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ABSTRACT

VARIATIONS IN EXPECTATIONS FOR THE TEACHER ROLE:
AS RELATED TO GENERAL AND SPECIFIC ROLES,
EXPECTATION CATEGORIES, AND SOCIAL DISTANCE

by Clinton A. Snyder

Inadequate attention has been paid the conceptual
and empirical separation of the normative expectations
directed toward a given social position qua position, or
toward all members of a social group, or all representatives
of a social category--as distinguished from the expecta-
tions stipulated for the individual real persons occupying
such positions. To identify dimensions related to variations
in expectations, two analytic structures for the concept
of role were postulated. The social relationships between
role definers and role occupants were also examined.

The problem was operaéionalized by submitting to
neighbors (n-163) of male junior and senior high school
teachers (n-47) a set of 166 closed response expectation

items for that teaching role.
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Clinton A. Snyder

General and Specific Roles

Half the respondents stipulated the general role
by their expectations for "most male secondary teachers."
The others stipulated the specific role by expectations for
their neighboring teachers.

The two sets of responses were compared by "F" and
"t" tests on items. The incidence of expectations with
significant differences between the two groups was insuf-
ficient to reject null hypotheses of difference between the

general and specific roles.

Primary, Peripheral, and Secondary Expectations

Primary expectations are the qualities and performances
expected of role incumbents within a given social system
relevant to the achievement of that system's goals.

Peripheral expectations are pertinent to collateral positions
or roles of adjoining social systems which are supplementary

to the original system. Secondary expectations stipulate

attributes or behaviors for positions in other social
systems relatively independent of and external to the
original system.

Primary (36 items), peripheral (58 items), and

secondary (72 items) expectation categories were validated
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Clinton A. Snyder

by judgmental techniques. "F" and "t" tests were supplemented
by median tests of means and variances between categories.
Means showed no significant differences between primary,
peripheral[ and secondary expectations. But secondary
expectations had significantly more items with "low"

variance than either primary or peripheral expectations.

These findings held for both within general and within

specific role responses.

Social Distance

Three social distances were scaled, from respondents
to: (1) a "good friend," (2) "most male secondary teachers,"
and (3) specific neighboring teachers. Eleven items met the
requirements for Guttman measures of the three distances

scaled independently and also when pooled on a single

scalogram. Using the "good friend" score as a base, dif-
ference measures were taken for the social distance from
respondents to the teaching position in general and to their
neighboring teachers. Use of the "good friend" scale as a
base measure precluded any item contents concerned with
teaching. Median tests on neither the direct scale scores
nor the difference measures showed social distance to be

related to role expectations.
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Clinton A. Snyder

Conclusions

The expectations which collectively constitute the
role of the male secondary public school teacher appear to be
a highly stable set of stipulations. Respondents held the
same expectations for the teachers living next door to them
as they did for teachers in general. Even the expectations
of the "most friendly" respondents were not significantly
different from those held by the respondents who were "least
friendly" with their neighboring teachers. Nor were either
group's expectations significantly different from those held
for teachers in general.

There were differences between categories of expecta-
tions. The differences did not indicate varying modes of
requirement as to whether male secondary teachers "should"
or "should not." 1Instead, the categories demonstrated
marked differences in the consensus, or agreement, among
respondents as to what they expected. When expectations
concerned teaching activities and allied situations closely
related to the teaching role, respondents showed a relatively
lower consensus, or higher disagreement, as to what they
expected. When expectations were concerned with male

secondary teachers acting independently of, or externally
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Clinton A. Snyder

to the school, respondents tended to show greater con-

sensus as to what they expected of those teachers.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

I. Statement of the Problem

In that branch of social theory subsumed under the
rubric of "role theory" there is aﬁ inherent assumption
that people and their positions are not necessarily equatable.
This implies that the expectations delimiting a given social
position as a generalized and relatively abstract entity
may be modified or redefined for the specific actual
persons occupying that position. It seems nearly self-
evident that the phenomena of real interaction systems
should require adjustments of role expectations to meet
the requirements of the particular situation and the especial
characteristics of the actors at hand. But only occasionally
have concepts been presented which distinguish between these
two dimensions of a role.l And no known studies have been
specifically designed to generate and test hypotheses of
difference between them. This then was the major objective
of the study herein reported: to determine if empirical

evidence could validate differences between the "generalized"
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expectations which structure and circumscribe a position, a
status, or a social location:; and the perhaps more "specific"
expectations which stipulate the real behaviors and qualities
of those real persons occupying it.

All the expectations comprised by a position or a
role are not of equal functional importance for the social
system in which the position is located. Nor will all
persons necessarily value a role behavior or attribute
either in accord with each other or even perhaps in accord
with the norms of the social system in which they are acting.
A second objective of this study was to differentiate
conceptually and empirically those expectations which are
more salient and primal for a role definition from those
which are more marginal or perhaps even irrelevant to the
role being studied. To this end expectations will later
be éategorized as primary, peripheral, and secondary..
Defined primitively for the moment, a primary expectation
articulates a position within its own social system; a
secondary expectation relates it to other, or external,
social systems.

Finally, if the premises are accepted that position-
al or role expectationglare adjusted for the real persons

occupying a position and that different kinds of expectations
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may undergo different modifications, then some explanation
must be given of the etiology of such variations. Probably
these variations become most crucial during actual social
interaction which may develop between the persons defining
expectations and those who are the recipients of them. It
Seemed reasonable, therefore, that the manner in which role-
Qefiners would evaluate their social interactions with these
others would be related to the adjustment of their expecta-
tions for both the requirements of the situation and the
characteristics of the actors present. This therefore
became the third objective of this investigation: to
examine how expectations may vary as a function of the
relationship--later to be defined as social distance--
which role-definers perceive to exist between themselves
and those other persons towards whom they are directing
their expectations.

That the social sciences have largely neglected
such an area of investigation is readily understandable
when it is noted that role theory has developed out of two
rather disparate sources. Early social-psychological
writings used concepts of role to aid in better understand-
ing the socialization mechanisms involved in the development

of the self or the personality. Such usage emphasized
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the "individualized" dimensions of role: the processes
by which persons learn their roles, the ways in which they
practice them, the adaptations which they make to them.

But at the same time, sociologists and social
anthropologists were beginning to develop concepts of social
structure and function. Recognition was growing that certain
norms, rights, and duties often devolve upon particular
persons in a social group. This permitted not only the
identification of social locations within the group, but
also their significance for each other as well as for the
group as a whole. Such analysis emphasized the more norma-
tive dimensions of such concepts as role and status.

There does exist a widespread recognition of this
normative dimension of roles.2 This normativeness provides
coherence and integration within the social system of which
the position is a component unit--but this is only a
structural view. When the social system is in process,
the normative aspect of expectations contributes to the
persistence of the system by regulating, controlling, and
sanctioning the interaction going on within it.

But obviously, all of the various and several expecta-
tions which define a given status-role cannot always be

fulfilled with equal facility by a particular actor. Nor
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can it be expected that other actors in identical status-
roles will be of equal skill in fulfilling a common expecta-
tion defined for all of them. Variation in role-performance
from the expected normative action may then occur not only
within the enactment of a given position by an incumbent,
but also between positions which are purportedly identical,
particularly as to their similarities of normative function-
ality for the social system of which they are a part. There-
fore, in translating the expectations stated for a given
position to a behavioral level of interaction, it would

seem that certain allowances for individual variation in
performance must in some way be made by role-definers.
Although social theory presents explanations for such
variations, it does not provide a systematic conceptual
structure for their empirical observation and analysis.

Such individual allowances are usually considered
integral to the definition of a status-role. The normative
dimension of status-role concepts obviously implies a
permitted range for prescribed or proscribed behavior.3
The range of this permissivity may vary with the value
pPlaced upon behavior in conformity with the normative
expectation. But this evaluation may itself, however, be

the result of a normative process wherein the evaluation



« the norm O |
‘.evel.4

Such inx
to occur on a m
1s not placed uj
definers' disre
0 alternative 1
épectations fo,
from one indivic
the subsequent |
deverdent upon
% sub~cultyral

These P9
* course 313 a

“le-definerg.




of the norm or normative expectation is defined on a cultural
level.

Such individual allowances are also recognized
to occur on a more particularized level. When high value
is not placed upon conforming behavior--either through role-
definers' disregard of a value, or as they assign primacy
to alternative values--they may individually define variant
expectations for the status-role concerned. Such variation
from one individual to another--in their valuations and in
the subsequent variation in their expectations--may be
dependent upon situational variables, personality variables,
or sub-cultural variables.

These possible variations of role expectations are
of course all attributable to variations found in individual
role-definers. As such, they neither are, nor shoﬁld be,

a proper topic for investigation in this study. They were,
however, assumed to be operant in producing the variability
in responses which is nearly always demonstrated by a given

group of respondents.

II. Definition of Variables

In the ensuing portion of this chapter, terminology

will be used which has in large part been adopted from Gross,
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Mason, and MacEachern's role vocabulary.5 A position will
be considered as "the location of an actor or class of
actors in a system of social relationships.“6 A focal
position is that position towards which expectations are
being directed.7 A counter position is that position from
which expectations are being directed.8 Together they con-
= titute a reciprocal and dyadic component of a social
s y”stem. Focal and counter incumbents are simply the occu-
E>ants of those respective positions.9

An expectation will be defined as the counter incum-

Ients' own statement of the evaluative specifications which

T hey hold for a focal position and/or its incumbents.lo

A. General and Specific Roles

A paradigm offered by Brookover11 indicates not only
the possibility of the existence of a set of general
expectations which may apply to all persons occupying a
given position, but also the possibility of variation from
this generalized set of expectations when the character-
istics of the individual actor subjects (counter incumbents)
and actor objects (focal incumbents) as well as situational
variables, are operating in a social interaction system.

Such a conceptualization is concretized by Gross, Mason,
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and MacEachern's statement that "for example, school board
members can evaluate their superintendent on the standards
they would apply to all superintendents in the United

States . . . or (on the) standards they would hold only for
the superintendent in their own community."12 Such state-
ments appeared to warrant proposing the empirical separation

of expectations into two categories. (1) Generalized

Eixpectations - those which are defined on the abstract and
<generic level, which are used when the object of interest

< x action is the focal position, and which are directed

T owards focal incumbents as a class rather than as individuals.

€ 2) Specific Expectations - those which are defined on the

Phenomenal and particular level, and which are employed
when the object of interest or action is the discrete
incumbent of the focal position.

