this study. One-way analysis of variance was 

performed using a standard statistical computer package on 

each sample group, and the mean, standard deviation, and 

count for each sample group was provided for study and 

analysis. This statistical technique utilizes the following 

steps either independently or in combination as the analysis 

requires. 

1. Parent data by individual school are compared with 

the data from parents of all other schools for both dimensions 

of behavior and value levels held. 

2. Teacher data by individual school are compared with 

the data from teachers of all other schools for both dimen-

sions of behavior and value levels held. 

3. PTA officer data by individual school are compared 

with the data from the PTA officers of all other schools for 

both dimensions of behavior and value levels held. 

4. The combined group data by school are subjected to 

ANOVA statistical testing for both dimensions of behavior 

and value systems held. 
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t Test between Means 

To further compare and analyze the three sample groups 

of respondents (parents, teachers, and PTA officers) for each 

individual school and for significant differences among the 

three groups, the two-sample t test of means equations was 

used. Procedures are discussed and provided by Mansfield 

(12, pp. 279-281). 

Where those differences among groups (parents, teachers, 

and PTA officers) were found significant by F test, further 

analysis by t test of means is used to further identify the 

specific group that is significant. Accordingly, the 

statistical analysis assists in clarification of individual 

group differences for an individual hypothesis and school. 

Both the F and t test are provided using the .05 level of 

significance. 

Chapter Summary 

In Chapter II the research design was explained as it 

pertains to the use of the two research instruments used in 

this study. Specific steps involved in the distribution and 

collection of the two research instruments were discussed in 

detail. Statistical techniques and procedures for data 

selection and computation were discussed as well as the 

statistical treatment of hypotheses for the study. Chapter 

III presents the data compiled from the Descriptive Checklist 

and the Values for Working questionnaire for this study. 
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CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATION OF DATA 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the findings from primary data. 

The instruments used in this study are the Descriptive Check-

list (Appendix A) and the Values for Working questionnaire 

(Appendix B). The research population includes parents of 

students, Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) officers, and 

teachers in the five junior high schools of a major west 

Texas city. The data are presented by dimensions of behavior 

and value levels identified for the staff and user groups in 

various tables. 

The Social Style Behavior Model Data Results 

The data resulting from the administration of the Descrip-

tive Checklists (3) were computer analyzed for areas of 

significance at the .05 level of significance. The data are 

summarized and presented in three basic categories: (a) 

total ANOVA comparisons by dimensions of behavior by the 

three groups' perceptions of their school, (b) ANOVA compari-

sons for the combined groups' perceptions of their school, 

and (c) the t test of means of those areas of significance 

found by the previous ANOVA comparisons of the combined staff 

and user groups. All statistical tables provide the sample 
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size, mean, standard deviation, and either the F ratio or 

t test values, with levels of statistical significance noted 

by an asterisk (*). In addition to the various major tables 

provided, these data are also shown by individual schools in 

Appendix F. 

The measurement of parents", PTA officers', and teachers' 

perceptions of the characteristics of their schools was 

accomplished by the use of the Descriptive Checklist. It 

consists of 150 descriptive adjectives that, when marked by 

the respondents and computer processed, indicates their per-

ceptions of their school in behavioral terms. These percep-

tions evolve into a three-dimensional social style model that 

shows the aggregate placement of assertiveness, responsiveness, 

and versatile behavior for each school. A comprehensive 

explanation of the model is provided in both Chapter II and 

Appendix C. 

The data in Tables II, III, IV, and V show the ANOVA 

results for the perceived dimensions of behavior for all 

sampled groups for each school. Statistical significance 

is set at the .05 level. 

The data in Table II show the ANOVA results for the 

assertiveness dimension of behavior among the staff and user 

groups for all schools. There are no significant differences 

for the perceived assertiveness dimension of behavior 

among the staff and user groups for School A and School B. 
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TABLE II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DIMENSIONS OF BEHAVIOR 
FOR SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND PTA OFFICERS 

FOR ASSERTIVENESS 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Assertiveness 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

18.50 
18. 90 

10.90 
10.40 

.008 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

; 10 
40 

18.20 
19.40 

6.49 
8.74 

. 16 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

12.20 
15.90 

4.50 
10.10 

.48 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

20.30 
18.20 

9.60 
10.60 

.62 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

22.50 
18.30 

6.50 
8.50 

2.06 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

18.00 
14.50 

7. 00 
10.10 

.48 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

14. 00 
19.80 

7.00 
10.80 

5.27* 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

17.80 
19.50 

7.60 
8.50 

.33 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

10.50 
16. 30 

2.90 
10.10 

1. 28 
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Variable N Mean Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Assertiveness 

School D Parents 20 23.50 13.80 5.63* 
Total Other Parents 80 17.40 9.10 

School D Teachers 10 22.90 11.50 2.62 
Total Other Teachers 40 18.20 7.10 

School D PTA Officers 4 22.70 19.10 3.72* 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 13.30 4.30 

School E Parents 20 17.10 7.80 .58 
Total Other Parents 80 19.10 11.00 

School E Teachers 10 14.40 6.50 4.39* 
Total Other Teachers 40 20.30 8. 30 

School E PTA Officers 4 12.70 1.80 .34 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 15.80 10.30 

*p < .05 

There is a significant perceived difference in the assertive-

ness dimension of behavior for School C as shown by the data 

for parents of School C compared to that for all other 

parents. However, the data for the teachers and PTA officers 

of School. C do not reflect significant perceptual differences 

for School C in assertiveness when compared with their 

contemporary groups. 

There are two areas of significant difference for the 

assertiveness dimension of behavior for School D. Both user 
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groups (parents and PTA officers) reflect significantly 

different perceptions of School D when compared with all 

other parents and PTA officers, respectively. The data 

in Table II also indicate that the teachers of School E 

are significantly different from all other teachers in 

their perceptions of their s c h o o l ' s assertiveness. 

The data in Table III provides the ANOVA results for 

the responsiveness dimension of behavior among the staff 

and user groups for all schools. While there are no 

significant differences among the staff and user groups 

for the responsiveness dimensions of behavior for Schools 

A, B, and C, there are significantly different perceptions 

of the responsiveness dimension of behavior by School D and 

School E. The staff (teachers) of School D are significantly 

different in their perceptions of their school's responsive-

ness from all other teachers. In addition, the parents at 

School E are significantly different from all other parents 

for the responsiveness dimension of behavior. 

The data in Table IV reflect the ANOVA results for the 

versatility dimension of behavior among the staff and user 

groups for all schools. There are no significant differences 

for the versatility dimension of behavior among the staff 

and user groups for Schools A, C, and E. There is a signifi-

cantly different perception of the versatility dimension of 

behavior between School B teachers and all other teachers. 
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TABLE III 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DIMENSIONS OF BEHAVIOR 
FOR SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND PTA OFFICERS 

FOR RESPONSIVENESS 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Responsiveness 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

37.80 
41.70 

12.90 
7.40 

3.11 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

46.40 
41.50 

3.40 
10.90 

1.88 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

42. 20 
42.00 

2.80 
12.40 

.009 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

38.30 
41.60 

5.60 
9.30 

2.25 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

41. 00 
42.90 

2.80 
11.10 

.29 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

42.70 
41.90 

4.50 
12.30 

.09 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

40.40 
41.00 

10.40 
8.40 

.92 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

43.10 
42.40 

15.60 
8.30 

.03 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

40.50 
42.50 

3.10 
12.30 

.09 
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Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Responsiveness 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

42. 00 
40.60 

5.90 
9.40 

.35 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

35.40 
44.30 

13.10 
8. 30 

7.12* 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

34.70 
43.90 

24.00 
4.70 

2.32 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

46.10 
39.60 

4.00 
9.20 

9.9* 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

46.80 
41.40 

3.70 
10.80 

2.31 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

50.20 
40.00 

1.80 
11.50 

2.96 

< .05 

Table IV data show that for School D, all staff and user 

groups have significantly different perceptions of the 

versatility dimension of behavior for School D when compared 

with their contemporaries of the study. The previous tables 

compared data for the staff and user groups with all other 

staff and user groups of the study (e.g., the data for 

School A"s parents compared with that for all other parents 

of the study). Conversely, the data for Table V provide 

the ANOVA comparisons of the Social Style Profile perceived 
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TABLE IV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DIMENSIONS OF BEHAVIOR 
FOR SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND PTA OFFICERS 

FOR VERSATILITY 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Versatility 

School A Parents 20 32.35 14.19 1.14 
Total Other Parents 80 29.08 11.64 

School A Teachers 10 37.70 4.90 1.04 
Total Other Teachers 40 33.40 12.90 1. 02 

School A PTA Officers 4 32.00 16.30 .23 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 35.50 12.10 

School B Parents 20 33.00 10.73 1.80 
Total Other Parents 80 28.90 12.46 

School B Teachers 10 43.70 4.90 9.10* 
Total Other Teachers 40 31. 90 11.90 

School B PTA Officers 4 41.00 4.60 .23 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 33.20 13.60 

School C Parents 20 32.70 12.20 1.48 
Total Other Parents 80 29.00 12.00 

School C Teachers 10 34. 20 12.40 .06 
Total Other Teachers 40 34.30 11.80 

School C PTA Officers 4 4 3. 20 2.30 2.39 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 32.6 0 13.30 
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Varible N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Versatility 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

24.40 
31.07 

12.20 
11.89 

4.98* 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

23.70 
36.90 

14.90 
9.40 

12.26* 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

20.50 
38.30 

16.60 
8.80 

9.13* 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

26.25 
30.61 

9.72 
12.63 

2.07 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

32.20 
34.80 

9.90 
12.30 

.38 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PAT Officers 

4 
16 

37.20 
34.10 

2.00 
14.10 

1.17 

*p < .05 

dimensions of behavior, by school, for the combined staff 

and user groups of each individual school (e.g., School A's 

parents, teachers, and PTA officers' perceptions of School 

A's assertiveness dimension of behavior). Levels of signifi-

cance are noted by asterisk (*) and are identified at the 

.05 level of significance. 

The data for Table V show that the combined staff and 

user groups of School B and School E perceive their schools 

to be significantly different at the .05 level in the 
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versatility dimension of behavior. Neither School B nor 

School E data, however, show significant differences in 

either the perceived assertiveness or responsiveness areas 

of concern. 

The data in Table V further show that there are no 

significant differences for the assertiveness, responsive-

ness, or versatility dimensions of behavior among the staff 

and user groups of Schools A, C, and D. Although the data 

for School A's combined staff and user groups reflect a high 

F ratio, it is not statistically significant at the .05 

level. 

Overall data results by group and by individual school 

of the ANOVA comparisons of the Social Style Profile perceived 

dimensions of behavior have been presented in Tables II 

through V. These complete the ANOVA comparisons of the per-

ceived dimensions of behavior. The appropriate areas of 

significant differences resulting from these ANOVA comparisons 

of the perceived dimensions of behavior are further analyzed 

for within-school differences among the studied groups using 

student's t test of means. These data are shown in Table VI. 

