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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF THE EGALITARIAN IDEAL AS IT EXISTS IN
THE VALUES PATTERNS OF VARIOUS GROUPS OF EDUCATORS

By

Barbara Wenger Markle

The purpose of this research was to determine the value and
belief patterns of secondary school teachers, counselors, and adminis-
trators in terms of the egalitarian ideal to provide an equally effec-
tive education for every student. It was believed that some educators,
particularly teachers, would prefer a more meritocratic system of
education. Secondary school programs and policies were examined in
both egalitarian and meritocratic terms in relation to the goals of
secondary schools, special education, discipline, curriculum, and
student evaluation.

A total of 94 secondary school educators from a single large
suburban school district participated in the study. Q-methodology was
used to determine if differences existed in the value and belief pat-
terns of these educators. Each respondent completed a 58-item Q-sort
and prioritized belief statements on a continuum ranging from very
strongly agree to very strongly disagree.

Two Q-analyses resulted in the identification of five types of
value and belief patterns. The first Q-analysis of the responses of

the Teachers group consisting of 57 teachers of academic and nonacademic



Barbara Wenger Markle

subjects indicated three types: meritocratic-oriented teachers (the
strongest type), combination meritocratic/egalitarian-oriented teach-
ers, and egalitarian-oriented teachers. The second Q-analysis of the
responses of the Specialists group, which included 12 special education
teachers, 12 counselors, and 13 building administrators, indicated

two types: egalitarian-oriented (the stronger type) and meritocratic-
oriented.

Teaching position was the only significant personal character-
istic from which values and beliefs could be predicted. Teachers of
academic subjects tended to be meritocratic, whereas teachers of non-
academic subjects tended to be egalitarian.

The results of the study indicated educators held values and
beliefs regarding education that were inconsistent both within and
between the groups. The two strongest types held conflicting views.
Meritocratic-oriented teachers valued predetermined standards and
acknowledged that not all students can succeed in school. Egalitarian-
oriented specialists valued the goal of schooling to develop each
student socially, emotionally, and intellectually and believed that

the school should find ways to meet the needs of all students.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Conceptual Framework

The concept that education exists as a basic human right has
been consistently reaffirmed in recent history. The 1948 Universal
Declaration of Human Rights issued by the United Nations stated in
Article 26, section 1, 21, stated that "Everyone has the right to
education. . . . Education shall be directed to the full development
of the human personality and to the strengthening of respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms."

Long before 1948, however, the framers of the American Con-
stitution recognized the importance of an educated electorate. To
protect their rights and liberties, Jefferson wrote that men must

l Lapati

"arm themselves with the power that knowledge gives.
defined education not only as a human right, but as a fundamental
human right, since without an education, man, as Jefferson warned,
would lack the ability to understand or exercise his rights.2 Thus,
it was not surprising that education would become the primary vehicle
for the protection of these freedoms. Furthermore, since the basic
belief of this new democracy was that all men are equal in the pos-
session of certain legal, civil, and political rights, it followed

that they also had the right to an education in order to participate

in the democracy and protect these freedoms. The revolutionary

1



ideals of the new society also held that man was not born into a
social class, and unlike his European forefathers, could rise above
it. Obtaining an education was considered a way to achieve social
mobility.

Although the effect of education in providing greater
equality has been questioned by some, the general and documented
belief is that education does make a difference. Some find it sig-
nificant in terms of establishing "life's chances." Gardner discussed
the "principle of multiple chances" in which through an individual's
educational process, he is given many successive opportunities to
discover himself. Unlike the European model of education which
separates children at an early age according to ability, the American
system allows the "late bloomer" opportunities to complete his educa-
tion to almost any level he is capab]e.3

In addition to the obvious rewards to the individual in devel-
oping his intellectual, physical, social, and occupational expertise,
Lapati described the societal value that education has which is syner-
gistic. That is, all members of an educated population benefit from
the "fall-out" effect that results from the individuals who comprise
it. In other words, increasing an individual's general ability level
not only benefits the individual, but also has a positive effect as
educated individuals interact with one another. The interaction of
an educated population can result in better decision making, increased
productivity, and ultimately a higher quality of life. In addition
to the previously mentioned need for an educated populace in a demo-

cratic society, such a population offers a broader cultural base



that leads to greater social and economic affluence as well as a more
sensitive appreciation of individuals and groups in the society. The
opposite is also true. Denial of education to the individual can

become a detriment to the society as a who]e.4

In his analysis of Horace Mann's theories, Cremin (1957)
pointed out that Mann was seeking a common value system through the
establishment of common schools, which would undergird American
republicanism and offset the destructive possibilities of religious,
political, and class discord. This common value system would be
brought about by mixing children of all "creeds, classes and back-
grounds,” rich and poor alike. Through the kindred-childhood spirit,
Americans could achieve almost any social goal through education.
Mann called universal education (among other things) the "great
equalizer" of human conditions.

This theme of the schools as the "equalizer of conditions“5
has been the recurring theme in American education. However, not all
agree that education is, as Mann described it, an "equalizer" nor, as
Gardner indicated, a purveyor of "multiple chances." Critics of
American education such as Katz, Bowles, Gintis, and others have said
that the real but unstated purpose of education is to maintain class
distinctions through the educational structure. They have described
such educational practices as tracking students in different ability
levels of class which appear to reflect their socioeconomic status,
and having students select general, vocational, and college-

preparatory curriculums which segregate them from students with dif-

fering goals. Guiding students to select particular colleges, i.e.,



community, state supported, private, and Ivy League, is still another
way in which, as these critics argue, the educational system appears

to offer equality of opportunity, but actually stifles it by "grouping"
similar classes of people. In an even stronger tone, these educa-
tional historians have claimed that the schools are an instrument of

coercive assimﬂation,6

designed to maintain racial and class struc-
ture and to meet the needs of the capitalistic system. Despite these
claims, however, there has been significant governmental intervention
which has sought to promote the goals of education for all school-
age children.