A definition of role as a composite set of associated
expectations would thus, of course, introduce the corollary

concepts of general role and specific role.

Although Gross, Mason, and MacEachern recognizel3
the theoretic variation between general and specific roles,
they do not operationally separate them as subdivisions of
the basic conceptualization of status-role. Although part

of their macroscopic role analysisl4 is somewhat analogous
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to an examination of the general role and their microscopic
role analysis15 to that of the specific role, it is never-
theless stated that "it will be necessary to infer that the
expectations expressed for 'superintendents in Massachusetts'
apply to 'superintendents in particular communities.'"
As they compare their "Superintendent's Attributes Instrument"”
to their other instruments they further state:
The presentation of these items (on the

Attributes Instrument) was different from that of

the others. . . Although they (items on the

Attributes Instrument) were asked as expectations for

position prerequisites there seems to be little -

reason to doubt that obligations . . . should apply

with equal validity to incumbents. At least we

feel it is justifiable to make this inference and to

¢ompare these attributive obligations (stated for a

position) with the behavioral obligations (stated
for incumbents) of the other instruments.l?

No prior evidence was presented for such an inference
and since items in their various instruments18 covered
different contents they were unable to analyze their
data to justify the assumption.

In view of the introductory statements of this
chapter, it was the investigator's original premise that
such an inference of commonality of expectations defined
both for a position and for the incumbents of that
position might not be warranted. Occasional studies have

offered a few suggestive evidences of difference betweef!
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the general and specific role,19 but none appear to have
been designed explicitly to test an hypothesis of such
difference. Thus the first general hypothesis to be tested
in this study was:

General Hypothesis I

Incumbents of role-defining or counter
positions define expectations for a general
role which are significantly different from the

same expectations defined for a specific role.

B. Primary, Peripheral, and Secondary Expectations

Several questions are immediately evident as to the
differences between the general and specific roles. What
is the effect of the relationship between counter and focal
incumbents upon the expectations held? This will be dealt
with in the discussion of the third investigated variable.
Other questions are concerned with structuring of the expecta-
tions. Such questions as: "What expectations, if any.
remain constant for both general and specific roles?"

"What kinds of expectations, if any, show the greatest
difference between the general and specific roles?"
"What types of expectations, if any, are most prescriptive

or proscriptive?" "Which are the most permissive?" Such
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questions lead into the statement of the second variable
which was investigated.

Obviously a multitude of expectations may be held for
a given focal position (general role) or for a particular
focal incumbent of that position (specific role). Certain
of thesé define performances, qualities, or other character-
istics expected for the general or specific roles as
interaction occurs within the parent social system of which
the position is a component unit. These expectations define
how the position is integrated into the social structure
of that system within which it is found and the functions
of that position for the parent system. In large part,
they define the means and conditions for the implementation
of the basic or chartering goals of the system. Such expecta-

tions were defined as primary expectations. A detailed

definition of this concept, together with the phenomenal
indicators required for classification of expectations
both into this category and into those following will be
presented as the operationalization of this research is
described.

Other expectations directed towards a focal position
or an incumbent are concerned with performances, qualities,

or other characteristics expected as interaction occurs in
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activities adjunctive to the prime social system. They
are expected of the actor as he performs in systems which
are subsidiary and supplementary to, and which serve
collateral functions for, the parent social system. Such

expectations were defined as peripheral expectations.

Primary and peripheral expectations together comprise what
Merton has called the role-set of the actor.20

The third major division of expectations was simply
an empirical application of Merton's concept of status—set.Zl
This, of course, comprises the numerous sets of expectations
directed towards the focal incumbent as he performs in his
positions in secondary social systems, those which are

distinctly separate and different from the prime social

system. These expectations were defined as secondary

expectations.

To exemplify the preceding structure of a set of
expectations, one might indicate that expectations are held
for teachers with reference to their behavior vis-a-vis
students within the classroom. These are expectations which
are integral to the prime social system and might be
defined as primary. In addition, expectations are held
for teachers with reference to their interaction with students

at an extra-curricular activity, in a school cafeteria, or
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at a school picnic; with parents in consultation perhaps
concerning the health of their child:; with other teachers
in a union organization or in other collateral situations.
Such expectations are peripheral to the prime social
system and thus might be so labeled. Finally, expectations
are held for teachers with reference to their family behavior
and activity, their church membership, with regards to their
holding additional jobs to supplement their income, with
respect to their participation in voluntary associations,
etc. The expectations for focal incumbents as they are seen
in such secondary social systems might be labeled secondary
expectations.

Primary, peripheral, and secondary expectations such
as those cited might be stated for any and all incumbents of
a given focal position. . Their sum would constitute the

definition of the generalized role for the focal position.

The particularization of them for a specific incumbent
might be summed into the construct of the specific role:
those expectations directed towards particular incumbents
of the focal position being defined.

The conceptualization of expectations into primary,
peripheral, and secondary categories abrogated the need

for hypotheses of substantive difference between the types
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since they were definitionally postulated. However, it
was anticipated that the consensual response of counter
incumbents to the three types of expectations would show

significant variations between the categories.

Generalggypothesis II

The concensus among counter incumbents is
significantly different between primary. peripheral,
and secondary expectations.

As this categorization of expectations, meshes with

the variable proposed earlier, general and specific roles,
two corollary hypotheses may be derived.

Corollary IIA

In the degrees of consensus among counter
incumbents there are significant differences
between primary, peripheral, and secondary

expectations as stated for the general role.

Corollary IIB

In the degrees of consensus among counter
incumbents there are significant d ifferences
between primary, peripheral, and secondary

expectations as stated for the specific role.
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C. Evaluation of Interaction

It was earlier indicated that there are various
questioné which may be asked concerning the hypothesized
differences between the general and specific role. One,
concerned with the type of expectations, resulted in the
definition of the second variable of expectation types.

The other questions asked why such variations as hypothesized
might exist. The assumption was made that if variation did
exist between the definitions of the specific and general
roles that such difference might in part be a function of
the interactive relationships existing between the counter
incumbent and the focal incumbent.22 Does then the specific
role vary as a function of the frequency of interaction?
Does it vary with increasing intimacy of the interaction?
Does it vary as the counter incumbent expands his knowledge
or perceptions of the focal incumbent directly as a result
of interaction or indirectly from other sources of information?
But an even more basic question must be answered. If one
assumes a separation in the mind of a counter incumbent of

a general role definition from his specific role definition
for a particular focal incumbent, does this mean then that

the generalized role will change as a result of the operation
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of tne above variables, or does the general role hold
constant and only the specific role change? If the above
variables are not evident (if there is little or no meaning-
ful or valued interaction between the incumbents of counter
and focal positions), does this mean a minimization of
difference between the generalized role and the specific
role?

In an attempt to specifically define the third
wvariable, it is first necessary to review certain aspects
of the conceptualization of self. Cooley has indicated
that the "self-idea" requires the actor's imagination of
the other's judgment of his appearance to the other.23
Mead furthers this by indicating that response to a social
Situation may be derived either from a consideration by

the individual of his self as an object in itself24 or

from the reflection of the self in taking the role of the
other.25 Turner reintroduces and further refines such theory
by proposing a variable of "reflexiveness" in which the
role-taker becomes "self-conscious and at least partially
recognizes that he is or is potentially an object of evalu-
ation in and of himself in an interaction situation with

26

alter." An assumption of change might be derived from

this; that an increase in social interaction may shift the
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actor's role-taking27 to a more reflexive position since
through interaction one becomes more sensitized to and
cognizant of the fact that the other may be evaluating ego's
person and his performances. The degree of reflexiveness,
either in fact or as perceived, might vary with the type
and place of interaction which occurs between incumbents
of the counter and focal positions. If it had been possible
to extend this investigation to the ultimate limits, one
might observe the perceptions which counter incumbents hold
for their interactions in all possible soci;l interaction
Systems with focal incumbents. One might have had the
i ncumbents of the counter position evaluate the focal
i ncumbents as neighbors, as fellow church goers, as
Potential members of his family, as members of voluntary
associations, etc., but extrapolation of this process might
have proven so diluent as to result in an idiographic analysis
of such evaluations.

Alternative modes of attack were, of course, avail-
able. One was to define a single, selected variable. In
the past, investigators have measured the effects of
interaction frequency, the effects of intimacy of inter-
action; some have chosen to analyze interaction into

situational components, others have concerned themselves
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with friendships.28 Another possibility was to subsume

into a single composite variable several of the various
evaluations which the respondents might hold for focal
incumbents. It seemed reasonable to assume that initial
research designed for validation of the concepts of general
and specific role would become quite speculative if attempts
were made to isolate several causative variables. Therefore,
the decision was made not to factor such variables out,

but to let them contribute to a single, synthesized variable

which was defined as social distance. It was assumed that

A ifferent types of situations would demand various degrees

Of friendship or intimacy between the counter and focal
incumbents before the counter incumbent would render approval
Of the interaction situation. Therefore, the more situations
of interaction with the focal incumbent approved by the
counter incumbent, the less would be the social distance
between the actors.

The use of such a variable required that the counter
incumbent could make definite evaluations of his interactions
with focal incumbents. But such evaluations might in large
part be dependent upon the interactions which he has
already had with them. It was possible, of course, that

the counter incumbents had not engaged in extensive interaction,
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or for that matter, possibly any interaction at all, with

the incumbents of the focal position. This would have bre—
cluded the existence of a definitive evaluation of the

other; a perhaps unstable, or unstructured, or inconsistent
perception of his evaluation of the other might have resulted.29
A projectivé element was, therefore, introduced into the

social distance variable by asking respondents how they

would evaluate the situations if such were to arise in

their interactions with the subject focal incumbents. Social

distance was thus defined as the evaluation made by counter

incumbents of their potential interactions with incumbents

©Of the focal position. A rather unique method of obtaining

Q zero datum level as well as minimizing the personality
8tructures and patternings of the respondents will be
described in the discussion of the operationalization of
this study.

The statement of the third proposed variable, there-
fore, leads to the development of the relational hypotheses
to indicate the changes of the first two variables, general
and specific roles, together with primary, peripheral, and
secondary expectations, as dependent upon change observed

in the third variable, defined as the independent variable.
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General Hypothesis IIT

——

The differences between the general and specific
roles defined by counter incumbents are related to
their evaluations of potential interaction with
(social distance to) incumbents of the focal

position.