The data for all combinations of the studied groups are 

compared by school using the .05 level of significance (e.g., 

parents are compared with teachers, parents with PTA officers, 

and teachers with PTA officers for each individual school). 

The data in Table VI show the t test of means for the 

versatility dimension of behavior. Comparison of data for 
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parents and teachers of School B shows significant differ-

ences for the versatility dimension of behavior. No signifi-

cant differences are found when comparing the parents or 

teachers with the PTA officers of School B. Table VI data 

also show that there are significant differences between the 

perceptions of parents and PTA officers of School E. Com-

parison of data for the other staff and user groups of School 

E do not show significant differences among any of the other 

staff and user groups. 

Hypotheses Tests of Social Style 
Profile Data 

The data in Tables II through V show the overall results 

of the respondent staff and user groups, both by group and 

individual school, using ANOVA statistical techniques. The 

data in these tables reveal significant differences in the 

perceptions of behavior for each school organization in the 

study. For further analysis, where the combined groups1 

significant ANOVA data findings were identified, student's 

t test was used for a more critical analysis of group means. 

Data in Table VI show the results of the t test statistical 

analysis. The criteria for accepting hypotheses is to reject 

or accept any one of the nine hypotheses based on significant 

findings applicable to one of the five sampled schools. It 

is also notable that twelve out of sixty items tested were 

found to be significant at the .05 level. Based upon the 
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analysis in this section, hypotheses one, two, and three 

are presented as follows. 

Hypothesis one, which predicts that there will be no 

significant difference among the perceptions of assertive 

behavior in a junior high school by its staff and user 

groups, is rejected based on data presented in Tables XX 

and V for Schools C, D, and E. Hypothesis one is accepted 

for School A and School B. 

Hypothesis two, which predicts that there will be no 

significant difference among the perceptions of responsive-

ness behavior in a junior high school by its staff and user 

groups, is rejected based on the data presented in Tables 

III and V for Schools D and E. Hypothesis two is accepted 

for Schools A, B, and C. 

Hypothesis three, which predicts that there will be no 

significant difference among the perceptions of versatility 

behavior in a junior high school by its staff and user groups, 

is rejected based on the data presented in Tables IV, V, and 

VI for Schools B, D, and E. Hypothesis three is accepted for 

Schools A and C. 

Value Systems Analysis Data Results 

The data results from the administration of the Values 

for Working questionnaire (2) were computer analyzed for 

areas of significance at the .05 level of significance. The 

data are summarized and presented in three basic categories 
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of (a) total ANOVA comparisons by value level for the three 

sampled groups, (b) ANOVA comparisons for the combined 

sampled staff and user groups value levels by school, and 

(c) the t test of means of those areas of significance found 

by the previous ANOVA comparisons of the combined staff and 

user groups. All statistical tables provide the sample size, 

mean, standard deviation, and either the F ratio or t test 

values, with levels of statistical significance noted by an 

asterisk (*). In addition to the various statistical tables 

provided, these data are also shown by individual schools in 

Appendix F. 

The measurement of sampled parents', PTA officers', and 

teachers' value levels was accomplished with the use of the 

Values for Working questionnaire. The questionnaire consists 

of forty-eight responses that measure an individual's values 

configuration. The theory and a detailed discussion of the 

Values for Working questionnaire are provided both in Chapter 

II and Appendix D. The Values for Working questionnaire was 

examined for internal consistency and modified through 

correlation analysis by Flowers and others (1, p. 14). 

The data in Tables VII, VIII, IX, X, XI, and XII show 

the ANOVA results of the value levels held by the sampled 

groups for each school. Appropriate F ratios and levels of 

significance are provided at the .05 level of significance. 

The data in Table VII show the ANOVA results for 

existential value levels among the staff and user groups for 
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TABLE VII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
EXISTENTIAL 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Existential 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

21. 
15. 

45 
39 

7.87 
15.39 

3 .69 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

37. 
28. 

20 
72 

12.12 
19.98 

2 .95 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

34. 
26. 

00 
93 

5.59 
13.77 

.98 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

27. 
26. 

30 
83 

11.85 
15.00 

.01 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

26. 
31. 

30 
45 

10.39 
14. 95 

1 .05 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

29. 
28. 

00 
18 

10.00 
13.63 

.01 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

28. 
26. 

80 
46 

12.75 
14.87 

.41 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

25. 
31. 

00 
77 

8.29 
15.12 

1 .84 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

31. 
27. 

75 
50 

25.17 
8.71 

.34 



TABLE VII—Continued 

78 

Variable N Mean Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Existential 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

27.61 
24.20 

11.34 
23.30 

.89 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

33.90 
29.55 

8.90 
15.22 

. 74 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

21.75 
30.00 

5.79 
13.61 

1.36 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

32.90 
25.43 

9.91 
15.05 

4.41* 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

29.70 
30.60 

13.34 
18.11 

.03 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

25.25 
29.12 

13.51 
10.41 

.28 

fc£ < .05 

all schools. School E's parents hold significantly different 

existential value levels in comparison to all other parent 

groups of the study. Furthermore, it is notable that the 

parents of School E have the highest mean score in existential 

values when compared to all other parent groups in the study. 

There are no significant differences among the staff and 

user groups for existential value levels for School A, B, 

G, and D. 
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The data in Table VIII show the ANOVA results for socio-

centric value levels among the staff and user groups for all 

schools. These data indicate that the teachers and parent 

groups of School A hold significantly different sociocentric 

values when compared with their contemporary groups. School 

E's parents also hold significantly different sociocentric 

value levels in comparison to all other parent groups of the 

study. It should also be noted that School E's parents have 

the lowest mean score in sociocentric values when compared 

to all other parents in the study. No other staff or user 

groups of School B, C, or D have sociocentric value levels 

that are significantly different from their contemporary 

groups. 

The data in Table IX show the ANOVA results for manipula-

tive value levels among the staff and user groups for all 

schools. Table IX data reveal that School C's PTA officers 

hold significantly different manipulative value levels com-

pared to all other PTA officer groups in the study. No 

other staff or user groups of Schools A, B, D, and E have 

manipulative value levels that are significantly different 

from their contemporary groups. 

The data in Table X show the ANOVA results for conformist 

value levels among the staff and user groups for all schools. 

There is a significant difference between School B's parents 

and all other parent groups for the conformist value level. 

No other staff or user groups of Schools A, C, D, or E have 
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TABLE VIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
SOCIOCENTRIC 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Sociocentric 

School A Parents 2 0 2 6 . 4 5 1 3 . 0 7 1 2 . 4 0 * 
Total Other Parents 8 0 1 6 . 3 0 1 1 . 1 2 

School A Teachers 1 0 1 6 . 5 0 9 . 8 9 5 . 2 8 * 
Total Other Teachers 4 0 2 4 . 2 2 9 . 4 9 

School A PTA Officers 4 1 3 . 5 0 1 2 . 6 0 . 7 8 
Total Other PTA Officers 1 6 2 1 . 1 8 1 6 . 0 0 

School B Parents 2 0 1 5 . 7 5 1 0 . 2 3 1 . 1 2 
Total Other Parents 8 0 1 8 . 9 7 1 2 . 5 8 

School B Teachers 1 0 2 5 . 4 0 9 . 4 7 . 9 4 
Total Other Teachers 4 0 2 2 . 0 0 1 0 . 0 1 

School B PTA Officers 4 1 6 . 2 5 1 4 . 5 6 . 2 3 

Total Other PTA Officers 1 6 2 0 . 5 0 1 5 . 9 7 

School C Parents 2 0 1 6 . 6 5 7 . 0 0 . 4 7 
Total Other Parents 8 0 1 8 . 7 5 1 3 . 1 5 

School C Teachers 1 0 2 7 . 30 1 2 . 9 4 to
 

• 00
 

h-
. 

Total Other Teachers 4 0 2 1 . 5 2 8 . 8 2 

School C PTA Officers 4 2 5 . 2 5 1 2 . 0 3 . 6 4 
Total Other PTA Officers 1 6 1 8 . 2 5 1 6 . 1 9 
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Variable N Mean Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Sociocentric 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

20.65 
17.72 

15.02 
11.36 

.92 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

20.10 
23.32 

5.97 
10.62 

.84 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

15.50 
20.68 

19.46 
14.83 

.34 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

12.05 
19.90 

9.63 
12.28 

7.06* 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

24.10 
22.32 

7.72 
10.43 

.25 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

27.75 
17.62 

19.87 
14.16 

1.40 

k£ < .05 

conformist value levels that are significantly different 

from their contemporary groups. 

The data in Table XI show the ANOVA results for ego-

centric value levels among the staff and user groups for all 

schools. There are significant differences between School 

D's parents and all other parent groups for the egocentric 

value level. Further data analysis show that no other staff 

or user groups of Schools, A, B, C, or E hold significantly 
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TABLE IX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
MANIPULATIVE 

Variable N Mean Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Manipulative 

School A Parents 20 13.10 7.38 . 33 
Total Other Parents 80 11.92 8.33 

School A Teachers 10 9.30 5.86 .57 
Total Other Teachers 40 7.52 6.78 

School A PTA Officers 4 16.50 3.83 2.71 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 9.00 8.75 

School B Parents 20 13.40 9.62 .57 
Total Other Parents 80 11.85 7.75 

School B Teachers 10 5.00 8.45 2.45 
Total Other Teachers 40 8.60 5.96 

School B PTA Officers 4 15.25 6.18 1.60 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 9. 31 8.74 

School C Parents 20 10.70 8.16 .80 
Total Other Parents 80 12.52 8.13 

School C Teachers 10 8.30 6.25 .04 
Total Other Teachers 40 7.77 6.75 

School C PTA Officers 4 2.25 2.87 5.92* 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 12.56 8.20 
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Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Manipulative 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

11.95 
12.21 

8.11 
8.18 

.01 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

8.70 
7.67 

5.73 
6.84 

.18 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

12.00 
10.12 

10.23 
8.36 

.14 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

11.65 
12.28 

7.72 
8.26 

.09 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

8.10 
7.82 

6.80 
6.62 

.01 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

6.50 
11.50 

9.94 
8.15 

1.11 

< .05 

different egocentric value levels from their contemporary 

groups. 

The data in Table XII show the ANOVA results for 

tribalistic value levels among the staff and user groups 

for all schools. No staff or user group for any of the 

studied schools hold significantly different tribalistic 

value levels. 