The governmental intervention with the goal of actualizing
the egalitarian ideal in American education has come in the form of
Supreme Court decisions, public acts, public mandates, and reflec-
tions of specific political thinking. Although the review of litera-
ture in Chapter II describes these actions and events in greater
detail, it is important to describe the forces supporting the egali-
tarianism in American education. The turning point in the commitment
to equal opportunity in education (beyond the compulsory education
movement) was the 1954 Supreme Court decision in Brown v. The School
Board of Topeka, Kansas.7 It overturned the "separate but equal"
facilities doctrine of the 1898 decision of Plessy v. Ferguson. The
court held that racial segregation in schools was unconstitutional
and, moreover, even if the financial inputs to segregated schools
were equal, the results of segregated schooling were not. Equal
educational opportunity meant more than access to education; it was

now concerned with the outcome of the educational experience.



The goals of education, or more specifically the goals of
the public schools, are often a reflection of current American thought
and governmental action. The results of the Brown decision, along
with the emerging civil rights movement of the early sixties, began
the intensive focus on equality of human rights in American society.
The anti-poverty policies of the Kennedy and Johnson administrations,
with their goals of the "Great Society," sought to effect through the
schools the central policy theme of equality. Congress acted to
provide direct support to the schools in order to meet the needs of
deprived youngsters. The Elementary and Secondary Educational Act
(ESEA) of 1965 was designed to meet "the special educational needs
of children of low-income families. . . ." 1In 1978 Congress voted
overwhelmingly a five-year, $50 billion re-endorsement. Halperin
(1979) described this action as the federal government's commitment
to equity and quality in elementary and secondary education.8

The Emergency School Act of 1972 was passed by Congress to
provide additional assistance for minority children in desegregated
schools. Title VII of ESEA, passed in 1968, provided federal support
money for bilingual education. In order to provide appropriate
instruction for non-English-speaking students, the schools teach the
student in his dominant language while simultaneously teaching a
second language, usually English.

In addition to legislation to provide educational access
and support for minority children, Congress enacted the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973, which protects handicapped people from discrimination.

Section 504 of the Act guarantees the right of handicapped



individuals to jobs and services in schools, colleges, and other
social agencies.

In Public Law 94-142 these guarantees under Section 504
were spelled out. Schools are required to make every effort to
locate handicapped children, evaluate them, and then develop an indi-
vidualized educational plan to meet their educational needs. In
addition, such identified children must be placed in the "least
restrictive environment," which usually includes regular education
classes, a placement known as "mainstreaming," and have their total
educational plan reviewed at least annually. Parents have the right
to appeal all decisions made by educators and must be assured that
each placement follows due process procedures.

Other legislative mandates sought greater sex equity in
American education. Title IX, passed in 1972 as part of the Educa-
tional Amendments, prohibited sex discrimination in all federally
funded educational programs. In 1974, the Women's Educational
Equity Act authorized federal grants for research, development, and
other educational activities to increase awareness of sexual bias in
education and to promote greater educational equity for females.
Greater equality in training programs for nontraditional occupations
for women was promoted under Title II of the Vocational Education
Amendments of 1976.

In terms of academic-achievement equity, the federal govern-
ment's interest in competency testing is, as Berry explained, "to be
concerned with the education of all children, as well as to give

special attention to children who have difficulty learning or who have



not been given equal opportunity in the past." The role at the
national level, she said, is to "seek new ways to raise the intel-
lectual level of every child."9

This commitment to "every child" is recognized in other areas
as well. The method of financing schools has sought to equalize or
reduce inequalities in funding education. State equalization aid
formulas have attempted to insure that each child has an adequate and
fair amount spent on his education. The federal government then
supplements, through entitlements as described previously, those pro-
grams designed to promote equality and that need greater support than
state or local resources can provide.

In addition to the commitment to provide equality in learning
opportunities, the Supreme Court has provided due process procedures
to assure students equality under discipline procedures. In Goss v.
Lopez,]0 the Court affirmed that students indeed have a property
right in their education and therefore must receive due process in
the protection of it as mandated in the Fourteenth Amendment. Stu-
dents, therefore, had a "right" to an education, and according to
Goss v. Lopez, this right cannot be denied even for a few days,
without at least an informal hearing and an explanation of the charges
against the student. One purpose of this ruling is to ensure that
school discipline is administered equitably and without discrimi-
nation.

Other federal programs such as the School Lunch Act and
Head Start Programs reflect the federal government's commitment to

equalize other factors that may affect a student's education. As



the role of the federal government is examined, it is apparent that
the area of emphasis is to provide education on equal terms and for
students who need greater assistance to supplement their participa-
tion in the educational process, and to provide additional support
as well.