General Hypothesis IVA

The differences between the primary,
peripheral, and secohdary expectations within
the general role defined by counter incumbents
are related to their social distance to

incumbents of the focal position.

General Hypothesis IVB

The differences between the primary.
peripheral and secondary expectations within
the specific role defined by counter incumbents
are .related to their soc¢ial distance ‘to

incumbents of the focal position.



.. Teoretic F:

L Social Psyc!

One of
stood the test
':ole.l Tie fou
Sichology by m
These authors h
:r.derstanding q
¥ converge jp
e eMergence
hich thig oce
™ initatye |

Meself the at

H *plicit),

Talyzeq in ge

a taklng the

Doy
k Son takes 3




CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF PERTINENT LITERATURE

I. Theoretic Formulations

A. Social ‘Psychology

One of the major theoretical concepts which has with-
S tood the test of time in the social sciences is that of
lfole.l The foundations of the concept were laid for social
P sychology by men such as James, Dewey, Baldwin, and Cooféy.2
These authors had as one of their common goals an improved
Qnderstanding of personality development, and they tended
ko converge in their analyses by equating this process with
the emergence of the self. The major mechanisms through
which this occurred they proposed as being the sympathetic
and imitative processes of both imagining and assuming for
oneself the attitudes of other persons. This was expanded
and explicitly formalized by George Herbert Mead as he
analyzed in detail the mental and social processes involved
in taking the role of the other.3 Via the roles which a

person takes during either imagined or real interaction

21
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with others, he continually expands his range of self-

perceptions concurrently as he broadens his range of inter-

actions with various members of various groups. The con-

cept of role was used, not so much as a pragmatic concept

subject to empirical validation, but as a theoretical
means to arriving at a better understanding of socialization

processes. The "internal" or psychological results of the

process of role taking were emphasized in terms of self-

Perception and construction of the self-image. Little
Cconcern was shown for the systematic analysis and classi-

F ication of the independent or "external" variable--that

is, the ébject external to the individual; the other. As
has already been indicated, one of the major subjects of this
Qissertation will be the other, when he is defined as an

incumbent of a counter position, acting as a role-definer.

The usage of the concept of role in contemporary

social psychology will be later examined in detail, but
nevertheless for the present, it should be said that the

concept has assumed critical importance in the modern

discipline. Newcomb, Cameron, Sargent, McClelland, and

Sarbin make use of role as one of the "focal concepts in

their theoretical formulations." Lapier and Farnsworth,

Lindesmith and Strauss.6 the Hartleys,7 and Walter Coutu8
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are only a few of the many other social psychologists who
also utilize it as one of their central theoretic elements

for the explication of social behavior.

B. Anthropology

Kinship organization early attracted a great deal
of attention in anthropology. Latent within this conceptual
area was an approach to status-role, since investigators
were interested in analyzing social structure as defined
f:hrough the relationship of one person to another.
Radcliffe-Brown states "The relationship system . . . (i;e..
Kinship system) . . . is not only a system of names or terms
Of address, but is preeminently a system of reciprocal
rights and duties."9 Such early emphasis upon social
organization or social structure led to an understanding,
even though usually implicit, of the concept of "position"
within a social structure. This culminated with the explicit
separation of the positional and behavioral elements by Ralph
Linton in his definitions of status and role.10 Through
first defining the concept of status .as "a position in a
particular pattern," and subsequently role as the per-
11

formance of the status requirements by the individual,

he was able to abstract out the concept of a social system
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from its reification in behavior. Since, however, the
definition of role was restricted to only that activity
which concretizes status, there is but little to choose

from between the two concepts as stated.12

C. Sociology

A limited selection of the several approaches in
sociology might be made to indicate a few of the possibilities.
Hughes defined status as being "only [author's underlining]

- . . that part of one's role which has a standard definition
in the mores or in law."'> Status here is thus subsumed
nder the concept of role. The latter being inclusive of a
M™Much broader range of behavior since Hughes defines it as
the "consistent conception (which one holds) with himself
in relation to other people." This definition is ob-
viously related to those which are frequently accepted
for the concept of self. He introduces the institutional-
ization of status when he recognizes that a somewhat more
advanced form of status might be differentiated as "office"
. . "a standardized group of duties and privileges devolv-
ing upon a person in certain defined situations."
Dubin's usage well exemplifies another common approach to

status. Although he follows Hughes in the usage of the
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concept of office, he defines status as "a set of visible
external markings that systematically ranks individuals

and groups in relation to each other."15 Al though the
equation of the indicators or symbols of rank with status

is unusual, the connotation of ranking is frequently intended
in the usage of the term of status. 1In fact, Fairchild's

Dictionary of Sociology and Related Sciences defines status

as "social standing or prestige of a person in his group."16
The locational function is assigned to the complex term
"social status," but even here there is included the
statement "relative position, rank, or standing” although
emphasis is placed upon the ideas of position or locus.

The fact that status has been thus used to connate
both a position or location in any social system or structure
as well as to indicate the idea of position in a ranking
system or stratification structure has produced repercussions
in the usage of the role concept. Some authors, whose
work does not demand precise discrimination of definition
in the status-role area, have used status only in the
ranking sense in order to avoid confusion. For them role
thus becomes a more inclusive term with lack of separation
of the behavioral elements from those positional aspects

more frequently attributed to status. This has been
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concept of office, he defines status as "a set of visible
external markings that systematically ranks individuals

and groups in relation to each other."15 Al though the
equation of the indicators or symbols of rank with status

is unusual, the connotation of ranking is frequently intended
in the usage of the term of status. In fact, Fairchild's

Dictionary of Sociology and Related Sciences defines status

as "social standing or prestige of a person in his group."
The locational function is assigned to the complex term
"social status," but even here there is included the
statement "relative position, rank, or standing" although
emphasis is placed upon the ideas of position or locus.

The fact that status has been thus used to connate
both a position or location in any social system or structure
as well as to indicate the idea of position in a ranking
system or stratification structure has produced repercussions
in the usage of the role concept. Some authors, whose
work does not demand precise discrimination of definition
in the status-role area, have used status only in the
ranking sense in order to avoid confusion. For them role
thus becomes a more inclusive term with lack of separation
of the behavioral elements from those positional aspects

more frequently attributed to status. This has been
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particularly frequent in social psychological writings.

Sheldon typifies a recurrent sociological definition
as he differentiates between status and role in institutions
when he states that "in the formal description of institution,
the position of the actor is described by saying that he
occupies a status [italics]. When he acts in this status,
he is said to be acting out a role [italics]."18 The
significance of the concept of role in relationship to an
analysis of institutions is similarly indicated by Parsons.
In fact, he defines an institution as "a compléx of institu-
tionalized role integrates."19 Further, the institution
"is made up of a plurality of interdependent role-patterns
or components of them."20

In a broad and generic definition of role, Parsonian
interaction theory defines it as "that organized sector of
an actor's orientation which constitutes and defines his
participation in an interactive process."21 The crucial
phenomenon in this theoretical system is, of course, the
interaction which goes on within the social system. Parsons
indicates that "it is the participation of an actor in a
patterned interactive relationship which is for many

purposes the most significant unit of the social system."22

This participation which Parsons emphasizes may be viewed
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from two perspectives. The first being that of the "positional
aspect" which may be equated with social locus or status:2
the second being that of the "processual aspect” or role.
Since status is defined as a basic component of social system
structure, and since role is "seen in the functional signi-
ficance for the social system," Parsons consolidates the
concepts of status and role into status-role or "status-role
bundle," (when the rights and duties of the actor are being
considered) as being a more productive unit for the analysis
of social systems.25

The concepts of status and role are thus combined
as a hyphenated term by several authors. One of the earlier
occasions for this is found in Gardner Murphy's work, evidently
to give a ranking connotation to role, which is defined
behavioristically in terms of obligations.26 Loomis and
Beegle also utilize the combined tefm, but to "eliminate from
consideration psychological concepts of role, such as the
milque-toast role, Don Juan role, and glamour girl role,
which do not require membership or participation in a
specific group."27 Such non-systemic roles have been
validated in small group research by Benne and Sheats.28
They suggest a typology of member roles and describe one

classification as being certain roles which are related to
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the needs of the individual members and "which have no
pertinence to the functioning of the group."29 This latter
evaluation is a common error of overgeneralization concerning
such roles. It should be obvious that even though the
individual is enacting a role which does not originate from
the functional structure of the particular group in which

he is interacting, nevertheless, other members may and
probably do identify him in his "personal" role, and further,
that such a personalized identification may, and probably
will, affect the doubly contingent structure of his

systemic role vis-a-vis their own. Although such individual-
ized roles may find their genesis in the personality structure
of the individual, they may also be the result of a "carry-
over" from a separate and different group or social system.
Explication and analysis of such a "carry-over" of role

may be proficiently handled through reference group

theory.

Robert K. Merton has been one of the major
contributors to reference group theory. 1In his first
analysis of contributions to reference group theory,30
the concept of the relative deprivation of the actor was
of signal importance, par;icularly as it provided criteria

for the actor's evaluation of his status. Merton used
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status in at least two ways in this analysis of the compara-
tive function of the reference group. First, status was
used in a way which bears a strong connotation of ranking;
to indicate that a comparative evaluation of statuses is
being made within an hierarchically arranged structure.3
Secondly, he used status in the lay sense, that is, to
indicate the condition or state of affairs in which an
individual may find himself.32 This latter usage, incidentally,
is quite in accord with the definition frequently seen in
the discipline of psychology. In the current development
of his earlier work,33 Merton systematically analyzes the
various problems which must be dealt with in the analysis
of reference groups as related to social structure. In
consequence he introduces distinctions and discriminations
that lead to a more finely detailed structuring of his
conceptualizations. Although Merton frequently uses status
to indicate several somewhat variant concepts, at this point
he delimits status to the basic idea of social position,34
and utilizes. the typology of "status-inferiors, peers, and
status-superiors"35 to bring out the connotation of rank
position or stratification.

Merton's analysis of status and role later becomes
elaborated into the idea of status-set and role-set but

these perhaps might best be introduced by examining earlier
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3
presentations of similar ideas. Linton had used "a status,” 6
and "a role."37 for a singular perspective of status and
role; a status being a single position within a social struc-
ture, a role being only the particular behaviors associated
with the enactment of that status. He also defined the
L] : 2 ers 1138 " : 2eps 1139

status of an individual, and the "role of an individual

to denote the collective perspective of status and role.