Data in the previous tables (Tables VII through XII) 

compared the values held by staff and user groups of each 
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TABLE X 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
CONFORMIST 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Conformist 

School A Parents 20 17.55 8.26 3.46 
Total Other Parents 80 22.25 10.49 

School A Teachers 10 15.50 6.93 1. 23 
Total Other Teachers 40 19.00 9.38 

School A PTA Officers 4 14.00 12.64 2.47 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 22.93 9.58 

School B Parents 20 25.85 9.14 5.13* 
Total Other Parents 80 20.17 10.69 

School B Teachers 10 16.60 7.75 3.72 
Total Other Teachers 40 17.12 8.97 

School B PTA Officers 4 15.25 14.95 .29 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 20.68 10.95 

School C Parents 20 20.65 11.69 .13 
Total Other Parents 80 21.50 10.52 

School C Teachers 10 23.10 10.60 .45 
Total Other Teachers 40 18.75 8.'60 

School C PTA Officers 4 21.50 6.81 . 01 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 20.68 11.34 
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Variable N Mean Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Conformist 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

18.70 
21.96 

10.10 
10.52 

1.64 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

18.10 
18.30 

10.12 
8.83 

.07 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

23.00 
21.06 

7.39 
11.19 

.10 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

23.90 
20.66 

9.66 
10.31 

1.61 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

18.30 
18.30 

8.94 
9.12 

. 01 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

23.00 
20.68 

9.86 
10.96 

.14 

k£ < .05 

individual school with those of all other staff and user 

groups of the study. Table XIII data present the ANOVA 

comparisons of the value levels held by the combined staff 

and user groups of each individual school. Significance at 

the .05 level is noted by an asterisk (*). 

Among the combined staff and user groups for School A, 

the data in Table XIII show that there are significant 

differences in both the existential and sociocentric value 
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TABLE XI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
EGOCENTRIC 

Variable N Mean Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Egocentric 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

4.25 
3. 23 

5.10 
3. 30 

.70 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

7.70 
3.80 

11.35 
4.66 

2.90 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

3. 00 
4.00 

6.00 
5.72 

.09 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

2.05 
3.78 

3.91 
4.96 

2.11 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

4.20 
4. 67 

5.30 
6.93 

.04 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

3.50 
3.87 

5.60 
5.75 

.01 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

2.50 
3.67 

2.37 
5.22 

.95 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

4.70 
4.55 

6.75 
6.21 

.04 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

3. 00 
4.00 

2.44 
6.22 

.09 
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Variable N Mean Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Egocentric 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

6.25 
2.73 

8.05 
3.29 

9.25* 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

2.80 
5.02 

3. 32 
7.14 

.90 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

7.75 
2.81 

9.46 
4.13 

2.67 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

2.15 
3.76 

3.11 
5.10 

1. 81 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

3.50 
4.85 

3.74 
7.14 

.33 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

1. 75 
4.31 

2.87 
6.09 

.64 

k£ < .05 

levels. There are no other significantly different value 

levels for School A. 

For School Bf the data in Table XIII show that among 

the combined staff and user groups, there are significant 

differences for both the manipulative and conformist value 

levels. There are no other significantly different value 

levels for School B. 

The data in Table XIII show that there is one signifi-

cantly different value level for School C. The combined 
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TABLE XII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
TRIBALISTIC 

Variable N Mean Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Tribal!stic 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

11.40 
13.40 

6.51 
7.50 

1.77 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

10.00 
11.65 

9.27 
5.80 

.51 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

7.50 
11.93 

9.46 
6.39 

1.28 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

11.60 
13.85 

7.90 
7.55 

1.39 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

11.81 
11.30 

7.19 
3.31 

.05 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

7.75 
11.87 

7. 27 
5.67 

1.10 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

14.40 
13.15 

6.28 
7.95 

.42 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

12.40 
11.05 

7.74 
6.31 

. 33 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

12.25 
10.75 

8.99 
6.80 

.13 
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Variable N Mean Standard 
Deviation F-Ratio 

Tribalistic 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

14.25 
13.18 

8.26 
7.51 

.30 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

11.10 
11.37 

6.20 
6.70 

. 01 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

16.00 
9.81 

5.65 
6.95 

2.68 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

13. 35 
13.41 

8.04 
7.58 

.09 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

11.70 
11.20 

6.00 
6.76 

.04 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

11.75 
10.87 

3.68 
7.75 

.04 

fc£ < .05 

staff and user groups of school C hold significantly differ-

ent sociocentric values at the .05 level. There are no other 

significant differences for School C. 

The data for School D are also shown in Table XIII. No 

significantly different value levels are held by the combined 

staff and user groups of School D. 

For School E, the data in Table XIII reveal that there 

is only one significantly different value. The combined 

staff and user groups of School E hold significantly 
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS BY SCHOOL 
FOR ALL STAFF AND USER GROUPS COMBINED 
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Variable 
Parents Teachers PTA Officers 

F-Ratio Variable 
N Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

N Mean 
Std 
Dev. 

N Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

F-Ratio 

School A 
Existential 20 21.45 7.87 10 37.20 19.91 4 34.00 5.59 5.86* 
Sociocentric 20 26.45 13.07 10 16.50 9.89 4 13.50 12.60 3.32* 
Manipulative 20 13.10 7.38 10 9.30 5.86 4 16.50 3.87 1.92 
Conformist 20 17.55 8.26 10 15.50 6.93 4 14.00 12.64 .39 
Egocentric 20 4.25 3.33 10 7.70 11.35 4 3.00 6.00 1.04 
Tribalistic 20 11.40 6.51 10 10.00 9.27 4 7.50 9.46 1.07 

School B 
Existential 20 27.30 11.85 10 26.30 10.39 4 29.00 10.09 .08 
Sociocentric 20 15.75 10.23 10 25.40 9.47 4 16.25 14.56 2.91 
Manipulative 20 13.40 9.62 10 5.00 8.45 4 15.25 6.18 3.36* 
Conformist 20 25.85 9.14 10 16.60 3.75 4 15.25 6.35 5.13* 
Egocentric 20 2.05 3.91 10 4.20 5.30 4 3.50 5.74 .78 
Tribalistic 20 11.60 7.90 10 11.81 7.19 4 7.27 5.67 .57 

School C 
Existential 20 28.80 12.75 10 25.00 8.29 4 31.75 25.17 .44 
Sociocentric 20 16.65 7.02 10 27.30 12.94 4 25.25 12.03 4.55* 
Manipulative 20 10.70 8.16 10 8.30 6.25 4 2.25 2.87 2.31 
Conformist 20 20.65 11.69 10 23.10 10.60 4 21.50 6.81 .21 
Egocentric 20 2.50 2.37 10 4.70 6.21 4 3.00 2.44 1.06 
Tribalistic 20 14.40 6.28 10 12.40 7.74 4 12.25 8.99 .35 

School D 
Existential 20 27.61 23.30 10 33.90 8.90 4 21.75 5.79 1.03 
Sociocentric 20 20.65 15.02 10 20.10 5.97 4 15.50 19.46 .25 
Manipulative 20 11.95 8.11 10 8.70 5.73 4 12.00 10.23 .62 
Conformist 20 18.70 10.53 10 18.10 10.12 4 23.00 7.39 .36 
Egocentric 20 6.25 8.05 10 2.80 3.32 4 7.75 9.46 1.07 
Tribalistic 20 14.25 8.26 10 11.10 6.20 4 16.00 5.65 .83 

School E 
Existential 20 32.90 9.91 10 29.70 18.11 4 25.25 10.14 .67 
Sociocentric 20 12.05 9.63 10 24.10 7.72 4 27.75 19.87 6.44* 
Manipulative 20 11.65 7.72 10 8.10 6.80 4 6.50 9.94 1.17 
Conformist 20 23.90 9.66 10 18.30 8.94 4 23.00 9.86 1.18 
Egocentric 20 2.15 3.11 10 3.50 3.74 4 1.75 2.87 .68 
Tribalistic 20 13. 35 8.04 10 11.70 6.00 4 11.75 3.68 .22 

*p < .05 
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different sociocentric values. There are no other signifi-

cantly different value levels for School E. 

The total data findings are presented in Tables VII 

through XIII for the ANOVA comparisons by school of the value 

levels held by staff and user groups. Data for five of the 

six value levels were found to be significantly different by 

ANOVA statistical techniques. These five values levels— 

existential, sociocentric, manipulative, conformist, and 

egocentric—were further analyzed for within-school differ-

ences among the researched groups using the t test of means. 

There were no significant differences in tribalistic values 

found among data for all staff and user groups or schools; 

therefore, further t tests of means for tribalistic values 

are inappropriate. The t test data findings for all other 

values levels are presented in Tables XIV through XVII. 

The data in Table XIV show the t test of means for the 

existential values level. These data reveal that there are 

significant differences in existential values between parents 

and teachers, and between parents and PTA officers of School 

A. 

The data for the t test of means for sociocentric values 

for Schools A, C, and E are shown in Table XV. Comparisons 

between data for parents and teachers of Schools A, C, and 

E show significantly different t test findings in sociocentric 

values. Further data comparisons for significant differences 



92 

•P * •K 
CO »-l rH 1—1 
CD i—1 O CO Eh 
1 

• 
CO 

» 

CO 
* 

Eh 

CO 
nd ti 
*H 0 
fd -H 
rd -P 

CM H • 
CM 
i—1 
V 

as 
LO • • 
LD 
v 

o\ 
LO • 
LO \ 

a fd 
rd "H 
+3 > 
co <d 

a 

N 
l> 

\ r^ N 
CM 

£ 

a fd 
rd "H 
+3 > 
co <d 

a 

00 • 00 • i—f • 
CM 
rH 

W 
J 

o o O 
CO C CM o O 
w ~̂N - » • • 
D CO r - <«sr 

O «w CO CO CO < O a \ \ \ 
> HI fd LO LD o 

u a) CM 
h| co £ • • • 
<! I 1 i—I r -
H CM CM ro 
EH O 
a a 
M CO 
Eh CM O 
CO D CO 

1— 

rH 
> 

H 
X § CO 

1— 
\ 
O 

\ 
o 

\ o 
H w O *z-t CM CM rH 
X 

w 
w PS w PS 

w W 
hq EH co CO CO 
CQ D & CO u 
< & 3 u CD 
EH o Q 0 CD O 

CM 525 M O •H 
< O CO •H MH 

CO 
< 

U M-i MH 
IS Pm M <D 4H o 

fa CD .d o 
< H < CO O < 
< § EH O fd < EH 

CO CD EH CM 
S5 V3 EH CM \ 
W w a \ \ CO 
pr"| ffi fd CO CO SH 

EH -p -p CD 
EH 

PS 
M-i £ c & 

W PS m CD CD O 
m O fd u M fd 

fo -P fd fd CD 
Eh CO CM pL» Eh 
co 
H H Eh 
1 CO 

Eh CD 
3 
1—i 
fd > 

rH 
<4H fd < 
0 •H 

+3 rH 
<—1 £ O 
CD CD O 
> -P ,3 
CD CO O •H 

X 
w 

CO 

^ r-» r -
o o H • * # 
CM CM CM 

V V V 

CO 
u 
CD 

CD O 
O -H 

co -h mh 
u m MH 
a> <w o 

jC O 
o C 
fd < B 
CD EH 
B P-i \ 
W co 
CO CO u 
•p -P CD 
JZj C3 rCj 
CD CD O 
U U rd 
fd fd CD 
CM CM E-I 
+ • > ! 