In addition to federal acts, mandates, and court decisions,
another significant influence in refining the concept of equality of
opportunity was Coleman's 1966 study on the subject. Sponsored by
the Office of Education, Coleman was directed to examine the effects
of equality of educational opportunity as a follow-up to the Brown v.
Board of Education decision of 1954. The original purpose of the
voluminous study was to measure resources between black and white
schools on the assumption that greater equality of resources would
mean greater equality of opportunity for education. What Coleman
used as his criterion, however, was achievement, or results. In
doing so, he found that despite relatively few differences in measur-
able criteria between black and white schools (inputs), there remained
a sizable difference in achievement (results), which increased with
the number of years of schooling. Although the resulting emotion-
laden questions of compulsory integration and school busing appeared
to be the significant outcomes of the study, Bell (1977) and others
pointed out that it was really the redefinition of equality of oppor-
tunity that was the most important aspect of the report. In essence,
as Bell explained, "Coleman redefined equality of opportunity from
equal access to equally well-endowed schools (inputs) to equal per-

formance on standardized achievement tests (equality of outcome)."n



Coleman (1968) described the change in the concept of equality
of educational opportunity as an evolutionary step. Originally, the
school and community held a passive role, and the responsibility to
take advantage of available resources was that of the child and his
family. In the evolutionary process, however, the roles were
reversed. (The Special Education Law, PL 94-142, probably most
clearly illustrates the change.) The implication of the most recent
concept, as Coleman described it, "is that the responsibility to
create achievement lies with the educational institution, not with
the child." It is therefore the "intensity of the school's influences
relative to the external divergent influences." That is, the equality
of result is not so much determined by the equality of resource inputs
as it is by the power of the school in bringing about achievement.]2

However, in accepting the charge to provide equality of
opportunity, the schools have a vastly different responsibility to
accomplish educational goals in what Coleman described as the shift
in focus from "equal schools to equal students." Providing "equal
schools" is a matter of equalizing inputs. Lighting requirements,
classroom square-footage requirements, class size, textbooks, cur-
riculum, financing, teacher credentials--the list could go on in
terms of policies and regulations designed to make schools as much
alike as possible. Producing the resulting "equal students," how-
ever, is a different matter. Unlike light bulbs and square-footage
measurements, students come not only in a variety of shapes and

sizes, but with a vast variety of aptitudes, abilities, achievements,
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talents, languages, social classes, cultural backgrounds, family
structures, physical handicaps, personal goals, and individual
motivations.

However, the egalitarian goal of American education is that
this heterogeneous group of students should be able to gain greater
opportunity at what Gardner called "life's chances" through Coleman's
description of the "intensity of the school's influence" and the
responsibility of the school to create achievement."

Coupled with the charge that schools take students, as HMann
described, from all "creeds, classes and backgrounds" and then retain
and provide an appropriate educational program for each of them, is
the added responsibility to create equal achievement. Placed in the
context of mass education, schools are called upon to meet the egali-
tarian goal--that is, to take, retain, and meet the individual needs
of all students (as directed by law and federal mandates) and at the
same time to consider the group needs of 30 to 35 students in a
classroom, students in the entire school, or even the group needs of
the students in a school district. In addition, the resources of
the school, its administrators, and teachers are finite and there-
fore have a realistic 1imit as to what they can accomplish.

It is interesting to note, however, that not all educational
systems have developed with the goal of meeting the egalitarian
ideal. Other countries, such as Japan, seek to develop the intel-
lectual potential of their young people, but do so in an entirely

different way. If the American value of egalitarianism can be
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defined as being placed on one end of a continuum, the Japanese value
of a meritocratic system of education could be placed at the other.
Unlike the American egalitarian goal of providing equal
results as a way of pursuing equal opportunity, the Japanese seek
to "weed out" through a series of challenging examinations those stu-
dents who fail to meet the increasingly rigorous standards as they
progress through their education. In Japan, formal education and
the successful completion of entrance examinations to high school
and college play a key role in determining one's function and status
in life. Al1l Japanese children attend free compulsory schooling
through junior high school. However, it is common for parents to
enroll their children in the best private nursery schools in order
to give them a head start in the meritocratic process that is to
come. Following graduation from junior high school, students com-
pete through entrance examinations for admission to distinguished
high schools which will best prepare them for the difficult exami-
nations that will determine their subsequent acceptance into a
university. Students from the prestigious universities are then
those recruited, again through examinations, to jobs in big business
or government. Although there is little overt competition while in
school, the entire secondary and public university system is
centered on achievement. There is little or no chance for the "late
bloomer." Rejection or acceptance by a prestigious university
(usually based on the high school one attended) is seen as determin-
ingone'swhole life. The student's academic as well as family life

centers on the quest for academic excellence, in fact depends on
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it, in determining his function and status in Japan's modern meri-

tocracy.

Summary

The emphasis in meritocratic systems is on the excellent
student and the student's successful progress through the educational
system. The theme of American education, in contrast, has reflected
the egalitarian ideal or a commitment to education for all students.
It is a theme that has reflected the basic American tenet of
equality. Jefferson viewed education as a safeguard of the new
democracy. Mann described it as the great equalizer, and the United
Nations Declaration stated that education was a basic human right.
The Supreme Court in 1954 decided, however, that equal education
meant more than equal access to an education. Students had more than
a property right to an equal education; they had a right to an
equally effective education. The 1966 Coleman study went a step
further and used as its definition for the study the equality of
education as equal results from the educational experience. Legis-
lative mandates and social policy promoted greater equality in
schools as well as programs designed to help students "catch up" in
order to equalize their educational achievement. Programs created
to meet the needs of the poor, the handicapped, the bilingual,
females, and racially integrated students had as their goals greater
equality of opportunity, as well as an emphasis on equality of

result.
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The Egalitarian Conflict

The purpose of the conceptual framework is to trace the
evolution of the schools' responsibility to "take, retain and interest
everyone" and thus hopefully to provide each student with an equal
chance or opportunity in 1ife. This is a significant charge to the
public schools since, as described previously, it reflects one of the
individual's most basic rights in American society.