The individual acts in many social systems, and his status

-is the convergence or intersection of these many social
systems; a status is a position which he holds in each of
these. The collective role, his role, simply represents
the associated series of patterned behaviors cumulated
"from the various patterns in which he participates."40
Merton makes a similar discrimination in examining
this plural perspective of statuses and roles by speaking
of the "role-set"; that "complement of role relationships
which persons have by occupying a particular social status."41
This is not coterminous with the concept of the multiple
roles in which an individual may act, but rather denotes
that a single position which an individugl may occupy has
several inherent role relationships. For example, the
ministerial position is characterized by relationships

defined with parishioners, with the vestry, with the
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bereaved personnel of a funeral service, with marriage
participanés. etc. The concept of multiple roles Merton
handles by proposing the term of "status-set.”" This is the
"complex of roles associated, not with a single social status,
but with the various statuses . . . in which individuals

find themselves."42 This is the familiar idea that an
individual may be a father, husband, worker, buyer, voter,
etc.

Metrton's analysis is similar, although the technical
vocabulary differs, to the analysis presented by Frederick
Bates.43 While Merton starts from the more abstract and
macroscopic level of social structure and analyzes it into
status-sets, under which are subsumed role-sets; Bates
starts from a norm which is distinguished as: "A patterned
or commonly held behavior expectation. A learned response
held in common by members of a group."44 He then synthesizes
these norms, or expectations, into a "more or less integrated
or related sub-set of social norms";45 this constitutes a
role. But observing that their source as a given group,
Bates proposes that they are "distinguishable from other
sets of norms (which originate from otheq'groups) forming
the same position."46 Thus the accretion.of these sets

of norms, i.e., "position," is comparable to Merton's
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role-set, but Bates does not conceptualize the homologous
status-set. Role is looked upon as being "normative and
structural in character and not behavioral."47

Probably one of the most ambitious and comprehensive
attempts to resolve the many problems of conceptualization
and operationalization that role theorists have to face is
seen in the work of Bruce Biddle, et al.48 They are among
the few who have the temerity to study a "total" role--
that of the public school teacher. To do so, many hundreds
of items and a variety of instruments were required to
cover the "total" gamut of behaviors which are generally
subsumed under the rubric of "role theory." Such extensive
data of course required the development of a conceptual
design incorporating "all" the dimensions and variables
pertinent to analysis of the "total" role.

The most frequent denigration of those who work with
role theory--and Biddle also makes such comments49--is
the de novo definition and conceptualization of the variables
with which they work. But Biddle, too, is subject to this
criticism. The construction of a theoretical model which
will subsume the totality of that segment of human behavior
generally ascribed to role theory must of necessity be quite

grandiose and exceedingly complex. Biddle's work is both.
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Due to the difficulty of interpreting another new role
vocabulary and of recognizing familiar concepts relabelled
with new titles, it becomes exceedingly difficult to review
or even appraise the studies. Needless to say, however,

any role study which goes beyond the most simplistic structure
and design, should consider the advantages offered by this
or similar comprehensive works. When research studies
incorporate investigative variables to analyze myriads of
data, conceptual design demands a consistency of definition,
along with logical articulation of dimensions, which to
some extent may be neglected in less extensive studies.

The preceding discussion only begins to introduce —
confirmation of a statement made several years ago by Neiman
and Hughes thatthe "concept role is at present still rather
vague, nebulous, and non-definitive. . Frequently . . . the
concept is used without any attempt on the part of the
writer to define or delimit the concept."so The increased
research interest in the area has rendered the usual rewards
derived from the operationalization of concepts. Delimit-
ation and concise definition of terms has been necessitated
in particular empirical studies. However, problems of
theoretical consensus have not yet been solved since different

investigators choose different conceptual prototypes with
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which to approach the phenomenal reality of social behavior.
Thus divergent and variant interpretations are seen not
only for the concept of role, but for that of status as
well. "What Linton and Newcomb define as a role, Davis
defines as a status; what Davis defines as a role, Newcomb
calls role behavior and Sarbin role enactment."51 Never-
theless, "in spite of the confusion and lack of consensus,
the concept role (as well as status) is at present an

integral part of sociological vocabulary."52

II. Empirical Studies

In examining the empirical work which has been done
in the area of status-role, it was necessary to impose
structure upon such studies. Not only does this expedite
their discussion, but it assists the explication of this
particular work by permitting its location within such
structure. Categorizations such as those which follow
often require a certain amount of "shoehorning." It is
difficult to establish mutually exclusive categories which
have sharp and definitive lines of demarcation. It is
tempting to create "ad hoc" categories for studies which
do not at first appear to fit the structure proposed.

Such problems are particularly evident since research
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studies rarely have singular aims or objectives. The
examples mentioned, therefore, may occasionally be indicated
in multiple locations. In order to further comprehension,
theoretical proposals will also be cited as sources for the
conceptual prototypes which have stimulated investigation.
Here following below is presented in summary form
an outline of the classification of studies which will be
used in the ensuing section of this dissertation for the
categorization of research literature pertinent to the
problem at hand.
The following classification will be used:
A. Status-role as an Analytic Unit
1. As a unit of social structure or social system
2. As a unit of socialization
a. The process of socialization
b. The results of socialization
B. Status-role Content as the Object of Study
l. Expectations as the content of status-role
a. Diachronic variation
b. Synchronic variation
2. The status-role concept as an assumption
a. Occupational status-roles
b. Definitions of stereotypes

c. Attitudinal studies
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3. Sociometric usage of status-role
a. Behavioral emphasis on interactions
b. Attitudinal emphasis on interactions
4. Correlative studies
C. Analysis of Status-Role Conceptualization
1. Role conflict
a. Sources of conflict
b. Perception and resolution of conflict
2. Status-role as a unit of social interaction
3. Status-role processes as related to psychological

variables

A. Status-Role as an Analytic Unit.

Many investigators have been concerned with
examination of areas of human behavior which are readily
approached through the usage of status-role as a unit of
analysis. In such cases, status-role, per se, assumes an
instrumental importance for it serves mainly as an appropriate
conceptual component for the structuring and the systemati-
zation of a more generic and abstract level of human behavior
than is examined under the other two ensuing major headings.
The concept functions in a "means" role to expedite study

of other problems.
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1. As a unit of social structure or social system
The concept of status-role in this context generally
emphasizes a central element of normativeness. This
normative element permits analysis of institutional
and social systems into their component parts--of which
status-role is one. The normative aspect of status-role
not only emphasizes the position or location of the
status-role within social structure, but in addition
assists in defining the functionality of the particular
status-role for the larger system. The norms attached
to given status-roles are considered the cement that
binds discrete elements of behavior into a structured
whole.l
2. As a unit of socialization
a. The process of socialization
In analyzing the socialization processes which
occur in personality development, investigators
often have made use of the concept of status-role
as one of the "evolutionary stages" in the social
growth of the individual. There is generally a
suggestion of diachronic or genetic process which
occurs as the individual undergoes a continuing
process of status-role learning and internalization.

This process is generally described in such a way
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that the various status-roles make up the concatenate
sequence.
b. The results of socialization

Investigators have been frequently concerned
with developing a concept of total personality
structure. In such cases, personality structure
may be analyzed from a synchronic perspective into
the many roles or status-roles which the individual
has internalized.3 This is somewhat analogous to
the concept of the multiple self. Merton's
perspective is the converse of this category.
Although his prime emphasis is social-structural,
nevertheless, a view of the individual is given in
terms of his many status-roles; this Merton con-

ceptualizes as status-set.

B. Status-Role Content as the Object of Study

Many investigators have preferred to look at a
somewhat more phenomenal level of human behavior than is
necessary for examining the macrocosm of society, or for
the abstraction of a social system. Frequently they have
directed their investigations towards more specific and

substantive studies of status-roles. Concern has been
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shown for the many component units which are synthesized
into a status-role. Since the source of these components
are the many perceptions by persons of, and their relations
to, the status-role under investigation, that status-role
may be thus analyzed into these more minute units. They
may be defined explicitly as expectations, or if behavioral

units rather than attitudinal ones are examined, the concept

of expectations may frequently be implicit. In such studies

the status-role concept is perhaps being used in an "ends"
role as compared to the "means" role which it served under
the preceding category "A." This particular category,
"B", includes studies which often generate a more delimited
and phenomenal picture of status-role than is the case for
either "A" or "C".
1. Expectations as the content of status-role.
Empirical examination of status-roles via expectation
units usually has brought out the fact that such
expectation units are not always uniformly defined. The
variations observed in the expectations directed towards
a given status-role has permitted the analyses to be
carried out in at least two different ways.
a. Diachronic variation

If the variations in expectations appear to
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occur over time, the status-role may be broken into
developmental stages. Thus the investigator is able
to propose that the eventual functioning of an
individual in a given status-role is preceded
by a stepwise process of status-role assumption
comparable to "A 2 a." The emphasis in this category
is upon the status-role per se rather than in
terms of its significance for personality structure
and patteming.
b. Synchronic variation
Empirical studies have demonstrated that there

are consensual clusterings in the variant definitions
of status-role expectations which are held by the
defining individuals. This permits the analysis of
a status-role into sub-types, each of which may
contain the repetitive variations of the perceptions
or expectations which others may hold for the over-
all status—role.5

2. The status-role concept as an assumption
This particular classification is perhaps worthy

of a completely separate major head or perhaps it is

sufficiently variant from the other research indicated

as to warrant exclusion from the cited structure. There
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are many research studies which frequently have not
delineated status-role, although some do; wherein
emphasis was neither laid upon the social system or
structure, nor specifically upon the content of the
status-role. These studies range from the highly
theoretic and analytic to those which might best
be described as being in the "life adjustment"” category.
They range from the broad and general in character
to those which are specific case studies. The rather
weak criterion for inclusion is that their initial
premise, even though often tacit, is the existence of
positions in society which have definable boundaries
and specialized activities or attitudes associated with
them.

a. Occupational.status-roles6

b. Definitions of stereotypes7

c. Attitudinal studies8
3. Sociometric usage of status-role

Sociometric studies have exhibited another variation
in the usage of status-role. Here the content of status-
role may be considered from either a behavioral or an
attitudinal perspective. 1In either case, the sociometric

data is used inductively to abstract the functionality
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of the various status-roles for either the structure of
the group, the interaction occurrent within the group,
or for the individuals who fill the defined role
statuses.
a. Behavioral emphasis on interactions
Various studies have reported the consequents
of the mensurative processes of interaction
(frequency., origination, recipience, types) for
the interaction system or group under.observation.
These frequently have resulted in, or are
implemented by, postulation of status-role types
based on the observed variables.9
b. Attitudinal emphasis on interactions
Here the emphasis lies, not on the direct analysis
of interaction, but on the analysis of respondents'
interpretation and perception of it via choice and
selection processes. Types of positions (status-
roles) or persons may be postulated on the basis of
choice-rejection profile patterns for the person
as either subject or object.lo
4. Correlative studies
Valid for inclusion under this category are certain

studies which are basically correlative in nature even
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though the concept of status-role may be entirely
implicit. Such studies might be referred to as those
wherein attitudes, beliefs, levels of aspiration, etc.,
are correlated with gross variables such as age, sexXx,
religion, education, social class, and perhaps certain

. . . 1
other demographic or ecologic variables. 1

C. Analysis of the Status-Role Conceptualization.

A substitution for the means and ends functions of
the concept of status-role suggested for the first two major
categories might result here in the categorization of an
heuristic function for the concept. Concern is shown that
status-role is perhaps too inclusive a concept for use as
a basic or elemental research tool. While it readily
implements generalizing discussions of human activity,
specificity is lacking when it is applied to concrete
instances of behavior. Thus investigators who have
operationalized the concept have found it necessary to
analyze it into more detailed components either. of content,
of structure, or of process.