* 



93 

w 
A 
ca 
< 

EH 

A 
m 
> 

w 

CO 
m 
o 

u 
H & 

EH 
13 
m 
u 
o 
H 
O 
o 
CO 

fa 
IX! 
EH 

OS 
O 
fa 

CO 

U 

S * 

a 
w 
m 
£ 
EH 
w 
PQ 

Eh 
CO 
w 
EH 
I 

< 
fa 

S! 
EH 
CO 

w 
US 
EH 
& 

o 
fa 

CO 

o 
o 
EC 
O 
CO 

fa 
O 

* * * •K 
- p rH LO r - 00 r - CO l > rH 
CO H o a s OV CM i n 
CD • • • • • • • • • 

EH CM CM CM rH CO CM 
1 «»-«* x-s 

EH 1 I 1 

O o CO r o r - i > 
05 Ch vo KD o \ o o CM CO 00 

1 3 £ 00 . • • • • !> • * 

SH 0 CM CM CM CM CM • Ch 
fd *H 

*d -P 
cr> H rH 

v 
rH 
v 

rH \ i—i 
V 

r -\ 1—1 
\ 

H 
\ 

d fd \ N 
l > l > 

\ o \ O \ 
o 

\ N 
CO 

\ CO \ CM 
fd "H 
-P > 

o o * • 00 * O 
* 

o • Ch • VO • VD • r- . • 
CO CD CO CO ch l > CM a \ 0^ r -Q 

i—1 rH rH 

O O o o LO i n o i n i n 
i n m LD r o CM CM rH r -

* * • * » • • • • 
CO KD CO cn i > M i n r - r -

w rH rH H CM CM CM CM CM CM 
d \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ 
fd LO LO o LO m o i n i n o 
CD LO vo \ D CO o o rH 

a • • • • • • • • • 

VO KD VO KD KD CM CM 
CM CM rH rH i—1 CM H rH CM 

O O O 

l o rH ^ 
v v v 

rH 
\ \ \ 

rH 
V v V \ X 

O O 
\ O X 

O 
\ O \ 

o O 
\ o o 

CM CM rH CM CM rH CM CM rH 

CO CO CO to 
CL. CO u CO u CO u 
3 u CD U a) u CD 
0 CD o CD o CD o 
u O •H O *H o •H 
o 10 -H MH CO •H m CO -H MH o 

U MH MH U MH MH U MH MH 
M (D MH O CD MH O CD MH O 
a) rC O XS O 

< 
X! o 

to O < O 
< 

< O 
< 

<1 
D rd < EH fd < EH fd < EH 

0) EH p^ CD E^ P4 0) EH P4 
' d EH PH \ EH P< \ EH P-i \ 
d \ \ CO \ \ to \ \ CO 
fd CO CO U CO CO u CO CO u 

4 J +J CD •p •P CD - p CD 
MH d d X! d d r d d d x ; 
MH CD CD O CD CD o CD CD o 
fd U JH fd M fd u U fd 

*P fd (d CD fd fd CD fd fd (D 
CO PH GI EH a< PM EH pLl EH 

CO 
CD 
3 

i—1 o 
fd •H *» -> 

> U <1 u w 
-P 

MH d rH •—I rH 
0 CD 0 0 0 

O 0 0 0 
rH o & JCI 
CD •H O u a 
> a co CO CO 
CD o — 

v— 
1-3 CO 

^ r - r -
O O rH 

CM CM CM 

V V V 

EH 



94 

for all other groups and schools shown in Table XV reveal 

no additional significantly different sociocentric values. 

The data in Table XVI show the t test of means for 

manipulative values for School B. There are significant 

differences in values between parents and teachers, and 

teachers and PTA officers of School B. There is no signifi-

cant difference in values between School B's parents and 

PTA officers. 

The data for the t test of means for the conformist 

values for the staff and user groups of School B are shown 

in Table XVII. The data indicate that there are significant 

differences in conformist values between parents and teachers 

and between parents and PTA officers of School B. A compari-

son of data between teachers and PTA officers of School B 

reflects no significant differences in conformist values. 

Hypotheses Tests of Values 
Systems Analysis Data 

The data in Tables VII through XIII show the overall 

results of the respondent staff and user groups' value levels, 

both by group and individual school, using ANOVA statistical 

methods and techniques. These data reveal significant 

differences in the value levels for each group and school in 

the study. For further analysis, after these significant 

ANOVA findings were identified, student's t test of means 

was used to develop a more critical analysis of group data. 
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Data in Tables XIV through XVII provide the findings that 

result from the t test of means statistical analysis. The 

criteria for accepting or rejecting hypotheses (Chapter II) 

are to reject any one of the nine hypotheses applicable to 

one of the five sampled schools at the .05 level. It is 

notable that 13 out of a total of 120 hypotheses for the 

value levels which were held among the staff and user groups 

were found to be significant at the .05 level. Based upon 

the analysis in this section, hypotheses four through ten 

are addressed as follows. 

Hypothesis four, which predicts that there will be no 

significant differences in the existential values held by 

the staff and user groups of a junior high school, is 

rejected based on data presented in Tables VII, XIII, and 

XIV for Schools A and E. Hypothesis four is accepted for 

Schools B, C, and D. 

The prediction that there will be no significant differ-

ences in sociocentric values held by the staff and user 

groups of a junior high school (hypothesis five) is rejected 

based on the data presented in Tables VIII, XIII, and XV 

for schools A, C, and E. Hypothesis five is accepted for 

Schools B and D. 

Hypothesis six, which predicts that there will be no 

significant difference in the manipulative values held by 

the staff and user groups of a junior high school, is 
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rejected based on data presented in Tables IX, XIII, and 

XVI for Schools B and C. Hypothesis six is accepted for 

Schools A, D, and E. 

The prediction stated in hypothesis seven, that there 

will be no significant differences in the conformist values 

held by the staff and user groups of a junior high school, 

is rejected based on data presented in Tables X, XIII, and 

XVII for School B. Hypothesis seven is accepted for Schools 

A, C, D, and E. 

The prediction that there will be no significant differ-

ences in the egocentric values held by the staff and user 

groups of a junior high school (hypotheses eight) is rejected 

based on data presented in Tables XI and XIII for School D. 

Hypothesis eight is accepted for Schools A, B, C, and E. 

Hypothesis nine, which predicts that there will be no 

significant differences in the tribalistic values held by 

the staff and user groups of a junior high school, is accepted. 

Data presented in Tables XII and XIII for all schools is the 

basis for this acceptance. 

Other Data Results 

One might suspect from the definitions alone, or from 

an analysis of the Amiable section of the Social Style Pro-

file (Appendix C) in conjunction with the conformist values 

of the Value Systems Analysis model (Appendix D), that there 

would be statistically significant correlations between 
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perceived behaviors and held values by the sampled staff 

and user groups in this study. Although one instrument 

measures observed behaviors and the other held values, an 

effort was made to ascertain the possibility of correlation 

between the two instruments. However, these correlations 

for this study did not occur. Instead, the correlation 

between the two instruments (Appendix G) ranged from a high 

correlation factor of .11 to a low correlation factor of .01. 

Accordingly, the results indicate that there is an extremely 

low (not significant) correlation between the two test instru-

ments used in this study. 

Chapter Summary 

The analysis of data is shown in Tables II through XVII. 

The data presented were collected using statistically based 

techniques and procedures for sample size computation and 

selection. The collected data were first subjected to ANOVA 

statistical techniques, and then further analyzed by the use 

of student's t test of means where appropriate. Hypotheses 

one, two, three, four, five, six, and seven were rejected by 

at least one statistical difference each. Hypothesis eight 

was accepted by all statistical tests. Chapter IV contains 

a critical analysis of the data which were compiled for 

this study. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Flowers, Vincent S. and others, Managerial Values for 
Working, AMA Survey Report, New York, American 
Management Association, 1975. 

2. Hughes, Charles L. and Vincent S. Flowers, Value Systems 
Analysis Theory and Management Application, Dallas, 
Center for Values Research, Inc., 1978. 

3. Merrill, David W. and Roger H. Reid, Personal Style and 
Effective Performance, Radnor, Pennsylvania, 
Chilton Book Company, 1981. 

100 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA FINDINGS 

Introduction 

As a result of his research and analysis of organiza-

tions, Argyris (1) states that an organization includes the 

behaviors of all the participants. Both Barnard (2) and 

Laszlo (4) place additional emphasis on organizations being 

studied as total open systems that involve the coordinated 

activities and environmental impacts of two or more persons. 

Using Argyris (1), Barnard (2), and Laszlos1 (4) works as a 

basis for the methodology of studying an organization, com-

parisons and contrasts of behavioral perceptions of the 

studied school organizations are made from data which result 

from the administration of the Social Style Profile Descrip-

tive Checklist (8). Further analysis of the values held by 

the staff and user groups may be made from data which result 

from the Value Systems Analysis Values for Working question-

naire (3) . 

Differences in behavioral perceptions of their school 

organization by staff (teachers) and user (parents and PTA 

officers) groups emerge as a result of the use of the Social 

Style Behavior Model. Different values held by the staff and 

user groups are reflected by the use of findings from the 

101 
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Values for Working questionnaire. Some differences arise in 

comparisons between major groups (e.g., one school organiza-

tion's parents versus all parent groups sampled), and some 

differences arise only when analysis is conducted between 

groups of a single school organization (e.g., a single school's 

parents, teachers, and PTA officer groups). As found by the 

research of Argyris (1), Barnard (2), and Wallach (12) into 

organizational environment and culture, differences in personal 

behavior and values held among major staff and user groups 

affect and heavily influence the formation and type of 

organizational culture-environment for the individual organiza-

tion. Similarly, it is these differences applicable to each 

individual junior high school that will be analyzed and 

described in this chapter. 

Additionally, correlation analyses were conducted between 

the Social Style Profile Descriptive Checklist and the Values 

Systems Analysis Values for Working questionnaire. The 

results, shown in Appendix G, show that statistically signifi-

cant correlations were not found. The correlation between 

the two instruments ranged from a high of .11 to a low of 

.01--a decided lack of statistical correlation. However, it 

is notable that the two instruments, one measuring behavioral 

perceptions and the other measuring held values, do npt 

correlate statistically. These data results tend to infer 

that there is apparently no bias between the two instruments. 
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Accordingly, both instruments, for the purposes of this study, 

stand in their own right without contamination of data between 

them. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, the statisti-

cal data concerning the perceptions of their school organiza-

tions provided by the staff and user groups were treated 

independently from the values held by those groups. 

Overall Analysis of Differences 

The analysis of data resulting from this study was 

separately considered the perceived behavioral styles of 

each junior high school and the values held by the study 

respondents. Laszlo (4) states that organizations must be 

studied as open and natural systems in their totality and 

not broken up and studied as separate entities. Accordingly, 

three data summary tables are presented to provide a compre-

hensive summary from the data. 