As the designated "equalizer" of opportunity, the public
schools as an institution have had to assume egalitarianism as a
value in educating each student. In describing institutions as
possessing values, Rokeach (1979) said that:

values are as much sociological and psychological concepts;

it is just as meaningful to speak of cultural, societal,
institutional, organizational, and group values as it is to
speak of individual values. If individual values are socially
shared cognitive representations of personal needs and the means
for satisfying them, then institutional values are socially
shared cognitive representations of institutional representa-
tions of institutional goals and demands.!3

Rokeach went on to say that the consensus among sociologists
is that the most distinctive property or defining characteristic of
a social institution is its values. Williams defined an insti-
tution as "a set of institutional norms that cohere around a rela-
tively distinct and socially important complex of values.".l4 This
distinctiveness is described as "value specialization" as a result
of the differentiations of functions among social institutions.

There is little question that, throughout the history of
American education, the function of the public schools has been to

educate the young. Social change and increasing emphasis on human
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rights and equal opportunity have made the schools the place where
everyone has a right to be educated: a right so basic that it has
been defined as a property right that cannot be denied without due
process. The public schools, as an institution, can be described as
specializing in educating all young people virtually without
exception.

The question becomes, then, whether the egalitarian value
of educating all students, a value assigned to the public schools,
reflects the personal values of those whom Lewin called the insti-

tutional gatekeepers--administrators and teache\r's.]5

It is likely
that many educators put a higher priority on a more meritocratic
system of education rather than on an egalitarian system. The thesis
is that tension and conflict exist in education as a result of the
incongruence between teachers' personal commitments to the value of
egalitarianism and, as a social institution, the public schools'
value of egalitarianism. This conflict appears to reflect differ-
ences in beliefs between the administrators who represent, through
policies and dictates, the values of the institution and the teacher
who must implement these policies and dictates each day in the
classroom. More specifically, these differences can be reflected in
the areas of the teachers' and administrators' personal values and
beliefs regarding student achievement, special education, curriculum
organization, student discipline, and goals of public education.

The conflict between the teacher's values and the school's

egalitarian values appears to be manifesting itself in three ways.

First, it is manifested as an internal value conflict within the
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teacher, resulting from her inability or reluctance to identify with
the goals and values of the institution. Second, it is manifested
as inherent contradictions within the school's goals to educate all
students, which can result in problems in the teaching process.
Third, it is manifested as a conflict between the imperatives of the
organization, as defined by egalitarian administrators, and the
expectations for student achievement and behavior, as identified by
the teacher.

The egalitarian goal of public education to meet the needs
of a diverse, heterogeneous group of students can result in what
Cedoline (1982) defined as role conflict for the individual teacher.
The teacher recognizes the discrepancy between the necessity of
dealing with total classes and the ideal of individual instruction.
In order to assure equality of results, an equal opportunity of life's
chances, the teacher knows he must fit the program to the child and not
the child to the program. Equal time should be spent to develop
each student's particular talents and abilities. Realistically,
however, teachers with classes of 30 students cannot provide "equal"
education to fully meet the individual needs of each ch11d.]6 Thus,
the teacher is caught in the conflict between the ideal and the
actual. While teachers know that they should be doing something
more for certain children, they are not always able to do so. Nor
do students always want something done for them. Cusick (1983)
noted that at some high schools, a few students carry .000 grade
point averages. Although enrolled in school, these students do not

attend classes or take an interest in anything in the school.]7
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Thus, the teacher committed to the egalitarian ideal to take, retain,
and interest students in something, finds that she must first get
them to class. Getting the students to class may not mean that once
there the students are eager to learn. Tension may also result from
the conflict between the teacher's goal and students' goal for the
class. Not only must the teacher try to meet individual needs in
order to equalize education results, he must do so with those stu-
dents who, for whatever reason, may or may not want to learn. For
the teacher who does not fully value the egalitarian ideal, this
internal conflict is even greater. Although the teacher may

believe that it is the schools' responsibility to "take, retain,

and interest" all students, the teacher is surrounded by these
students who do not value education each day. If the teacher does
not come into contact with these students in the classroom, he does
so in study halls, lunchrooms, hallways, and at school events.
Tension and conflict can result as the teacher is forced to deal
with a greater variety of students each year.

Another or second source of conflict and frustration is the
teaching process. The Education for A11 Handicapped Children Act,
PL 94-142, referred to previously, is probably one of the best
examples of this frustration or tension. Corrigan (1979) indicated
that the Act implies that American schools now be based on the prin-
ciple of "no rejects," on the conviction that every human being has
the right to an education and the right to be treated as a per‘son.]8
The Act itself states that "to the maximum extent appropriate, han-

dicapped children, including children in public or private institutions
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or other care facilities, are to be educated with children who are
not handicapped." The law goes on to say that these students
should be educated in the schoo]s they would attend if not handi-
capped.

The perception of the "regular" education teacher's attitudes
and experiences with mainstreaming is currently being researched.
There is little doubt, however, that the emphasis in PL 94-142 is
on the individual needs of the handicapped child and his or her
right to be mainstreamed in a regular classroom. The following
examples are from actual school situations that reflect specific
adjustments that regular education teachers (in this case, junior
high school teachers in a suburban, middle-class area) must make in
the instruction, discipline, and evaluation procedures when dealing
with special education students. For example, the teacher who
majored in math and is teaching a ninth-grade algebra class now finds
that he can no longer give the explanation to the problem while writ-
ing on the blackboard. Instead the teacher must turn to face the
class and keep attention focused on the deaf student who is learning
math by reading the teacher's lips. Moreover, the deaf student has
an Individual Education Plan (IEP) that has been signed by the prin-
cipal, parents, and teacher at a formal meeting, indicating that the
student will successfully complete the algebra course.