1. Role conflict

Such studies are probably worthy of a major category

in view of the diversified interests which have been

currently shown for the problems of role conflict.
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Such investigations have required proemial definition
and postulation of the concept of status-role in order
to bring about its subsequent operationalization. An
overly synoptic view of role-conflict analyses dis-
closes several sub-types, although their coalescence
in single investigations is frequent.
a. Sources of conflict
Etiological analyses of incompatible expectations
frequently have demonstrated their stemming from
various segments of society or social systems.
Studies of cultural and institutional marginality
at the most inclusive level, of conflicting
expectations from diverse reference groups or
their members at a more discrete level, indicate
the possible range of variation.12
b. Perception and resolution of conflict
Once role conflict is identified and defined
on the existential level, investigations often
probe into the functionality, of dysfunctionality,
of the conflict for the system in which it is seen.
Some studies have examined its pertinence for the
group(8) or organization(s) in which it is present.

But more frequently concern is shown for the
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impingement of role-conflict upon personality
structure or upon the subject individuals' orientations
towards alters or social systems. Investigators
have examined the'subjects' perception and tolerance
of the inconsistent expectations directed toward
them as well as the manner in which they adjust to
or resolve the ambiguou_s.situation.l3
2. Status-role as a unit of social interaction
Some investigators have directed their efforts
towards a breakdown of the status-role concept into
finer analytic units in such a way that the phenomenal
foundations of social structure and social process
theory can be more readily examined. Emphasis
upon the significance of the concept for social inter-
action theory is seen in this category. Some of the
preceding studies referred to appear to have the
inherent defect of describing in idiographic fashion
the social situation which is under study. Here,
however, investigators appear to be in accord with
Blumer's caveats14 to avoid problem bound and categori-
cally constricted variables. They attempt to maintain
their analyses of status-role at a sufficiently generic

level to articulate their findings with social system
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. : 1
and social interaction theory. >

3. Status-role processes as related to psychological
variables
Emphasis is here laid upon the fact that variation
in individual personality characteristics is associated
with variation in the processes by which an individual
either plays, takes, or defines a role. Variables such
as empathy, insight, personal needs, and the like

show up at this point.

JII. Placement of Reported Research

The research herein reported resulted from the con-
fluence of ideas from several of the previous cafegories.
The core of this study originates from C 2, i.e., Analysis
of Status-Role Conceptualization: Status-role as a unit
of social interaction. The main goal was to examine certain
detailed facets of the conceptualization of status-role
which might be pertinent to inter-personal behavior.

Through the investigation of this study's general and specific
role dimensions it was hoped that better insights into the
mechanisms by which roles are defined might be achieved.

Such an investigation would be rewarding in producing an

improved understanding of the normative dimensions of a
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role as expectations are defined for the general role. But
via the specific role variable it would also indicate how
expectations are modified and adjusted to meet one of the
requirements of a phenomenal intéraction system . . . that
expectations be defined for people, not for positions.

The desire was also entertained to articulate
findings with "A 1," Status-Role as an Analytic Unit of
Social Structure or Social Systems. This was implemented
by the classification of expectations into the primary,
peripheral, and secondary categories proposed as the second
variable of this study. If differences could be validated
for the categories, improved statements could be made con-
cerning the salient and nuclear nature of primary behaviors
and qualities expected of actors as they occupy positions
within given social systems. And in addition evidence
could be presented as to how expectations originating from
other social systems impinge upon the primary syétem.

Sociometric selection techniques were precluded by
the lack of group structure in this study but the defined
independent variable of social distance between counter
and focal incumbents was akin to the variables operational-
ized by different methods under "B 3 b," Status-Role

Content as the Object of the Study; Sociometric usage of
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status-role with attitudinal emphasis on interactions.

The social distance variable of this study was operation-
alized as the attitudes wh%ch counter incumbents held
concerning various possiblé interactions with focal
incumbents (defined completely in Chapter III, Part V).
Similar to certain of the selection techniques of sociometry,
such a dimension was considered to act as an indicator of,
or to be related to, the friendship or 1liking which one
actor--the counter incumbent--might have for another--the
focal incumbent. And such a dimension, together with its
expressive or affective component, seemed promising in
investigating a possible cause of variation in expected
qualities or behaviors--particularly for the case of an
actual interaction system, exemplified by specific role
expectations.

Finally, on the most general level, it was hoped
that certain data would be pertinent to theories of social
change. Although the general hypotheses were stated with
an assumption of stability for the general role, it was
originally speculated that not only might the specific role
change with the independent variable of social distance
but that perhaps more moderate changes might be observed in

the general role as well. Such findings would have been
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suggestive as to at least one of the processes by which
social change, as indicated by changing role definitions,
might occur. These speculations were not borne out by

analyses of the data.
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CHAPTER III

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROBLEM

I. Definition of the position

The position examined in this investigation was that
of the male secondary teacher. Delimitation of the focal
position excluded principals; assistant principals, coaches,
music and art directors; shop teachers, cbunselors; and
specialists such as speech and physical therapists.
Inclusively, the focal position comprised classroom teachers
of English, foreign languages, social studies, sciences,
mathematics, and commercial subjects. These delimitations
were believed necessary to work with as consistent an image
of the position as possible by eliminating the perhaps
divergent expectations stemming from school activities
associated with, but not germane to, the teaching function
of the position.

In the overall view, the position of teacher was chosen
for several reasons. Statements have been made regarding
the "separateness" of the institution of education as

compared to other institutions of American society.l

50
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This suggests that the definitions held for the positions

of the personnel of education might be somewhat more clearly
delineated than is the case. for other comparable positions
in our society.2 Even though congruence of beliefs con-
cerning the school is not necessarily high in different
communities and social classes, nevertheless people do seem
to have rather patent and clearcut, even though frequently
unsystematic, ideas about our educational' system and its
personnel. This may well be due to the high frequency of
exposure to interaction with role incumbents during "school
days"; due to the relative "publicness" of the school and
the teaching position; to the high value placed on education
in our society; and even perhaps to the high involvement
engendered by the traditional autonomy of the local

control process.

Many former research studies have investigated
various facets of the teacher role.3 This gave an adequate
foundation for tge content selection of role expectation
items. And finally, both the experience of the investigator
as a former teacher and his later interest in sociology of
education resulted in modicums of substantive information

concerning the position defined for examination.
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II. Definition of the Sample

The independent variable for this study was earlier
defined as the counter incumbent's evaluations of potential
interaction with focal incumbents, the synthesis of these
evaluations being called social distance. For the total
public it was assumed that evaluations would range from non-
existence--due to a total lack of interaction and acquaintance-
ship with persons in the focal position; i.e., teachers--
to a maximum of an intimate, warm, and affectionate re-
lationship with focal incumbents, such as might exist between
teacher and wife, or teacher and close kin. Although such
polar extremes may be present in any relatively large
sample, it did not seem necessary to analyze for these
extreme types. Instead, it was decided that an intermediate
interval of this variable should be observed. To this end,
the sample was purposively designed to comprise a group of
counter incumbents having at least some interaction with
teachers and who thus might be better able to project
themselves into situations of evaluation of their potential
interaction with the defined focal incumbents, teachers.
Therefore, the sample was constructed to include respondents

who were neighbors of teachers occupying those positions
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indicated in the previous section. This teacher base
consisted of 64 focal incumbents. Their addresses were
located in a 1959 Lansing City Directory and 118 adjacent
addresses, approximately two for each teacher address,
were used for the final respondent sample.
Contact letters (see sample in Appendix B) were
sent to the sample of 118 addresses adjacent to teachers'
homes. The letter indicated that their names had appeared
in a sample drawn from the Lansing area and briefly described
the research with which it was hoped that they would assist.
Telephone calls followed up the contact letters in order
to make an appointment to deliver the reéearch instruments.
Some losses, of course, did occur in the actual field
work and are described in Appendix A, Section 1. The final

sample, including replacements, comprised 163 respondents

corresponding to a teacher base of forty-seven focal

incumbents. It might be noted at this point that actual
refusals amounted to only seven persons, 3.6% out of 194
contacted. Five of these were young, unmarried females. To
what extent this default bias might repuéiate subsequent

analyses is at best only speculative.
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III. General and Specific Roles

The differentiation of the general and specific roles
was operationalized by purposive sample division, by con-
struction of the schedule, and by administration of the
instruments.

For each focal incumbent of the 47 teacher sample-
base, two adjacent addresses were used. To one was given
questionnaires which dealt with the general role. All
items on this instrument (for samples, see Appendix B)
used the item stub:

In the following situations, what do you
expect of most junior and senior high school

men teachers?

Using these answers
Absolutely must
Preferably should
May or may not

Preferably should not
Absolutely must not

nmnd wNH+H

Should they or should they not?
The actual expectation items then followed. A total of 79
counter incumbents responded to this instrument, thus
stipulating the general role.

To the other addresses adjacent to each teacher were

given questionnaires dealing with the specific role. All
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items on this instrument (for samples, see Appendix B)

used the item stub:

In the following situations, what do you
expect of this particular junior or senior
high school man teacher that you know? Using
these answers
Absolutely must
. Preferably should
May or may not

Preferably should not
Absolutely must not

(O I SN VS I I o

Should he or should he not?