Table XVIII is a summary data presentation of mean scores 

for all staff and user groups of the study, and for both the 

dimensions of behavior data and the Value Systems Analysis 

data. Table XIX is a summary data presentation of the signif-

icant differences in perceived behavioral dimensions for all 

staff and user groups by individual school. Table XX is a 

summary data presentation of significant differences in values 

held by the staff and user groups by individual school. The 

three data summary tables reflect a total school organization 

that is composed of three similar organizations and two 
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SUMMARY TABLE OF MEAN SCOPES OF DIMENSIONS 
OF BEHAVIOR AND VALUE LEVELS FOR STAFF 

AND USER GROUPS BY SCHOOLS 
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School 
A B C D E 

Dimension of Behavior 

Assertiveness 1 8 . 5 2 0 . 3 1 4 . 0 2 3 . 5 1 7 . 1 
Parents 1 8 . 2 2 2 . 5 1 7 . 8 2 2 . 9 1 4 . 4 
Teachers 1 2 . 2 1 8 . 0 1 0 . 5 2 2 . 7 1 2 . 7 
PTA 

Responsiveness 
Parents 3 7 . 8 3 8 . 3 4 0 . 4 4 2 . 0 4 6 . 2 
Teachers 4 6 . 4 4 1 . 0 4 3 . 1 3 5 . 4 4 6 . 8 
PTA 4 2 . 2 4 2 . 8 4 0 . 5 3 4 . 8 50 . 3 

Versatility 
Parents 3 2 . 4 3 3 . 0 3 2 . 7 2 4 . 4 2 6 . 3 
Teachers 3 7 . 7 4 3 . 7 3 4 . 2 2 3 . 7 3 2 . 2 
PTA 3 2 . 0 4 1 . 0 4 3 . 2 2 0 . 5 3 7 . 2 

Values for Working 

Existential 
Parents 2 1 . 5 2 7 . 3 2 8 . 8 2 7 . 6 3 2 . 9 
Teachers 3 7 . 2 2 6 . 3 2 5 . 0 3 3 . 9 2 9 . 7 
PTA 3 4 . 0 2 9 . 0 3 1 . 8 2 1 . 8 2 5 . 3 

Sociocentric 
Parents 2 6 . 5 1 5 . 8 1 6 . 7 2 0 . 7 1 2 . 1 
Teachers 1 6 . 5 2 5 . 4 2 7 . 3 2 0 . 1 2 4 . 1 
PTA 1 3 . 5 1 6 . 3 25 . 3 1 5 . 5 2 7 . 8 

Manipulative 
Parents 1 3 . 1 1 3 . 4 1 0 . 7 1 2 . 0 1 1 . 7 
Teachers 9 . 3 5 . 0 8 . 3 8 . 7 8 . 1 
PTA 1 6 . 5 1 5 . 3 2 . 3 1 2 . 0 6 . 5 

Conformist 
Parents 1 7 . 6 2 5 . 9 2 0 . 7 1 8 . 7 2 3 . 9 
Teachers 1 5 . 5 1 6 . 6 2 3 . 1 1 8 . 1 1 8 . 3 
PTA 1 4 . 0 1 5 . 3 2 1 . 5 2 3 . 0 23 . 0 

Egocentric 
Parents 4 . 3 2 . 1 2 . 5 6 . 3 2 . 2 
Teachers 7 . 7 4 . 2 4 . 7 2 . 8 3 . 5 
PTA 3 . 0 3 . 5 3 . 0 7 . 8 1 . 8 

Tribalistic 
Parents 1 1 . 4 1 1 . 6 1 4 . 4 1 4 . 3 1 3 . 4 
Teachers 1 0 . 0 1 1 . 8 1 2 . 4 i 1 1 . 1 1 1 . 7 
PTA 7 . 5 ; 7 . 8 ; 1 2 . 3 1 6 . 0 1 1 . 8 
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organizations that hold significantly different perceptions 

of behaviors and values. Furthermore, all the respondent 

school organizations strongly substantiate the writings and 

research of Argyris (1), Barnard (2), Laszlo (4), Lorsch (7), 

Saranson (9), Senger (10), Tannenbaum (11) , and Wallach (12), 

as previously discussed in the survey of relevant literature 

section of Chapter I, that organizations exhibit measureable 

behavioral characteristics which are reflections, images, 

constitutions, and representations of the staff and user 

groups of the studied groups and organizations. 

The three data summary tables reflect that three Schools, 

A, B, and C all are perceived to exhibit different but 

statistically similar behavior; additionally, their staff and 

user groups hold different but similar values. More specifi-

cally, even though Schools A, B, and C reflect some minor 

differences in the assertiveness, responsiveness, and 

versatility dimensions of behavior, plus some minor differ-

ences in the values held by their staff and user groups, all 

are similar in overall organizational characteristics, methods 

of operations, and the way in which they are perceived by 

their staff and user groups. School B reflects a great amount 

of cooperative coordination between staff and user groups, 

and it appears to be the most stable and conservative of the 

five organizations. Schools A and C are very closely aligned. 

However, these differences, although statistically significant, 
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reflect, for the most part, organizations that are relatively 

stable, approved of by those they serve, and able to react to 

changes with little or no disruption. 

The data summary tables further show that two schools, 

D and E, both reflect some managerial challenges because of 

their statistically significant lack of perceived versatility. 

In the case of School D, the organization also has the added 

burden of significantly different egocentric values held by 

its parent user group. This value level reflects further 

lack of flexibility in dealing with everday changes and 

situations. However, the most important findings concerning 

School D is that the school is perceived by its staff and 

user groups to be lower in versatile behavioral character-

istics than the other schools. This perceived low versatility 

may hamper the flexibility of the staff and administration in 

managing these school organizations, and may provide a basis 

for possible conflict between the staff and user groups of 

these organizations. However, analysis of the values held 

by the staff and user groups of Schools D and E reveals that 

the values held by the staff and user groups of Schools D 

and E reveals that the parent user group of School E holds 

more open, challenging, free-thinking, and accepting values 

than the parent group of School D. Therefore, School E's 

parents' values are more amenable to change, new techniques, 

and new procedures than School D's parents; School D's 
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parents' values are more inflexible, more stringent, and 

less open to new ideas, concepts, or methods of instruction 

than School E's parent user group. 

Accordingly, the three summary tables point up some 

managerial challenges for two of the five schools studied, 

and more specifically, for School D. The managerial skills 

necessary to administer efficiently and effectively while 

maintaining good public relations with both user groups are 

magnified for School D. The low perceived versatility, 

coupled with the values held by its largest user group, 

parents, makes the management of School D the most potentially 

difficult of all respondent schools. The data in the three 

summary tables also show that there are more easily managed 

organizations in the case of the other school organizations. 

Analysis by Individual School Organization 

Each junior high school in this study is perceived by 

its staff and user groups to reflect certain dimensions of 

behavior, just as its staff and user groups hold certain 

values. Although the three summary tables present the 

collected data by hypotheses format, the data are also 

important for individual school organizational analysis. 

The dimensions of behavior and held values for each individual 

school organization are discussed and analyzed in the follow-

ing section of this study. 
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Dimensions of Behavior for School A 

Analysis of the findings pertaining to School A shows 

an organization that is perceived by its staff to be out-

going, friendly, and extremely versatile in handling day-to-

day situations or conflicts. Both user groups of School A 

perceive the organization to be a little less versatile than 

is perceived by the staff group, but the school is able to 

react, if need be, to both conflict and differing conditions 

without interrupting the normal flow of business. The user 

groups also feel that the school is less outgoing than does 

the staff group, but that it is still capable of an effective 

and vigorous public relations effort when needed. All in all, 

both staff and user groups believe their organization reflects 

an "average" school organization (when compared to the other 

schools of the study) that has no discernable major problems 

or conflict. It should be noted (from data in Tables XVIII 

and XIX) that there are no significant differences for the 

perceived dimensions of behavior for School A. 

Lewicki (6) writes that the organization's culture mani-

fests itself to outsiders in terms of its image or reputation 

as perceived by those outsiders who deal closely with the 

organization. His writings support the perception of the 

normalcy of the organization, as perceived by its staff and 

user groups, and is further supported by statistical data 

shown in Table XIX. 
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Values Held by Staff and User 
Groups for School A 

The data pertaining to the value levels held by the 

staff and user groups for School A depict an organization 

whose staff holds much higher existential values than its 

users, although the users hold much higher sociocentric 

values than the staff (Tables XVIII and XX). Accordingly, 

the staff's values are geared more toward individual 

initiative and rewards, and the user's values are geared more 

toward group efforts and rewards. Lorsch (7) states that 

knowledge about values and preferences helps managers be more 

explicit when making choices between what a situation requires 

and one's own preferences; this view points up the critical 

necessity for recognition of the difference in staff and user 

values for School A. Since the staff believes more in 

individual effort, and the users believe more in group effort, 

the possibility for conflict arises in the areas of student 

grading for individual work, individual discipline, and 

individual recognition for work well done. 

Dimensions of Behavior for School B 

The most significant findings concerning School B's 

organizational dimensions of behavior is the high versatility 

ascribed to the organization by the staff and parent user 

group. Analysis of the data for School B reveals that the 

staff perceives its school organization as having the highest 
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versatile behavioral characteristic of all groups and schools 

included in the study (Tables XVIII and XIX). This highly 

versatile behavior reflects an organization that can accept 

new ideas, concepts, procedures, personnel, and methods of 

instruction easily and without disruption. This description 

closely parallels Argyris* (1) living organizational charter, 

which is created by work norms that are then transmitted to 

the community. School B's organization is also perceived to 

have the capacity to deal with conflicts and disagreements 

with others of different behavioral styles and values in a 

manner so that all concerned are pleased with the outcomes. 

Along with a highly versatile organization, the parents 

perceive School B as being extremely adept at maintaining 

control of all situations at all times. 

Values Held by Staff and User 
Groups for School B 

The conformist values held by the parents of School B 

are significantly different from the conformist values held 

by all other parent groups; the School B parent group has 

the highest mean score for conformist values levels of all 

other groups and schools (Tables XVIII and XX). Further, 

the parent group holds significantly different manipulative 

values than the School B teachers. Since the teachers' 

manipulative mean scores are low in comparison to those of 

the parents, this reflects a user group that believes in 
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patriotism, conservatism, and stability, and they also value 

rewards given for standards set and attained, and discipline 

maintained according to set rules and regulations. Since the 

staff holds very low manipulative values, while the users 

hold high, conformist values, they provide support for each 

other's values, which results in an organization that is more 

stable, loyal, and dedicated than the other respondent schools. 

This melding of the values held by staff and user groups is 

supported by Saranson's (9.) statement that the school organiza-

tion reflects, and is a part of, a larger society; it has 

regular behaviors made up of more than the individual parts. 

Both staff and user groups of School B have an effect upon 

the organization's culture, and both groups hold values that, 

when analyzed together, complement and support each other in 

a positive manner. 