In another classroom, a student who "cannot successfully
maintain interpersonal relationships” and is labeled "emotionally
impaired" is bothering and bickering with those around him. When

the teacher attempts to intervene, she is met with a hostile response
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from the student. It does little good to refer the student to the
office, since handicapped students cannot be suspended for incidents
that are a direct result of their impairment. Other methods must be
used to deal with this particular child's misbehavior.

In a seventh-grade science class, the teacher attempts to
teach a unit on basic electricity to his class, which includes three
students who have learning disabilities and cannot read. Despite
supportive help from the special education teacher during another
part of the day, these students require repeated individual atten-
tion from the science teacher in order to interpret directions,
understand the material, and complete tests and quizzes. As in the
other cases, these students, too, have IEPs, indicating they will be
able to successfully complete the class.

Grading these students can be compared to playing golf.

Just as less-experienced or less-able golfers are given a "handicap"
score, so are special education students given an "equalizer" in
terms of their Individual Education Plans. In fact, if the deaf
student appears to be trying to learn algebra, but is not successful,
failure is not the student's but rather attributed to the “inaccu-
rate goals of the IEP." In other words, handicapped students who are
trying to the best of their ability cannot fail. For when it appears
that the student cannot succeed under the goals as they are written,
new goals are devised until the student can achieve them. The result
is that normative standards in the fullest sense of the meaning no
Tonger exist in classrooms when special education students are main-

streamed. In keeping with the law, teachers now have to grade
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"normal" students under the teacher's classroom standard and special
education students on their individually formulated standards. The
overall result is the absence of a single standard and the respon-
sibility of the teacher to assure that there are no failures or
"rejects."”

The egalitarian concept to take, retain, interest, and
provide an effective education goes beyond the single classroom and
individual teacher. The curricula of most urban and suburban high
schools reflect, through their varied offerings, the hope that each
student would be interested in something. This appeal to each stu-
dent is what Cusick (1983) in his study of three high schools
abstracted into the egalitarian ideal. He said:

For the overall structure, the most important element was
the hope of providing some sort of instruction for everyone,
even those who were not interested in acquiring positive
abstract knowledge. This hope which I abstracted into the
egalitarian ideal, which, as I saw it, legitimized the
schools' role in'soci?sy, and solved both the internal and
external constraints.

In its goal to provide something for everyone, a variety of
courses to meet a variety of individual student needs, Cusick found
that there were few commonly held standards as to what really was
"good for kids." The imperatives of the organization, he said,
were to "maintain order" and "take and provide some instruction for
everyone." The question becomes, however, whether or not teachers
can really agree with the directive to take every student and pro-

vide appropriate instruction for each student. Although most teach-

ers appear to agree with the need for "order" in the classroom,
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the ideal of taking and providing for everyone seems to raise some
questions.

It is possible that teachers are caught between the school's
egalitarian goal to provide for everyone and their own value for
more definitive standards. Such standards would make it easier to
separate those who wish to learn from those who do not. Yet, under
the imperative to provide for everyone, those who do not wish to
learn are included in these educational goals and thus in the teacher's
classroom.

Each day, the teacher attempts to teach the assortment of
students in her classroom under the dictates of providing an equally
effective education for everyone. Yet, in reaction to this "no
rejects" principle and the demand for equality of results, comes
the demand for a more meritocratic system of education reflected in
the call for higher standards and emphasis on excellence. A National
Commission on Excellence in Education is currently proposing the
"need for tougher academic standards, the elimination of social pro-
motion, minimum competency testing of students and more emphasis on
basic courses." Public opinion as reflected in the Gallup Poll
(1982) is demanding higher standards in education.20

In the area of the third conflict, there appears to be limited
evidence that this institutional commitment to egalitarianism is
also causing tensions between administrators and teachers. In
describing the tensions resulting from teachers attempting to meet
the educational needs of a diverse, heterogeneous group of students,

Cedoline (1982) indicated that a conflict exists between teachers
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taking responsibility for reaching certain levels of (student)
achievement and their lack of authority and control over classroom
activities and conditions.21 Teachers, in other words, become the
implementers of a social-political philosophy to educate all stu-
dents that is interpreted to them through directives from adminis-
trators who, in turn, represent the elected board of education and
governmental educational mandates. This conflict can be viewed as
the reluctance of the teacher to cope with and take responsibility for
this heterogeneous population of students found in the public school
classroom and the administrators' responsibility to assign the stu-
dents to the classroom and assure the public that they will be
educated.

For the teacher who places a high value on meritocracy, or
absolute standards, the placement of "problem" students in the class-
room with the directive that they be taught can result in a strained
and conflict-ridden relationship with the principal. The conflict
can manifest itself in such areas as discipline when, for example,
the principal is bound to use the sometimes lengthy procedures of due
process in reprimanding a student and the teacher interprets this as
a lack of support for her.

Conflict between administrator and teacher can also result,
for example, when the principal feels that the teacher's standards
are too high and unrealistic for a particular group of students.
Especially if the class is a required one, the principal may question
the teacher's right to fail many students. The teacher, on the other

hand, feels that her high standards should not be questioned since
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her goal is to get the best effort from her students. The principal
may feel he is protecting the rights of all students who must take
the class, while the teacher protects her right to high standards
and students who work hard to achieve them.

The teacher then appears to be caught in a three-way conflict
under the egalitarian system. First, the teacher's own values may
reflect his or her preference for a more meritocratic, standardized
system. Second, despite the teacher's previous experience and train-
ing, the teacher must modify the instruction and evaluation in order
to cope with a wider variety of students in the classroom. Third,
the teacher must deal daily with the purpose of public education as
reflected in its stated goals, administrative dictates, and curricu-
lum organization in attempting to take, retain, and interest every-

one.