The actual expectation items then followed. A total of 84
counter incumbents responded to this instrument, thus
stiuplating the specific role.

The preceding stubs headed each page of the actual
questionnaires in order to control the referent being used
by the counter incumbents as they responded to the items.
In addition, occasional items throughout the instruments
restated the referent subject to ensure the respondents'
maintenance of the proper frame of reference. Such items
of course varied in wording between the general and the
specific role instruments. (See items 5, 12, 17, 18, 19,

20, 23, 26, etc. on sample questionnaires in Appendix B.)
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All other items were worded identically on both instruments.
The written instructions to both instruments

(see samples in Appendix B) cautioned the respondents to keep

in mind either "most men teachers in our junior and senior

high schools" if they were part of the general role segment

of the sample--or "this particular teacher that you indicated

you know" if they were part of the specific role segment

of the sample. Similar verbal cautions were made during

explanation of the research at the time of questionnaire

delivery.

IV. Primary, Peripheral, and Secondary Expectations

The institution of education is responsible for
transmitting certain essential elements of culture.
Deliberate, patterned, systematic, and compulsory attempts
to induce the learning of these are carried on within
the formal structure and organization of the school. To-
day the responsibility of the school has been tremendously
enlarged in terms of the broad gamut of knowledge and
experience to which the child is exposed. However, there
can still be seen a rather firm core of learnings which
schools, both currently and historically, have attempted

to impress upon youth. Such learnings constitute the
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raison d'etre for the institution of education. For the
purposes of this research, this core was identified as
curricular or "classroom" 1earnings.4 The implementation
of these curricular learnings was defined for this study
as one of the chartering goals or major premises for the
institution of education. The nuclear social system within
which such learnings are facilitated and where pertinent
knowledge is communicated was identified as the primary;
curricular or "classroom” system. This primary system
might be considered as the nucleus of the parent or
overall educational system. Those expectations defined for
the actors as they take their roles within the primary
system were categorized as "primary" expectations.

Current educational policy also defines the school's
commitment to many extra- or co-curricular activities.
For the purposes of this research it was postulated that
such additional responsibilities are implemented not only
by the primary system but also by many supplementary and
collateral social systems or subsystems. The expectations
defined for the actors as they take their roles within these
subsidiary social systems were categorized as "peripheral"
expectations.

The primary system together with the various subsidiary
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systems comprise of course the total educational system.
The following three sections define primary,

peripheral and secondary expectations. The definitions are

stated in their generic form with the operational terms

inserted parenthetically.

A. Primary Expectations

These expectations define the focal position (teacher)
and distinguish it from all other positions, not only those
others (student, administrator, school board member, clerical
help, etc.) found within the sanctioning (educational)
system, but also those (minister, policeman, father,
congressman, etc.) which are identified with other social
systems (religious, law-enforcement, family, government).
Primary expectations implement and regulate the operation
of the primary (curricular or "classroom") segment of the
sanctioning (educational) system. Such expectations
articulate the focal position (teacher) with other positions
(student, administrator, school board member, etc.) within
the (educational) system as the focal incumbents (teachers)
enact their roles to fulfill the chartering goals
(implementation of curricular or "classroom” learnings)

of the (educational) system.
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An expectation may be categorized as primary by the

following indicators:

l.

Role identification:

The actor (teacher) is primarily and positively
identified as an incumbent of the focal position
(teacher).

Content of the expectation:

The expected quality or performance defines the
conditions and means for the focal incumbent's
(teacher's) endeavors to fulfill the chartering
goals (implementation of curricular or "class-
room" learnings) of that (educational) system
within which his position (teacher) is a cémponent
unit.

Location of role enactment:

While neither a defining characteristic nor an
exclusive indicator, the role enactment of the
focal incumbent (teacher) pertinent to the
expectation is usually observed within the

primary (curricular or "classroom") system.

Peripheral Expectations

These are expectations not directly concerned with
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of curri-

cular or "classroom" learnings) of the sanctioning (edu-

cational) system. They are not so much definitive as supple-

mentary and adjunctive. Such expectations provide arti-

culations of the focal position (teacher) with positions in

other systems (teacher organizations, clerical help, extra-

curricular activities, custodial staff, P.T.A., etc.)

subsidiary or collateral to the primary system. Primary

and peripheral expectations together comprise the role-set

of the actor (teacher).

An expectation may be categorized as peripheral by

the following indicators:

1.

Role identification:

The actor (teacher) is primarily and positively
identified as an incumbent of the focal position
(teacher).

Content of the expectation:

The expectation states the quality or performance
expected of the actor (teacher) as he carries on
role (teacher) activities not directly concerned
with the fulfillment of the chartering goal (imple-
mentation of curricular or "classroom" learnings)

.

of that (educational) system within which his
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position is a component unit.

3. Location of role enactment:
While neither a defining characteristic nor an
exclusive indicator, the role enactment of the
actor (teacher) pertinent to the expectation is
usually seen within the peripheral or supplementary
systems (teacher organizations, P.T.A.; administra-

tive offices, school cafeterias, etc.).

C. Secondary Expectations

These are expectations defined for positions (father,
church member, voter, etc.) which are structural components
of social systems (familial, religious, political, etc.)
other than the one (educational) which subsumed the originally
defined focal position (teacher). These other positions
together with the originally defined focal position
constitute the actor's status-set.

An expectation may be categorized as secondary by
the following indicators:

1. Role identification:
The actor (teacher) is not primarily identified
as an incumbent of the originally defined position

(teacher). That position (teacher) is now of
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secondary significance. Here the focal incumbent

(teacher) is primarily and positively identified

as an incumbent of a position (parent, consumer,

club member, citizen, etc.) in a system external

to the originally defined (educational) system.

2. Content of the expectation:

The expectation states the quality or performance

expected of the focal incumbent (teacher) as he

enacts those additional roles (parent, consumer,

club member, citizen, etc.) which stem from his

participation in other social systems (family,

economic, voluntary associations, community, etc.).
3. Location of role enactment:

While not a defining characteristic nor an exclusive

indicator, the role enactment of the actor (teacher)

pertinent to the expectation is usually seen within
the above indicated external systems.

In order to validate the sorting of items into the
three categories of primary, peripheral, and secondary
expectations, a judgment technique was used. Nine judges,
ten including the investigator, were given copies of this
complete section (IV. Primary, Peripheral, and Secondary

Expectations) up to the beginning of this paragraph. They
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were also given field copies of the questionnaire on which
expectation items were randomly ordered. They were asked

to sort the 166 items into the three categories on the basis
of the preceding definitions. Agreement on the placement

of items was very good with only a few exceptions. These

will be noted in the concluding two sections of this chapter.

V. Social Distance

This variable is somewhat analogous to that proposed
by Bogardus.6 Since his concern was mainly with the ranking
evaluations defined for members of minority groups7 the
conceptualization did not directly apply to this study.

The analog of social distance here applicable was the

social distance which existed between the incumbent af the
counter position (respondent) and the incumbent of the

focal position (teacher) as perceived by the former. This
is obviously associated with such variables as friendship
and liking. However, the dependence of these upon per-
sonality structures and patternings (as well as the problem
of affective variables) led to an avoidance of such concepts.

Moreno's concept of the tele relationships of
attraction and repulsion also was not altogether unrelated.

However, here the problem was one of the development of
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such relationships through interaction within the group.
This also was thus not specifically applicable to this
research since it was presumed that interaction between

the counter and focal incumbents would not necessarily be

of a type similar to that which might occur within the group
context.

Several of Homans' hypotheses are pertinenf both to
the statement and the significance of this third variable.
He indicates the positive relationship between frequency
of interaction and the degree of liking between two or more
persons.8 He also states that "an increasing specializa-
tion of activities will bring about a decrease in the range
of interaction of a person concerned with any one of these
activities and will limit the field in which he can originate
interaction."9 It is not altogether invalid to presume
that the institution of education has a specialization of
activities somewhat separate and variant from the larger
culture.lO Perhaps this specialization is carried over
into the teachers' relationships with non-teachers, bringing
about a decreased range of interaction. This would again
indicate that a direct appraisal of friendship, intimacy
of interaction, liking, etc. might be difficult to measure.

Therefore, an approach to the relationship in terms of an
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evaluation of potential interaction was used and defined

as social distance.

The initial entrance into the construction of a
social distance scale was an open-ended interview with a
small (n = 17) pilot sample. Discussion aimed at the various
ways respondents perceived their relationships to other people
with whom they were friendly as related to two factors.
First; what types of things did, or would they like to do;
with a friend that they would not like to do with someone
that they did not identify as a friend? Second, in what
ways did they perceive their friends as being "different"
from other persons of the same occupation, religion, age,
education, or other similar categories? Analysis of this
rough data revealed some 57 items which had reappeared during
the discussions.

A second exploratory interview with a small (n = 23)
pilot sample indicated that many of these items had rather
common'résponses, either negatively or positively. Since
such items would not contribute to scale construction, they
were excluded. Only-those twenty-one items were retained
(see samples in Appendix B) which appeared to give some
distribution insofar as the attitudes of the respondents

were concerned. As might have been expected the field
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distribution was not nearly as broad as the pilot sample.
Faced with a paper and pencil instrument, respondents

tended to cluster at the positive end of the scale (low
social distance) much more so than in the informal and
apparently unrecorded situation of a face-~to-face discussion.
An additional possible biasing factor was that most cases

of the pilot saﬁples were persons already known to the
interviewer. Nevertheless, as will be indicated, the twenty-
one items used did yield a scale of social distance.

There are at least two alternative ways by which
social distance may be measured. fhe first is to construct
a scalar continuum of the variable and to locate respondents
along this scale. If, for instance, a scale ranging from
one to twelve measured the distance between a respondent
and a defined other, any respondent locating himself at
point six along this scale has 6 units of social distance
existing between himself and the defined other. If he
locates himself at point eight, there are 8 units of dis-
tance between the two members of the dyad. Such a pro-
cedure, however, does introduce certain problems. The
assumption must be made that each person perceives social
distance between himself and a defined other in the same

fashion. And one must also assume that all persons
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responding have similar personality characteristics relative
to their "friendliness" witp other persons.