Dimensions of Behavior for School C 

The perception of assertiveness behavior of School C by 

its parent group is significantly different from that of all 

other parent groups (Table XIX), and the assertiveness mean 

score of the parent group of School C is also the lowest 

score of all parent groups of the study (Table XVIII). 

Further examination of the data shown in Table XVIII indicates 

that the staff of School C perceives their organization to be 

fairly responsive to the needs of those it serves, while the 

parent and PTA officer user groups perceive it as responsive 
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to a lesser degree. Additionally, although not statisti-

cally significant at the .05 level, the PTA officers perceive 

School C to be highly versatile (Table XVIII). Accordingly, 

the organization is perceived by the parents of School C as 

casual, unassuming, ready to compromise when pushed, and 

supportive of the goals of the user groups. They also view 

their school as one that provides not only a friendly, tension-

free environment for learning but also specific and well-

defined services to the community. 

Values Held by Staff and User 
Groups for School C 

Statistically significant differences were found between 

the parents and teachers of School C (Table XX) for socio-

centric values. The data in Table XVIII also reveal that 

the teachers in School C have the highest mean sociocentric, 

conformist, and tribalistic values of all teacher groups. 

Conversely, while the parents' sociocentric mean score is 

much lower, they have the highest tribalistic mean score of 

their group. The PTA officers of School C show a significant 

manipulative value when compared with their contemporary 

groups (Table XX) ; further analysis of Table XVIII data 

reveals that this PTA officer group has the lowest manipula-

tive value mean score of their contemporary group. 

These findings reflect a staff group that is stable, 

works well together, and desires a structured, well-defined 

organizational setting in which to work. The parent user 
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group may want a father-figure for guidance and an organiza-

tion that is well structured and organized. The PTA user 

group desires less change and manipulation and more con-

formity and stability in methods of operation. The values 

held by both the user groups and the staff group complement 

each other through their organization, which is closely akin 

to Tannenbaum's (11) formal organization with its purpose, 

order, coordination, authority, and uniformity as major 

characteristics. 

Dimensions of Behavior for School D 

Analysis of the dimensions of behavior pertaining to 

School D reveals an organization that requires the utmost in 

managerial skill for efficient and effective operations. 

The significantly different perceptions by School D's staff 

and user groups of all three dimensions of behavior (asser-

tiveness, responsiveness, and versatility? Tables XVIII and 

XIX) is supported by Senger's (10) statement that the same 

set of circumstances can result in widely divergent percep-

tions between staff and user groups. Both user groups feel 

that the organization will try new ideas, concepts, tech-

niques, and procedures with enthusiasm, while the staff group, 

being low in responsiveness (Table XVIII), is more reserved 

in approaches to new and different methods of operations and 

procedures. Further, the parents and PTA officers have the 

highest assertiveness mean scores of their contemporary group 
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(Table XVIII), and all staff and user groups (parents, 

teachers, and PTA officers) perceive School D as being 

significantly low in versatility behavioral characteristics 

(Tables XVIII and XIX). This depicts an organization that 

is aggressive, involved, active but self-centered, vigorous 

and capable of creating a great deal of excitement; on the 

other hand, the School D organization is defensive when 

questioned, and it has little flexibility or capacity to 

accept and deal with new changes, styles of management, or 

educational programs. 

Values Held by Staff and User 
Groups for School D 

Review of the value levels data for School D reveals 

that the parent user group holds significantly different 

egocentric values from the staff and PTA groups (Tables 

XVIII and XX). Although not statistically significant at 

the .05 level, the PTA officer user group has the highest 

mean score of all other groups and schools for both 

tribalistic and egocentric values, and among the lowest of 

all other groups and schools for both sociocentric and 

existential values. Since the parents of School D hold 

significantly higher egocentric values than the other 

sampled parents of the study (Table XX), and the PTA officer 

group is highly egocentric (Table XVIII), both user groups 

believe more in individual aggressiveness and use of 
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individual power for rewards and promotion than do the 

teachers at School D. The user group further believes that 

the teachers should be hard disciplinarians--lecturing rather 

than being mentors—and always on guard against breaches of 

discipline or rules. In view of this, according to Hughes 

and Flowers (3), the students could be expected to gain 

rewards in any manner possible, and they should not be 

expected to conform to and constantly obey strict rules and 

regulations. Furthermore, since students can be expected to 

be aggressive and restless, the school administration and 

staff must be tougher than the students in order to keep 

them directed toward the tasks at hand. Accordingly, the 

parents of School D would like a tough, aggressive, 

individualistic school that is respected because of its 

exercise of raw power, discipline, and authority. 

In contrast, the teachers of School D hold very low 

egocentric values compared to all other groups and schools. 

This direct contrast between staff and user groups for the 

egocentric value level creates possible managerial problems. 

As Lawler's (5) research shows, there are significant indi-

vidual differences in how individuals respond to organiza-

tional policies and practices. Therefore, different 

egocentric values held by staff and user groups create 

considerable differences regarding what is and what is not 

important for the concerned staff and user groups, and may 
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provide probable basis for conflict between the staff and 

user groups of the School D organization. 

Dimensions of Behavior for School E 

The parents of School E perceive their school organiza-

tion to be significantly different in responsive behavioral 

characteristics, and the teachers and PTA officers of School 

E have the highest mean scores in the responsiveness area in 

comparison to all other groups and schools (Tables XVIII and 

XIX). Accordingly, the organization is perceived as one that 

encourages trust and understanding; it also supports those it 

serves by its manner of interpersonal dealings and relation-

ships, being free and open in all dealings with others and 

continually striving to minimize critical judgements. Both 

staff and user groups also perceive their school as perhaps 

being too people-oriented; it may need a little more planning 

and structure, which includes more clearly defined and 

developed goals for maximum organizational effectiveness. 

The perception of School E's assertive behavior by the 

teacher group is significantly different from all other 

teacher groups, and they also have the lowest assertive mean 

score of all teacher groups. As such, School E teachers 

perceive their school as non-aggressive and willing to 

compromise quickly and easily in the face of antagonism or 

conflict. Saranson (9) states that school organizations 

reflect and are a part of the larger society; therefore, 
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these perceptions reflect the behaviors expected from 

School E in its day-to-day operations. School E also has 

low versatility. 

Values Held by Staff and User 
Groups for School E 

The existential and sociocentric values held by the 

parents at School E are significantly different from the 

existential and sociocentric values held by all other parent 

groups (Table XX). The parent group of School E also has 

the highest existential mean score of their contemporary 

group and the lowest sociocentric mean score of all staff 

and user groups (Table XVIII). Accordingly, the value levels 

held by the staff and user groups for School E reflect an 

organization whose main user group (parents) hold much higher 

existential values than its staff and much lower sociocentric 

values than its staff (Tables XVIII and XX). Therefore, the 

parent user group believes more in individual effort, 

initiative, and rewards, and less in group efforts or rewards. 

The parent user group is much more adaptable to new techniques 

(or methods of instruction) than either the staff or PTA 

officer user group. These parents will want and will easily 

accept forward-looking and challenging new concepts more 

than they will accept conformity. Accordingly, the staff of 

School E should feel free to be more aggressive and challeng-

ing in their introduction of new and better techniques, 

procedures, and operations for the school organization. 
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Chapter Summary 

This chapter has provided an analysis of the significant 

differences of behavioral perceptions and values held among 

the staff and user groups of five junior high schools of one 

independent school district. Also analyzed were how those 

perceptions and values help formulate the organizational 

culture, description, and environment of the five junior high 

schools. Both statistical and behavioral terms were used in 

the analysis for all five junior high schools of the school 

system. Chapter V contains the summary, conclusions, and 

presents recommendations. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

This research was designed to ascertain the behavioral 

perceptions of their respective schools by the staff and 

user groups of five junior high schools, which are located 

in an independent school district in a major west Texas city, 

and to identify specific values held by the same staff and 

user groups. The study utilized two research instruments to 

generate data to test the formulated hypotheses. These 

instruments include the Descriptive Checklist, from the 

Social Style of Behavior Model, and the Values for Working 

questionnaire, from the Value Systems Analysis Model. 

Summary of Research Design 

Responses to the Descriptive Checklist provided the data 

to identify in behavioral terms the staff and user groups' 

perceptions of their school organization. The Descriptive 

Checklist was chosen for the primary instrument because it 

utilizes a survey instrument which is not self-administered 

by the school organization but which is completed by the 

organization's staff and user groups and then computer scored. 

The Values for Working questionnaire was chosen to provide 

the identification of value levels held by the staff and user 

122 



123 

groups on an individual group basis. Both instruments 

complement the overall analysis of organizational behaviors, 

values, and characteristics. 

Both research instruments were used in a pilot project 

prior to this study, and the results from the pilot project 

were used in the research design and sample size selection 

computations for this study. The randomly selected samples 

for this study consist of staff and user groups (teachers, 

parents, and PTA officers) who are knowledgeable of the 

school organization for which they provided data. Individual 

appointments with the respondent parents were made following 

their receipt of a letter informing them of the study from 

the researcher and their respective school principal. The 

teachers and PTA officers were contacted in meetings called 

by their respective principals. 

All data received were computer-analyzed using ANOVA and 

where appropriate, subjected to further analysis using 

students' t test. All data were tested at the .05 level of 

significance. The data were further analyzed using the 

descriptions provided in both the Dimensions of Behavior 

and Value Systems Analysis Models, and the results are pro-

vided in statistical as well as behavioral terms. 

Summary of Data Findings 

The following major data findings are presented in 

summary of the hypotheses of this study. 
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1. There are significant differences among the percep-

tions of the staff and user groups regarding assertive 

behavior at three junior high schools. The data (Tables II 

and V, Chapter III) reveal that the separate staff (teachers) 

of School E, the parent user group of school C, and the 

separate user groups (parents and PTA officers) of School D 

hold significantly different perceptions of the assertive 

behavioral characteristics of their school organizations. 

There are no other significant differences between the staff 

and user groups of their perceptions of the assertive behavior 

of individual school organizations. 

2. There are significant differences among the percep-

tions of the staff and user groups regarding responsive 

behavior at two junior high schools. The data (Tables III 

and V, Chapter III) reveal that the separate staff (teachers) 

of School D and the parent user group of School E hold 

significantly different perceptions of the responsiveness 

behavioral characteristics of their school organizations. 

There are no other significant differences between the staff 

and user groups as to their perceptions of the responsive 

behavior of individual school organizations. 

3. There are significant differences among the percep-

tions of the staff and user groups regarding versatile 

behavior at two junior high schools and between the staff 

and user groups at one junior high school. The data (Tables 

IV and V, Chapter III) reveal that the staff (teachers) of 



125 

School B and School D and the users (parents and PTA officers) 

of School D hold significantly different perceptions of the 

versatile behavioral characteristics of their school organiza-

tions. The data (Tables V and VI, Chapter III) reveal that 

there also are significant differences between the staff and 

parent user groups of School B, and both user groups of School 

E, as to their perceptions of the versatile behavioral 

characteristics of their schools. 