Purpose
The purpose of this study is to demonstrate the values of

belief patterns of various groups of educators and their commitment
to the egalitarian ideal to provide each child with an equally
effective education. The thesis is that particular groups of edu-
cators, notably teachers, may prefer a more meritocratic system of
education and that the inconsistency between the values of the
teachers and those of the educational institution may be a source
of tension. In other words, tensions may exist between the schools'
commitment to the egalitarian ideal and the individual teacher's

commitment to the ideal. Also, tensions may result between
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egalitarian-oriented administrators (who represent the directives
and values of the organization) and teachers whose values may differ

from those of the organization.

Significance of the Study

The concept that everyone is entitled to equal educational
opportunity has been redefined throughout American history. At
first, education was seen as a way to support the fledgling democ-
racy by providing men the ability to read the ballot and make wise
decisions to ensure self-governance. As judicial decisions and
constitutional amendments expanded man's right to an education,
the concept of equal educational opportunity changed from equal
access to an education to equal results from that education. More-
over, almost every individual of school age becomes eligible for
this commitment of equal results.

In addition, this evolution of American human rights focused
on the schools as the way to promote greater equality in American
society. Forces in the schools such as expanded curriculum offer-
ings, increased special education, and due process protection inten-
sified the schools' commitment to take, retain, and interest each
student in some aspect or subject that the school could offer.
However, those who define equal educational opportunity as equal
results and make the commitment that schools have something to offer
everyone are perhaps holding different values from those whose job
it is to deliver the educational product.

It is worthy of study to determine if teachers agree with

the egalitarian goals of the educational structure and its commitment
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to equality of results. It may be that what appears to be a strong
and most ostensible value is actually causing tensions within teachers'
own value systems, within their teaching methods, as well as their

relationships with the educational organization.

Exploratory Questions

The purpose of this study is to determine the value and
belief patterns of various groups of educators and their commitment
to the egalitarian ideal to provide each student with an equally
effective education. The following exploratory questions guided
this study:

1. Are teachers' value and belief patterns regarding their
coomitment to the egalitarian ideal consistent with the schools'
commitment to provide an equally effective education for each
student?

2. How do various groups of secondary educators, i.e.,
teachers of academic subjects, teachers of nonacademic subjects,
special education teachers, counselors, and administrators, compare
in their commitment to the egalitarian ideal?

3. Does conflict exist between the value and belief patterns
of administrators who represent the goals of the organization and
thus the goal to provide an equally effective education for all
students and the value and belief patterns of teachers who must

actualize the goal in the classroom?
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Methodology
The Q-methodology appears to be an appropriate statistical

procedure for use in this research project. The purpose of this
study is to determine value and belief patterns of particular groups
of educators in terms of their commitment to the egalitarian ideal
and the secondary schools' commitment to provide every child with an
equally effective education. The thesis is that tensions may exist
between the schools' commitment to the egalitarian ideal and the
individual teacher's commitment to it, that these tensions may exist
due to particular teaching problems that arise from the schools'
commitment to provide effective education, and that tensions may
result between administrators and teachers whose values may differ
from those of the organization. To test this thesis, one must
examine and compare the belief patterns of various groups of edu-
cators, specifically teachers and administrators.

The Q-methodology requires the participant to sort a deck
of cards containing items. In this study, belief statements reflect-
ing egalitarian or meritocratic values of education in the areas of
special education, discipline, curriculum, student achievement, and
the goals of public education formed the Q-sort. Each participant
sorted the cards into a given distribution (structured Q-sort or
assigned number of cards in each pile) on a continuum ranging from
"most agree" to "least agree." The results of the statistical analy-
sis of these responses provided a parsimonious explanation of whether

tensions arise as a result of the secondary schools' commitment to
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the egalitarian ideal and the differing values of those who must
actualize that commitment.

The Q-method has unique features that make it suitable to
determine the belief patterns of particular "groups" or "types" of
educators. First, the concepts this research tested can be built
into the Q-sort through the structuring of the items. Second, the
participants of the Q-sort do not have to be randomly selected and
thus a specific group provides a purposeful sample. The researcher
can test the conceptualization of people representing each population
(i.e., teachers, administrators, particular groups of teachers) and
determine if these groups differ in their belief patterns. Third,
given particular job descriptions and responsibilities, the researcher
can test out whether assumptions regarding belief patterns of each
group are indeed accurate and consistent within the group. Fourth,
through factor analysis and weighting the responses of each group,
the researcher can ascertain the relative importance each "group" or
"type" places on the items. Fifth, the Q-sort is an interesting and

entertaining method of testing individuals.

Development of the Q-Sort Instrument

The items used in the Q-sort should come from the people
being studied (Talbott, 1971). This aspect of the research was
accomplished through a series of focused interviews with emphasis
on the areas of discipline, student achievement, curriculum, special
education, and the goals of public education. The items derived
from these interviews formed a series of statements that reflected,

in essence, an egalitarian or meritocratic point of view for each of
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the five areas. Following the completion of the items, a pilot

test was conducted with groups representative of the groups to be
tested. The purpose of the pilot test was to determine if the cor-
rect number of items was being used, if the meaning of the items was
clearly conveyed, and if any items were repetitive. A Q-factor
analysis was then administered to determine if particular groups

of educators' responses clustered together, reflecting similar belief

patterns.

Administration of the Q-Sort

The participants were asked to sort separate cards into
stacks of varying numbers on a bipolar continuum indicating to what
degree the participant agreed or disagreed with the statement written
on the card. When the Q-sort was completed, the continuum approxi-
mated a normal distribution. Kerlinger suggested that 60 to 90
cards be used for statistical stability and reliability, although he
indicated as few as 40 cards have been used successfu11y.22 The con-
tinuum ranged from very strongly agree to very strongly disagree,

with the center as the neutral pile of cards.