An alternative techﬁique which may be used to measure
social distance, and this second process was thought to be
the more desirable, is not to measure perceived social
distance directly but to measure it in terms of differences.
In order to do so; one might "zero in" or establish some
bench mark for the scalar variable by asking a respondent
to define; by prospective scale items, the social distance
existing between himself and some person whom he identifies
as a "good friend." This was done by the use of the twenty-
one item instrument appearing in Appendix B and labelled,
"Social Distance: Counter Incumbent to Good Friend." A
second instrument was later submitted to each respondent on

which he indicated--by the same item situations--the distance

which he perceived to exist between himself and another
person. This was done by the use of the instrument appear-
ing in Appendix B and labelled "Social Distance: Counter
Incumbent to Focal Incumbent" (the specific teacher whom
the respondent knew). Since this procedure gives both a
reference measure and a second measure, either similar to
or variant from the reference point, the difference between

the two scaled measures might be looked upon as a more
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dependable indicator of social distance. The variation due
to respondents' personality systems and their attitudes
towards those persons identified as friends would at least
be minimized. It also permits the removal of the variation
among respondents of the scale's natural origin--or "where
friendship starts" for the respondents concerned. A similar
procedure was carried out for the measurement of social
distance as perceived betwen the counter incumbent and the
focal position (male secondary teachers in general). The
instrument appears in Appendix B and is so labelled.

It was thought that item similarity might produce
carryover from one instrument to another if all three measures
were used on each respondent. This did appear to be the
case for the small number of respondents for which it was
tried. Therefore, the overall sample was split so that a
repetition occurred only once for each respondent. For half
of the sample, the first instrument, "Social Distance to
'Good Friend'", was administered at the beginning of the first
contact with the respondents when the questionnaire was
delivered. The second instrument, either "Social Distance
to Focal Incumbent" or "Social Distance to the Focal
Position, " was administered at the time of the investigator's

return, usually about a week later, to pick up the
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questionnaire. The respondents had not seen the "Good
Friend" scale for several days at the time of their complet-
ing the second scale. For the other half of the sample,
the order of instrument administration was reversed.
Although there was possibly some carryover even for such a
single duplication, it was thought that this was the most
advantageous technique short of a long time delay between
administrations.

For the total sample, then, data were available
for the counter incumbent to good friend distance:; for half
the sample on the counter incumbent to focal incumbent
distance; and for the remaining half of the sample on the
counter incumbent to focal position distance. In order to
construct a scale from which differences could be deduced,
it was obviously necessary to have all three sets of distance
data contribute to a single common scale. In order to do
this, a somewhat novel system of respondent selection was
used for scale construction. The three distance instru-
ments, "Counter Incumbent to Good Friend," "Counter
Incumbent to Focal Incumbent," and "Counter Incumbent to
Focal Position" were in the ratio of 2 to 1 to 1. 1In accord
with this ratio, 64 "Counter Incumbent to Good Friend"

instruments were randomly selected from the sample; these
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individuals were then excluded as 32 "Counter Incumbent to
Focal Incumbent" instruments were selected; and finally, all
previous individuals were excluded for the selection of 32
"Counter Incumbent to Focal Position" instruments. These
exclusions eliminated biasing the scale by a respondent's
appearing twice within the data--even though he would have
responded to two different instruments. Since it was
thought that there might be a sex difference in social
distance, each of the three groups (64 "Good Friend,"

32 "Focal Incumbent," and 32 "Focal Position") was also
controlled to contain equal numbers of males and females.
These 128 questionnaires were then analyzed by the Cornell
technique for Guttman scale construction.ll A series of
questions was abstracted which met the requirements for a
Guttman scale. A summary of the analysis is to be found in
Appendix C. The eleven items which scaled are here listed

in the order of their appearance on the final scalogram.

Scale Instrument

Item Item
No. No.
1. (9) What's your reaction towards discussing
religion with him?
2. (6) How would you feel about discussing

politics with this good friend?
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Scale Instrument
Item Item
No. No.
3. (4)
4. (20)
5. (19)
6. (13)
7. (14)
8. (16)
9. (18)
10. (15)
11. (11)
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Would you want to discuss his job with
him?

How about (your husband's) going out
of town together on a short business
trip?

How would you feel about having him as
a member of your (husband's) lodge,
social club, etc.?

Suppose you were neighbors and you were
locked out of your home during the winter
and had to seek shelter in his home for
an hour or so until someone came home.
How would you react to this?

What if this happened to him and he
asked to wait in your home?

How about your families having a picnic
or barbecue together?

How do you think you might react to
accidentally meeting this good friend
and his wife in a restaurant and having
lunch with them?

If your phone were dead and you went
over to his house to report it, how

would you react if you were invited

to have a cup of coffee?

How would you react to (your husband's)
going bowling or golfing with this good
friend?
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Response Categories
l. I would like to think that I'd enjoy it.
2. This might work out fairly well.

3. "So-s0," I feel quite neutral about this.
4. I doubt that I would go for this.

5. I think I would probably try to avoid it.

These items are taken from the scale "Social Distance:
Counter Incumbent to Good Friend." For the corresponding
items on the "Social Distance: Counter Incumbent to Focal
Position" and the "Social Distance: Counter Incumbent to

Focal Incumbent," see the sample instruments in Appendix B.
Subject types having the most favorable, i.e., least social
distance, responses answered all the first ten items in the
first response category; the eleventh item in the first two
categories. As subject types became decreasingly favorable,
i.e., had greater social distance, they would answer the
first item with foils 2 - 5, then the first two items with
foils 2 - 5, then the first three with 2 - 5, etc. The
least favorable response pattern, i.e., having the greatest
social distance, of course was that in which all of the

first ten items were responded to with foils 2 - 5, and

item eleven with foils 3 - 5. Thus there was a total of
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twelve scale score types.

As described earlier, differences were taken between
respondents' scale scores on their "Good Friend" scale and
their "Focal Incumbent" or "Focal Position" scale, wHichever
of the latter two had been administered to them. The "Good
Friend" score thus acted as a ledger mark in providing both
a "reference scale" and an "anchorage point" for the manner
in which respondents perceived their relationships with
others. The "Focal Incumbent" or "Focal Position" score
was subtracted from the "Good Friend" score; giving a
positive value to the difference when the "Focal Incumbent"
or "Focal Position" distance was less, i.e., lower score,
than the distance to "Good Friend"; a negaﬁive value when
the converse occurred. A positive difference thus indi-

cated a greater approval of the incumbent, or position, than

of the friend. A negative difference indicated a greater

approval of the friend than of theincumbent or the position.

Three possibilities might be cited.
Example 1l: A respondent had a "Social Distance:
Good Friend" scale score of one (low social distance,
all eleven items answered approvingly). He also had
a "Social Distance: Focal Incumbent" scale score of

twelve (high social distance, all eleven items not
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answered approvingly). The distance difference 1is
negative eleven. This is the greatest possible distance,
as measured by the scales, between a respondent and a

focal incumbent.

Example 2: A respondent had a "Social Distance:
Good Friend" scale score of twelve (high social distance;
all eleven items not answered approvingly); He also had
a "Social Distance: Focal Incumbent" scale score of
one (low social distance, all eleven items answered
approvingly). The distance difference is positive
eleven. This is the least possible distance, as measured
by the scales, between the respondent and a focal

incumbent.

Example 3: Two respondents have "Social Distance:
Good Friend" scale scores of three and nine. They also
have "Social Distance: Focal Position" scale scores
of three and nine respectively. The distance differehce for
both is.zero. This would indicate that each of ‘them is
perceiving the same social distance, as measured by the
scales, to both their "Good Friend" and to the focal

position.
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The social distance difference scores were thus
calculated, ranging from plus eleven through zero to minus
eleven, for all respondents. The data cited in Part III
of Appendix C and its accompanying Appendix Tables C3 and
C4 indicated that this procedure was both credible and valid.

VI. Sector Analysis of Primary and
Peripheral Expectations

A final statement might be made with reference to
the design of this research. Since the original intent
had been to examine a variety of expectations directed to-
ward a given position, some systematic process had to be
devised to sample the available range of content for
expectations. Comparable plans had been suggested for
primary and peripheral expectations both by Merton's role-
set concept12 and by the manner in which Gross, Mason,
and McEachern had operationalized similar ideas with their
"sector" analysis.l3 They defined a role sector as a "set
of expectations applied to the relationship of a focal
position to a single counter position."14

One might define a large number of sectors related
to the teaching position for both primary and peripheral

exXpectations. Students, parents, principals, superintendents,

board members, school clerical and custodial staff, board
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staff members, librarians, counselors, special education
consultants, college and university staffs--these constitute
some of the possible directions from which expectations may
arise, or the possible counter positions to which relation-
ships of the teacher may be defined. Since some are of less
import than others for the teacher in his day-to-day
activities within the school; a selection was therefore
made. The student; parent; other teacher, and administra-
tive positions probably comprise the more significant sectors
counter to focal incumbents. These were therefore used
as a basis for item selection of expectations.

One additional category was also used to classify
expectations. Somle relatively critical expectations did
not have a readily discernible counter position. Others
had two or more counter positions whose incumbents might
both h;ld the given expectation. For these it was impossible
to establish primacy of a single counter position without
such a cumbersome and particularized wording of the question
that it was not thought to be feasible for the problem at
hand. Both types of items were categorized as "Indetermi-
nate Other." See Appendix Table D-1 for examples.

As indicated, the above named sectors were used as

a basis for item sampling of contents for both primary and
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peripheral expectations. It was originally hoped that sector
analysis might be used as an empirical variable, but disagree-
ment on the part of the judges15 in assigning items to the
various sectors led to its abandonment for research purposes.
The sector classification was retained, mainly for indexing

in both data reporting and subsequent analyses. But even

for this purpose, no expectations were classified into

either the student, other teacher, administratiQe; or parent
sectors unless at least a majority of the judges agreed on
such placement. The items upon which they disagreed were

placed in the "Indeterminate Other" category.