4. There are four significant differences in existential 

values between and among the staff and user groups of a junior 

high school in this study. These differences are (a) between 

the parents and teachers and the parents and PTA officers of 

School A, (b) between School E's parents and all other parent 

groups in this study, and (c) among the staff and user groups 

of School A (Tables VII, XIII, and XIV, Chapter III). 

5. There are seven significant differences in socio-

centric values between and among the staff and user groups 

of a junior high school in this study. These differences 

are (a) between the teachers of School A and all other 

teacher groups of this study, (b) between the parents of 

School A and all other parent groups in this study, (c) 

between the parents and teachers of Schools A, C, and E, 

(d) between the parents and PTA officers of School E, and 

(e) among the staff and user groups of Schools A, C, and E 

(Tables VIII, XIII, and XV, Chapter III). 
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6. There are four significant differences in manipula-

tive values between and among the staff and user groups of a 

junior high school in this study. These differences are 

(a) between the PTA officers of School C and all other PTA 

officer groups in this study, (b) between the parents and 

teachers and teachers and PTA officers of School B, and (c) 

among the staff and user groups of School B (Tables IX, 

XIII, and XVI, Chapter III). 

7. There are four significant differences in conformist 

values between and among the staff and user groups of a junior 

high school in this study. These differences are (a) between 

the parents of School B and all other parent groups in this 

study, (b) between the parents and teachers, and parents and 

PTA officers of School B, and (c) among the staff and user 

groups of School B (Tables X, XIII, and XVII, Chapter III). 

8. There is one significant difference in egocentric 

values in this study. This difference is between School D's 

parents and all other parent groups in the study (Table XI, 

Chapter III). 

9. There are no significant differences in tribalistic 

values among the staff and user groups of a junior high 

school in this study. 

10. In addition to the summary by hypotheses, the 

following summarizes the same major findings between 
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individual staff and user groups, by combined staff and 

user groups, and within staff and user groups by school. 

A. The significant differences identified between 

individual staff and user groups (e.g., parents of an 

individual school versus all other parents; teachers of an 

individual school versus all other teachers; PTA officers 

of an individual school versus all other PTA officers) 

reflect that particular group's difference from the "norm." 

These significant differences should be recognized as 

possible impacts from one individual group of the organiza-

tion upon that organization. Schools and groups in this 

category are as follows: 

Behavioral Characteristics 

School B—teachers—high in versatility, 

School C---parents—low in assertiveness, 

School D—parents and PTA officers—high in assertiveness, 

School D—-teachers—low in responsiveness, 

School D—parents, teachers, and PTA officers--low 
versatility, 

School E--teachers—low assertiveness, and 

School E—parents—'high responsiveness. 

Value Levels 

School A—parents—high in sociocentric values, 
teachers—low in sociocentric values, 

School B—parents—high in conformist values, 

School C—PTA officers—low in manipulative values, 
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School D—parents—high in egocentric values, 

School E—parents—high in existential values, and 

School E—parents—low in sociocentric values. 

B. The significant differences identified for the com-

bined group differences (e.g., parents, teachers, and PTA 

officers combined under one statistical test for an individual 

school) are shown as follows: 

Behavioral Characteri sties 

School B—versatility and 

School E—versatility. 

Value Levels 

School A—'existential and sociocentric values, 

School B—manipulative and conformist values, 

School C—sociocentric values, and 

School E-~sociocentric values. 

C. The significant differences identified among groups 

(e.g., parents versus teachers, parents versus PTA officers, 

and teachers versus PTA officers) should be recognized as 

having stronger possible implications and impacts for the 

organization in the areas identified because these differ-

ences are between the major staff and user groups of the 

organization. 

Behavioral Charac teri s tic s 

School B—parents lower than teachers--versatility and 

School E—parents lower than PTA officers—versatility. 
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Value Levels 

School A-—parents lower than teachers—existential, 

parents lower than PTA officers—existential, 

School A—parents higher than teachers—sociocentric, 

School B—parents higher than teachers—manipulative, 

teachers higher than PTA officers—conformist, 

School C—parents lower than teachers—sociocentric, and 

School E—parents lower than teachers-—sociocentric, 

parents lower than PTA officers—-sociocentric. 

11. In summarizing the total areas subjected to statisti-

cal analysis, there were 12 significant F tests out of 60, and 

2 significant t tests out of 6 at the .05 level for the social 

style dimensions of behavior. There were 13 of 120 signifi-

cant F tests and 10 of 13 significant t tests at the .05 

level for the value levels held by the sampled staff and user 

groups. Although these significant tests are small in number 

by comparison to the total number of tests run, the signifi-

cant areas that are identified do reflect critical differ-

ences in perceived dimensions of behavior and held values. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are based on the data findings 

of the study. 

1. Data gathered by both the Descriptive Checklist and 

the Values for Working questionnaire, both of which are used 

in this study, are complementary in an effort to reach an 

overall description and analysis of an organization in 

behavioral terms. The perceived high assertiveness and the 



130 

low versatility of the parent user group of School D are 

closely aligned with their high egocentric values. Further-

more, the perceived high responsiveness and high existential 

values of the parent user group of School E are also closely 

aligned. 

2. Even though some schools have minor differences in 

the assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility dimensions 

of behavior, and some minor differences in the values held by 

their staff and user groups, these schools are similar in 

overall organizational characteristics, methods of operation, 

and the way in which they are perceived by their staff and 

user groups. One school, the data for which reflects a great 

amount of cooperation between its staff and user groups, 

appears to be highly stable. Several schools are very 

closely aligned in values and perceived behaviors. 

3. Two of the five schools were perceived to have 

extremely low versatility behavioral characteristics. This 

perceived lower versatility may hamper the flexibility of 

the staff and administration in managing these organizations. 

Since one of these schools' user groups holds values that 

tend to be inflexible, stringent, and resistent to new ideas 

or concepts, conflict could possibly develop between the 

staff and user groups of this organization because of both 

low versatility and a value level that reflects a degree of 

inflexibility. This complicates and magnifies the managerial 
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skills necessary to administer these two schools efficiently 

and effectively while maintaining good public relations with 

both user groups. 

4. Behavioral terms can be used to evaluate the manner 

in which organizations are perceived by their staff and user 

groups. 

5. Management of the five junior high schools can be 

ranked according to the degree of difficulty and the problem 

areas identified for each organization. These rankings and 

identifications are as follows. 

(a) School D is the most challenging from a managerial 

point of view because of its low perceived versatility by 

all staff and user groups. Additionally, the main group of 

users (parents) hold egocentric values—one of the most 

inflexible and demanding of all the value levels. The 

manager (principal) must be tougher, more authoritarian, and 

more willing to inflict discipline on all who disobey the 

rules and regulations than any other manager in the junior 

high schools of the referenced independent school district. 

In addition, the organization is perceived to be resistant 

to change and improvement? therefore, changes will be very 

difficult to effect. 

(b) School E is the next most challenging. Because of 

the main user group's (parents) perception of low versatility, 

the organization will have problems implementing new methods 

of instruction or new procedures of operations. However, 
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School E's main user group does hold existential values—the 

highest level of values—which reflect openness and a desire 

to excell on an individual basis. Therefore, even though the 

organization is perceived as not versatile, the basic values 

held by its main user group (parents) is one of versatility 

and flexibility. The manager must "tap" this reservoir of 

values for viable changes. 

(c) Schools A, B, and C are closely aligned in managerial 

challenges. They all reflect fairly stable, cooperative, and 

flexible staff and user group perceptions and values. School 

B is the most stable and has the most supportive staff and 

user groups. However, these three schools, although having 

minor differences in perceived dimensions of behavior and in 

the held values of their staff and user groups, call for the 

least managerial challenges of the referenced schools. 

Recommendations 

As a result of this study, the following recommendations 

are offered. 

1. Methods, techniques and procedures necessary for 

increasing public awareness and communications concerning the 

junior high school system's policies, aims, and procedures 

should be implemented, with priority on the organizations of 

Schools D and E. 

2. Consideration should be given to additional organiza-

tional effectiveness training for School organization D. 
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3. To reach maximum effectiveness in the future 

research and study of school organizations and systems, both 

the Social Style Profile and Value Systems Analysis instru-

ments should be utilized in concert. 

4. Future research and studies of school organizations 

and systems should include all managerial staff of the 

independent school district being studied. 

5. Further research efforts should be conducted to 

relate perceived behaviors and values held by staff and user 

groups of organizations to indices of satisfaction and 

organizational effectiveness. 
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APPENDIX E 

August 30, 1983 

Dear 

To enable us at Jr. High School to serve you 
better, we are participating in a research project being con-
ducted by James A. Myers, a doctoral student on the staff at 
Hardin-Simmons University, Abilene, Texas. 

It is hoped that through Mr. Myers' research_survey 
questionnaire, we may both participate in worthwhile doctoral 
research and obtain information that will enable the staff at 

Jr. High School to improve our overall community 
relationships and effectiveness while continuing to provide 
the excellent educational opportunities for your children that 
you have come to expect and admire. 

It would be greatly appreciated if you could help in this 
research effort. You have been selected as one of the few 
survey parents. Mr. Myers will be contacting you in the near 
future to schedule an appointment if you can give a few 
moments of your time for this helpful research. All research 
information is confidential, with no names involved. Only 
the categories of research persons (parents, PTA officers, and 
teachers) will be identified in the study. The information 
you provide will be mailed in a sealed and stamped envelope 
(provided) to further ensure confidentiality. 

Thank you for your time and effort. 