Coding

Each variable (participant) was coded to identify his/her
group membership. Each response (card) was assigned a value based
on the pile in which the card was placed. These values were used

for statistical purposes.
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Treatment of the Data (Computerized)

1. A correlation matrix was formed to correlate each par-
ticipant's sort of the items with every other sort.

2. The matrix was submitted to factor analysis and then to
Varimax rotation to produce orthogonal factors. These factors rep-
resented groups of persons with similar sorting patterns and thus
represented a "type" of participant.

3. To obtain a profile of the "ideal type," item patterns
for each of the factors were determined by weighting the items'
responses and producing an item array of weighted responses for each
type. These items arrays were converted to Z-scores.

4. The resulting "types" were described by listing the
statements from greatest to least acceptance for that particular
type (based on Z-scores).

5. Differences between the types were examined through dif-
ferences between acceptance or rejection of each of the items. The
purpose of contrasting each group was to isolate those beliefs that
describe a particular type as well as those areas in which contrast
or differences may be the greatest. These differences of beliefs
were projected as possible areas of conflict between different
types.

6. In summary, the purpose of Q-methodology was to isolate
and describe groups of people who possess similar beliefs regarding
their attitudes toward egalitarianism and meritocracy in education
as it relates to special education, discipline, curriculum, and

goals of public education. Through the application of statistical
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procedures and subsequent analysis of the results, the goal of the
research was to identify areas of agreement and disagreement for

each type and thus describe each "type's" beliefs regarding egali-
tarianism and meritocracy in education. By comparing the beliefs

of each type as well as the intensity of those beliefs, the researcher
was able to determine areas of possible conflict between the groups--
administrators and teachers, in particular.

In addition, each type was analyzed in terms of selected
characteristics such as age, sex, teaching or administrative experi-
ence, teaching area, and grade level to ascertain if a relationship
existed among the groups and if such information described similarity

as well as variance within the group.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

The purpose of this study is to demonstrate the beliefs and
value patterns of various groups of educators and their commitment
to the egalitarian ideal to provide an equally effective secondary
school education for everyone. The egalitarian emphasis on providing
an equally effective education for everyone has primarily been
developed since the sixties through political and societal goals,
court decisions, and federal programs. The school has been mandated
to provide policies and programs, for example, in special education,
bilingual education, remediation for the economically disadvantaged,
free and reduced-price lunches, and free school supplies, with the
goal of increasing the educational opportunity for those to enter
school with a lesser chance for success. Such mandated programs
have resulted in particular groups of students being treated and/or
evaluated based on their individual need or handicap and therefore
differently from other students. While some educators may be able
to adjust to differentiated standards based on the needs or condi-
tions of individual students, other educators, as Cusick (1983)
described, may prefer a more meritocratic system or definite, pre-
determined standards against which all students, despite their

background or condition, are measured.]
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It is the contrast between the egalitarian efforts to provide
for an effective education for each student by finding ways to
neutralize the student's educational disadvantages and the teachers'
possible value of a more meritocratic system that is investigated
in this study. It is possible that the contrast between the egali-
tarian programs and policies that influence education and the indi-
vidual teacher's value of a meritocratic educational system will
result in conflict for the teacher as he or she is faced with the
personal dilemma of working in an egalitarian-influenced system, one
in which the teacher may not believe. This can result in what Cedoline
(1983) related as the stress and frustration teachers face as the
schools try to teach everything to everybody.2 Cusick (1983)
described the coping that is necessary as teachers are faced with the
egalitarian obligation to "take, retain and interest" all students.3

The extent to which teachers or other groups of educators
such as counselors and administrators value the egalitarian ideal
as actualized through educational programs and policies has received
limited attention in educational literature. The purpose of this
chapter is to describe how the egalitarian ideal has developed and
affected public secondary schools and the role that personal values
of educators have in accepting or rejecting the validity of the
ideal. The efforts to diversify the secondary school curriculum,
the due process procedures for students, the establishment of special
programs and individualized standards for the'handicapped, foreign-
speaking, and poor, aswell as the revised obligations and goals of

public education are all a result of the egalitarian influence.
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Egalitarianism

Wilson (1966) defined the concept of egalitarianism by making
a distinction between two types of equality. One he described as
"natural similarity" on the basis of physical likeness (similar in
amount, magnitude, etc.), and the other he labeled as "artificial
or man-made similarity" (on the same level in dignity, power, excel-
lence, etc.; having the same rights or privileges). It is this
latter definition that applies to the American concept of equality
under the law and, ultimately, under education.

The egalitarian believes that equal educational opportunity
is realized only when each student has an equal opportunity for
achievement. If, for instance, the student has a learning disability,
a physical handicap, or comes from a foreign-speaking or culturally
deprived home, the egalitarian proposes that additional time and
resources should be allocated to the student. Such efforts should
be made so that the student can reach the same level of achievement
as those students who do not have such handicaps. In other words,
the egalitarian must recompense those whom fate or circumstances have
given less than an even chance for scholastic achievement. Educa-
tional resources should be allocated based on student need, rather
than according to merit or desert. Egalitarianism reflects the values
of effort and determination to learn and is based on cooperation
rather than on competition with other students.