VII. Classification of Secondary Expectations

Very similar statements might be made for content
sampling of secondary expectations. The original intent was
to categorize these mainly by systemic primacy or pertinence.
Teacher incumbents interact in numerous social systems ex-
ternal to the school. A sampling of the religious, familial,
political, community or civic, neighborhood, economic, and
voluntary associations systems seemed to provide an adequate
base for the content sampling of secondary expectations.
Three additional categories (non-systemic) were also

originally used for secondary expectations. They were
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(1) Extra-school Work, "Moonlighting," (2) Personal Behaviors
and Performances, and (3) Personal Qualities and Attributes.
The disagreement of the judges was so great for the
preceding classifications of secondary expectatiops as
to warrant restructuring of the categories. By inductive
analysis of both the judges' classifications of items and
the field data, the items were tentatively sorted into four
categories. These were (1) Community Participations;
(2) Personal Qualities and Performances; (3) Extra-school
Work; "Moonlighting" (no change); and (4) Coﬁparative Items.
Only the last division requires explanation. The
original schedule design had included nineteen scattered
items wherein the respondents were asked to compare their
expectation for a focal incumbent or the focal position to
what they expected of "other folks," "The average citizen,"
"other people," etc. (See Appendix Table D-1, Entries under
III D). These had originally been systemically sorted but
such items showed the greatest disagreement among the judges
as to placement. Following the re-classification of items
into the preceding four categories, the secondary expectation
items were re-submitted to four judges, five including the
investigator. The final placement of items was the result

of practically unanimous agreement among the judges.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

I. Rejection of General and Specific Roles

General Hypothesis I

Incumbents of role-defining or counter positions
define expectations for a general role which are
significantly different from the same expectations

defined for a specific role.

From the final sample of 163 persons, 84 had responded
to the specific role and 79 to the general role instruments.
(See Appendix B for examples.) Any research using a compara-
tive technique must ensure that the compared samples are
alike on pertinent gross variables to identify and control
for any specious findings resulting from sample dissimi-
larities. The gross data of the background instrument
(see sample in Appendix B) were analyzed for any sampling
differences which might have led to confounding variation
between the general and specific role data. The two-

sub-samples were found not to be significantly different

79
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at a 5% fiducial level. with respect to the following
variables: (1) Age, (2) Sex, (3) Marital Status, (4) Age

of Children, (5) Attendance of Children at Public or Parochial
Schools, (6) Church Membership, (7) Church Attendance,

(8) Kinship to Teachers, (9) Education, and (10) Socio-
economic Class Status. The data substantiating the above-
cited similarities are to be found in Appendix A, Section 2.

The two sub-samples were found to be different at
the 5% or better fiducial level for years lived in their
neighborhood and the respondents' acquaintanceships with
teachers. Two factors made it unnecessary to control for
these variables. First, both were presumed to be handled
adequately by the social distance variable, and secondly,
since the research data did not bear out the hypothesized
differences between general and specific roles, the problem
of such controls became irrelevant.

The two sample divisions, one for specific and one
for general role definitions, were compared on each of the
166 expectation items for variances and means of responses.

Decisions had to be made regarding the use of
pertinent statistics to evaluate the response differences
between the two sample divisions. Since few of the assump-

tions for normalcy of the populations and response
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distributions, for metricity of the response category
variables, for randomness of the sample selections, etc.,
could be met by the data, it was obvious that a non-
parametric statistic would eventually have to be used

for tests of significant differences. Examination of

raw data showed that the initial problem would be that of
selection of expectation items for final testing since few
showed readily observed differences between the general

and specific role responses. It appeared that an efficient
procedure would be to first use standard parametric tests
for differences as a "diagnostic" technique. This of course
increased the possibility of improperly rejecting null
hypotheses, but this error was subsequently removed by the
use of non-parametric tests. As the calculations continued,
it became evident that this final non-parametric procedure
was not always necessary due to the lack of positive findings
in the initial tests.

A. Analysis of the Variances of
Responses on Expectations

The calculation of the variances was done by using

“sz".1 These estimates

the population estimator statistic,
for each item and for both sample divisions are tabulated in

Appendix Table D-1, under the column so headed. Using these
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data, the variance on each item for the general role sample
was compared to the variance of responses on the same items
for the specific role sample. To identify significant
differences, calculations were made of the variance-ratio,
"F".2 Again, the statements should be repeated concerning
the inadequacy of observations to fulfill the assumptions
for the customary use of such a statistic. Using "F" values
of 1.47 for a 5% fiducial level and 1.74 for a 1% level,>
the data of Table 1 were observed.

Table 1. Numbers of expectation items with differences

between their variances on specific role responses
and general role responses.

Expectations
Prob. for Primary Peripheral Secondary Total
Rejectian Hg Exp. by Exp. by Exp. by

Obs. Chance Obs. Chance Obs. Chance Obs. Exp.

Not signifi. 31 34.2 46 55.1 52 68.4 129 152.3

5% - 1% 4 1.4 9 2.3 9 2.9 22 6.6
1% 1 .4 3 .6 11 .7 .15 1.7
Totals 36 36.0 58 58.0 72 72.0 166 166.0

Hypothesis Under Test

The variance of the distribution of response
categories to an expectation item defining the

general role of teachers is not significantly
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different from the variance of that item defining

the specific role of a teacher incumbent.

While the preceding table appears to indicate a
somewhat greater number of items showing significant dif-
ferences in their variances than would be expected by
chance, any conclusions drawn from such an observation
would be spurious. As previously indicated, the "F"
statistic may frequently lead to the erroneous rejection
of the null hypothesis if the tested distributions do not
meet its assumptions. This unhappily did occur occasionally
within the reported data. Expectation responses tabulated
in Appendix D-1, III. Secondary expectations, C. Personal
qualities and performances, Items 1 - 5, well illustrate
the faulty use of the statistic due to leptokurticity.

Perhaps more useful, and certainly a more dependable
test of the variance data was therefore made by a median
test.4 The variances of responses on all 166 items for
both the general and specific role instruments were pooled
and ranked. For the total 332 items the median variance
was .5475; their distribution is recorded in the following

table.
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Table 2. Numbers of expectation items for specific and
general roles showing variances above and below

the overall median variance, .5475.
Expectations
Primary Peripheral Secondary
Stated for Specific

or General Role S G S G S G

Less than .5475 6e 10 17 19 58 56
Greater than .5475 30 26 41 39 14 16
Totals 36 36 58 58 72 72

This immediately suggested differences between
primary, peripheral, and secondary expectations.
will be analyzed in Section II of this chapter.

of Table 2 were then collected into summary form to test

the following hypothesis:

These

The data

When the variances are pooled for all expectations

defining both the specific and general roles,

there

is no significant difference between the numbers

of specific role items observed above and below

their overall median variance.
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Table 3. Totals of expectations for specific and general
roles having variances above and below their
overall median variance, .5475.

Number of Items Specific General
Having Variance Role Role Totals
Less than .5475 8l 85 166
Greater than .5475 85 81 166
Totals 166 166 332
2 .
X = .108 .75 > p > .70

The data thus did not warrant the rejection of the
stated null hypothesis. It therefore appears that when the
variances on all expectation items are dichotomized by the
overall median, those which define the specific role are not
significantly different from those which define the general
role. |

Since the data of Table 2 suggested differences
between the primary, peripheral, and secondary expectations
these were separately analyzed by median tests based on the
individual medians for each of the three categories. This
analysis is reported in Appendix Tables D-2, D-3, and D-4.
Not one of these three tests showed significant differences

between the specific and general role variances as
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dichotomized by their individual group medians.

B. Analysis of the Means of Responses
on Expectations

Arbitrary weights of one through five were assigned
to the response categories just as had been the case for
the calculation of variances. Means were calculated for
both the specific and general role responses on all 166
expectation items. These are tabulated for each item and
for both sample divisions in Appendix Table D-1. Although
the stipulations of data inadequacy cited in the preceding
section also applies here; nevertheless calculations of
"t"5 were made for each item, again purely for diagnosis
of which items might feasibly be subjected to a non-para-
metric analysis. The items were then sorted for the degree
of probability that the calculated differences in means
were "significant." These data are reported in Table 4.

The data of Table 4 might have been interpreted
as indicative of certain slight differences in mean
responses to specific and general role expectations, but
once again discretion had to be exercised in evaluating
the characteristics of the response distributions.

Several of the so-called "significant" items showed skewness,
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some had distributions that were leptokurtic, others
platykurtic, and a few even showed some bimodality.
Therefore, a median test for differences in means
was used just as it had been for variances as being a some-
what more suitable statistic forreaching dependable con-
clusions. The means of responses for all 166 items on
both the general and specific role instruments were pooled
and ranked. For the total 332 means, 50% of them were less
than 2.855 and 50% greater.
Table 5. Numbers of expectation items for specific and

general roles showing mean responses above and
below their overall median mean, 2.855.

Expectations
Primary Peripheral Secondary
Stated for Specific
or General Role S G S G S G
Less than 2.855 17 17 29 31 36 35
Greater than 2.855 19 19 29 27 36 37

The data of Table 5 were collected into summary form
to test the following h;pothesis:
When the means are pooled for all expectations
defining both the specific and general roles, there

is no significant difference between the numbers
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of specific role items and general role items observed
above and below their overall median mean.
Table 6. Totals of expectations for both specific and general

roles having means above and below their overall
median means, 2.855.

Expectations Stated

for
Specific General
Role Role Totals
Number of Items
Having Means
Less than 2.855 82 83 165
Greater than 2.855 84 83 167
166 166 332
X2 = .000

The data thus did not warrant the rejection of the
stated null hypothesis. It therefore appears that when the
means of all expectation items are dichotomized by the over-
all median mean those which define the specific role are
not significantly different from those which define the

general role.
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C. Conclusions Concerning the Concepts of
General and Specific Role

From the findings thus evidenced it seems untenable
to accept the hypothesis introducing this section, that
incumbents of role-defining or counter positions state expect-
ations for a general role which are significantly different
from those which similar incumbents state for a specific
role. Instead, it would appear that the general and specific
roles of the male secondary school teacher, as defined by
the expectations covered in this study, do not differ
significantly.

It would, of course, have been possible to select
in support of the hypothesis certain expectations from the
total range of items used: namely, those which did show
differences in response between the specific and general
role samples. However, two factors militated against the
advisability of such a procedure. First, some item con-
tents were introduced as a result of exploratory interviews
wherein respondents suggested certain areas in which they
thought they had somewhat "different" expectations for
a particular teacher than they did for other teachers.

Thus, if any bias were introduced into the final instru-

mentation as a result of this, it would have been in the
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direction of over-sensitivity to the possible differences
between the general and specific roles. And the data of
Table 4 would certainly not indicate that this was the
case.

Secondly, a rather dubious assumption must accompany
any selection of significantly different items from a pool
of items. It is necessary to assume that these differences
are not due to chance divergences but rather are the result
of the operation of the hypothesized concepts. Again; the
data of Table 4 indicate that such an assumption was un