Sincerely, 

James A. Myers Principal 
School of Business & Finance Jr. High School 
Hardin-Simmons University 
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APPENDIX F 

TABLE XXI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DIMENSIONS OF BEHAVIOR 
FOR SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND PTA OFFICERS 

FOR SCHOOL A 

Variable N Mean Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Assertiveness 

School A Parents 20 18.50 10.97 .008 
Total Other Parents 80 18.90 10.40 

School A Teachers 10 18.20 6.49 .16 
Total Other Teachers 40 19.40 8.74 

School A PTA Officers 4 12.20 4.50 .48 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 15.90 10.10 

Responsiveness 

School A Parents 20 37.80 12.90 3.11 
Total Other Parents 80 41.70 7.40 

School A Teachers 10 46.40 3.40 1.88 
Total Other Teachers 40 41.50 10.90 

School A PTA Officers 4 42.20 2.80 .009 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 42.00 12.40 

Versatility 

School A Parents 20 32.35 14.19 1.14 
Total Other Parents 80 29.08 11.64 

School A Teachers 10 37.70 4.90 1.02 
Total Other Teachers 40 33.40 12.02 

School A PTA Officers 4 32.00 16.30 . 23 
Total Other PTA Officers 16 35.50 12.10 

p < . 05 
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TABLE XXII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DIMENSIONS OF BEHAVIOR 
FOR SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND PTA OFFICERS 

FOR SCHOOL B 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Assertiveness 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

20. 30 
18.20 

9.60 
10.60 

.62 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

22.50 
18.30 

6.50 
8.50 

2.06 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

18.00 
14.50 

4.70 
10.13 

.48 

Responsiveness 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

38.30 
41.60 

5.60 
9.30 

2.25 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

41.00 
42.90 

2.80 
11.10 

.29 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

42.70 
41.90 

4.50 
12.30 

.09 

Versatility 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

33.00 
28.92 

10.73 
12.46 

1.80 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

43.70 
31. 90 

4.90 
11. 90 

9.10* 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

41.00 
33.20 

4.60 
13.60 

.23 

*£ < .05 
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TABLE XXIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DIMENSIONS OF BEHAVIOR 
FOR SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND PTA OFFICERS 

FOR SCHOOL C 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Assertiveness 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

14.00 
19.80 

7.00 
10.80 

5.27* 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

17.80 
19.50 

7.60 
8.50 

.33 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

10.50 
16.30 

2.90 
10.10 

1.28 

Responsiveness 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

40.40 
41.00 

10.40 
8.40 

.92 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

43.10 
42.40 

15.60 
18. 30 

.03 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

40.50 
42.50 

3.10 
12. 30 

.09 

Versatility 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

32.70 
29.00 

12.20 
12.00 

1.48 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

34.20 
34.30 

12.40 
11.80 

.06 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

43. 20 
32.60 

2.30 
13.30 

2.39 

*£ < .05 
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TABLE XXIV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DIMENSIONS OF BEHAVIOR 
FOR SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND PTA OFFICERS 

FOR SCHOOL D 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Assertiveness 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

23. 
17. 

50 
40 

13.80 
9.10 

5. 63* 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

22. 
18. 

90 
20 

11.50 
7.10 

2. 62 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

22. 
13. 

70 
30 

19.10 
4. 30 

3. 72* 

Responsiveness 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

42. 
40. 

00 
60 

5.90 
9.40 

• 35 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

35. 
44. 

40 
30 

13.10 
8.30 

7. 12* 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

34. 
43. 

70 
90 

24.00 
4.70 

2. 32 

Versatility 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

24. 
31. 

40 
07 

12.20 
11.89 

4. 98* 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

23. 
36. 

70 
90 

14.90 
9.40 

12. 26* 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

20. 
38. 

50 
30 

16.60 
8.80 

9. 13* 

k£ < .05 
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TABLE XXV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DIMENSIONS OF BEHAVIOR 
FOR SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND PTA OFFICERS 

FOR SCHOOL E 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Assertiveness 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

17.10 
19.10 

7.80 
11.00 

.58 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

14.40 
20.30 

6.50 
8.30 

4. 39* 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

12.70 
15.80 

1.80 
10.30 

.34 

Responsiveness 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

46.10 
39.60 

4.00 
9.20 

9.90* 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

46.80 
41.40 

3.70 
10.80 

2.31 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

50.20 
40.00 

1.80 
11.50 

2. 96 

Versatility 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

26.25 
30.61 

9.72 
12,63 

2.07 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

32.20 
34.80 

9.90 
12.30 

.38 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 1 6 37.20 
34.10 

2.00 
14.10 

1.17 

< .05 
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TABLE XXVI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
FOR SCHOOL A 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Existential 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

21.45 
15. 39 

7.87 
15.39 

3.69 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

37.20 
28.72 

12.12 
19.98 

2.95 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

34.00 
26.93 

5.59 
13.77 

.98 

Sociocentric 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

26,45 
16.30 

13.07 
11.12 

12.40* 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

16.50 
24.22 

9.89 
9.4 9 

5.28* 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 13.50 
21.18 

12.60 
16.00 

.78 

Manipulative 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

13.10 
11.92 

7. 38 
8.33 

.33 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

9.30 
7.52 

5.86 
6.78 

.57 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

16.50 
9.00 

3.83 
8.75 

2.71 
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Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Conformist 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

17.55 
22.25 

8.26 
10,49 

3.46 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

15.50 
19.00 

6.93 
9.38 

1.23 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

14.00 
22.93 

12.64 
9.58 

2.47 

Egocentric 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

4.25 
3.23 

5.10 
3.30 

.70 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

7.70 
3.80 

11.35 
4.66 

2.90 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

3.00 
4.00 

6 . 00 
5.72 

.09 

Tribalistic 

School A Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

11.40 
13.40 

6.51 
7.50 

1.77 

School A Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

10.00 
11.65 

9.27 
5.80 

.51 

School A PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

7.50 
11.93 

9.46 
6.39 

1.28 

k£ < .05 
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TABLE XXVII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
FOR SCHOOL B 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Existential 

School Bt Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

27.30 
26.83 

11.85 
15.00 

.01 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

26.30 
31.45 

10. 39 
14.95 

1.05 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

29.00 
28.18 

10. 00 
13.63 

.01 

Sociocentric 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

15.75 
18.97 

10.23 
12.58 

1.12 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

25.40 
22.00 

9.47 
10.01 

.94 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

16.25 
20.50 

14.56 
15.97 

.23 

Manipulative 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

13.40 
11.85 

9.62 
7.75 

.57 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

5.00 
8.60 

8.45 
5.96 

2.45 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

15.25 
9.31 

6.18 
8.74 

1.60 
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Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Conformist 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

25.85 
20.17 

9.14 
10.69 

5.13* 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

23.10 
17.12 

7.75 
8. 97 

3.72 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

24.25 
20.68 

14.95 
10.96 

.29 

Egocentric 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

2.05 
3.78 

3. 91 
4.96 

2.11 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

4.20 
4.67 

5.30 
6.93 

.04 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

3.50 
3.87 

5.60 
5.75 

.01 

Tribalistic 

School B Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

11.60 
13. 85 

7.90 
7.55 

1.39 

School B Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

11. 81 
11.30 

7.19 
3. 31 

.05 

School B PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

7.75 
11.87 

7.27 
5.67 

1.10 

k£ < .05 
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TABLE XXVIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
FOR SCHOOL C 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Existential 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

28.80 
26.46 

12.75 
14.87 

.41 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
; 40 

25.00 
31.77 

8.20 
15.12 

1.84 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

31.75 
27.50 

25.17 
8.71 

.34 

Sociocentric 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

16.65 
18.75 

7. 00 
13.15 

.47 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

27.30 
21.52 

12.94 
8.82 

2.81 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

25.25 
18.25 

12.03 
16.19 

.64 

Manipulative 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

10.70 
12.52 

8.16 
8.13 

.80 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

8.30 
7.77 

6.25 
6.75 

.04 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

2.25 
12.56 

2.87 
8.20 

5.92* 
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Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Conformist 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

20.65 
21.50 

11.69 
10.52 

.13 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

23.10 
18.75 

10.60 
8.60 

.45 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

21.50 
20.68 

6.81 
11.34 

.01 

Egocentric 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

2.50 
3.67 

2.37 
5.22 

.95 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

4.70 
4.55 

6.75 
6.21 

.04 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

3.00 
4.00 

2.44 
6.22 

.09 

Tribalistic 

School C Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

14.40 
13.15 

6.28 
7.95 

.42 

School C Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

12.40 
11.05 

7.74 
6.31 

.33 

School C PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

12.25 
10.75 

8.99 
6.80 

.13 

< .05 
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TABLE XXIX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
FOR SCHOOL D 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Existential 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

27.61 
24.20 

11.34 
23.30 

.89 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

33.90 
29.55 

8.90 
15.22 

.74 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

21.75 
30.00 

5.79 
13.61 

1.36 

Sociocentric 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

20.65 
17.72 

15.02 
11. 36 

.92 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

20.10 
23.32 

5.97 
10.62 

.84 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

15.50 
20.68 

19.46 
14.83 

.34 

Manipulative 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

11.95 
12.21 

8.11 
8.18 

.01 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

8.70 
7.67 

5.73 
6.84 

.18 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

12.00 
10.12 

10.23 
8.36 

.14 
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Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Conformist 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

18.70 
21.96 

10.10 
10.52 

1.64 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

18.10 
18.30 

10.12 
8.83 

.07 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

23.00 
21.06 

7.39 
11.19 

.10 

Egocentric 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

6.25 
2.73 

8.05 
3.29 

9.25* 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

2.80 
5.02 

3.32 
7.14 

.90 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

7.75 
2.81 

9.46 
4.13 

2.67 

Tribalistic 

School D Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

14.25 
13.18 

8.26 
7.51 

.30 

School D Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

11.10 
11.37 

6.20 
6.70 

.01 

School D PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

16.00 
9.81 

5.65 
6.95 

2. 68 

*£ < .05 
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TABLE XXX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE VALUES LEVELS HELD 
BY SELECTED PARENTS, TEACHERS, 

AND PTA OFFICERS 
FOR SCHOOL E 

Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Existential 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

2 0 
80 

3 2 . 9 0 
2 5 . 4 3 

9 . 9 1 
1 5 . 0 5 

4 . 4 1 * 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

1 0 
4 0 

2 9 . 7 0 
3 0 . 6 0 

1 3 . 3 4 
1 8 . 1 1 

. 0 3 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
1 6 

2 5 . 25 
2 9 . 1 2 

1 3 . 5 1 
1 0 . 1 4 

. 2 8 

Sociocentric 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
8 0 

1 2 . 0 5 
1 9 . 9 0 

9 . 3 0 
1 2 . 2 8 

7 . 0 6 * 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

1 0 
4 0 

2 4 . 1 0 
2 2 . 32 

7 . 7 2 
1 0 . 4 3 

. 2 5 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
1 6 

2 7 . 7 5 
1 7 . 6 2 

1 9 . 8 7 
1 4 . 1 6 

1 . 4 0 

Manipulative 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

2 0 
80 

1 1 . 6 5 
1 2 . 2 8 

7 . 7 2 
8 . 2 6 

. 0 9 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

1 0 
4 0 

8 . 1 0 
7 . 8 2 

6 . 8 0 
6 . 6 2 

. 0 1 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
1 6 

6 . 5 0 
1 1 . 5 0 

9 . 9 4 
8 . 1 5 

1 . 1 1 
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Variable N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio 

Conformist 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

23.90 
20.66 

9.66 
10.31 

1.61 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

18.23 
18. 30 

8.94 
9.12 

.01 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

23.00 
20.68 

9.86 
10.96 

.14 

Egocentric 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

2.15 
3.76 

3.11 
5.10 

1.81 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

3.50 
4.85 

3.74 
7.14 

.33 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

1.75 
4.31 

2.87 
6.09 

.64 

Tribalistic 

School E Parents 
Total Other Parents 

20 
80 

13.35 
13.41 

8.04 
7.58 

.09 

School E Teachers 
Total Other Teachers 

10 
40 

11.70 
11.20 

6.00 
6.76 

.04 

School E PTA Officers 
Total Other PTA Officers 

4 
16 

11.75 
10.87 

3.68 
7.75 

.04 

k£ < .05 
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