Rawls (1971) described the egalitarian efforts to bring the
level of the disadvantaged student to that of the advantaged as the

"principle of redress." According to the principle, inequalities,
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such as those obtained through birth and natural endowment, are
undeserved and therefore should be somehow compensated for. This
compensation should be given to those with fewer native assets and
to those born to less favorable social positions in order to redress
their inferior status and thus provide genuine equality of oppor-
tum‘ty.5
Others have indicated that egalitarianism developed for dif-
ferent reasons. Social responsibility is the source for what
Weisskopf viewed as the trend toward egalitarianism. He cited the
main cause of the movement as a disintegration of the belief that
wealth and other privileges are based on merit and desert. The
demands for greater opportunity for those in need, not merely from
those who want more, but also from those who feel guilty about
having more.6 Gans (1972) described the decade of the sixties as

beginning the shift to equality for various groups of Americans who

previously had accepted their less-than-equal status in society.7

Equal Opportunity

It is a pervasive belief in America that education serves
to equalize opportunity. At the time of the American Revolution,
the importance of education was advocated as a way to protect the
young democracy. dJefferson held that education was "essentially
necessary” in a republic in order that people could preserve their

8 Two hundred years

freedom and promote their own real happiness.
later, Hodgson (1976) described the widespread acceptance of edu-

cation as a way of achieving equality. For the liberals, he said,
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"education was opportunity and it appealed to the liberal mind
because it meant giving a chance to the have-nots without taking
anything from the haves that they would notice losing." Education
as a way to increase opportunity also appealed to the conservatives
because it reflected effort and hard work in the Protestant work
ethic and American tradition.9

Coleman (1968) asked the question, "What is and has been
meant in society by the idea of equality of educational opportunity?"
He traced the role of education in providing learning experience in
order that the individual would become self-sufficient. The family
was the first educational experience. In pre-industrial times the
family provided the training in order that the child would become
equipped to contribute to the economic survival of the family.
Whether craftsmen or farmers, the family had the responsibility to
train the child so that he or she could contribute to the production
and also support other members of the family as they grew older and
were no longer able to work. The concept of equality of opportunity
had 1Tittle meaning at this time since the family's fixed station in
life, along with the necessity of the child's labor in the family,
meant that, as an adult, the individual would not move from the
social class into which he had been born.

The Industrial Revolution changed the family's educational
and training functions, however. As individuals began to work out-
side the family unit, it became evident that different and more
general types of training would be necessary. This societal need

for an educated population gave rise to the concept of public school
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education. Although private school and tutors had existed as an
educational system for the rich, it was the general need for educated
workers as people moved from the farm to the cities to work in
factories that brought the need for publicly supported education

into focus.

In the United States, unlike in England, public schools
developed as common schools where all classes of children mainly,
with the exception of Negroes and Indians, attended school together.
While the English dual system of education sought to perpetuate
class distinctions, the American system, according to Coleman (1968),
based its concept on the ideal of equality of opportunity. Coleman
cited four elements on which this equality of opportunity was and
is based:

1. The provision of a free education up to a given level

which constituted the principal entry point to the
labor force.

2. The provision of a common curriculum for all children,
regardless of background.

3. Partly by design and partly because of low population
density, providing that children from diverse backgrounds
attend the same school.

4. Providing equality within a given locality, since_local
taxes provided the source of support for schools.

The Brown Decision

Before the 1954 decision of Brown v. Board of Education of
Topeka, Kansas, the Plessy v. Ferguson (1898) decision had insti-
tuted separate-but-equal facilities for black and white students.
In the landmark Brown case, the Supreme Court ruled that segregated

schools were unconstitutional, and the decision marked the turning
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point in not only the Civil Rights movement, but in the definition
of equal educational opportunity. In what has been described as
the most socially and ideologically significant opinion in Supreme
Court history, Supreme Court Justice Warren wrote:
"In these days, it is doubtful that any child may reasonably
be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the opportu-
nity of an education," adding that where the state had under-
taken to make education available it must be on equal terms.
He went on to say that the question is then, "Does segregation
of children in public schools solely on the basis of race, even
though the physical facilities and other 'tangible' factors may

be equal, deprive the children of the minority group of equal
educational opportunities?" :
w11,12

The court's answer: "We believe that it does.

Although the results of this decision had far-reaching
effects in terms of the Civil Rights movement and desegregation, it
also was a turning point in educational thought. Unlike the court
decision that it overturned (Plessy v. Ferguson), the Brown decision
considered the results of education, rather than the inputs. The
court ruled that equal inputs did not mean equal education. Rather
than to adhere to a pre-determined set of resources that would mean
equal education, the court (above) judged there were other than
"tangible" factors that constituted an education. Although the imme-
diate effect of this decision was the ordered desegregation of schools,
the real effect was the statement that education must be on equal
terms.

It was the results of education--what it could do to improve
the 1ot of the disadvantaged individual and promote a better America--
that made educational opportunity a major consideration of the Kennedy

and Johnson administrations. Johnson's Great Society looked to
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education to reduce poverty and racial inequality as other programs
to accomplish these goals met with political opposition. Soon after
his victory in the 1964 presidential election, Lyndon Johnson strongly
promoted the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), which included the largest money authorization ever proposed
for the nation's schools. ESEA was designed to provide support on
"equal terms" for students so that they could receive their edu-
cation.]3
ESEA is a program that embodies the egalitarian ideal. Its
purpose is to provide categorical funds to be used to directly assist
those from financially deprived, foreign-speaking, or minority back-
grounds. The emphasis is on bringing disadvantaged students up to
an educational level par with students who have not experienced
such disadvantages. For example, the purpose of Chapter I (formerly
Title I) under ESEA is to provide funds to local school districts.
These funds are used to develop and implement supplemental compensa-
tory education programs, primarily in the basic skills, to meet the
special educational needs of low-achieving children who reside in
neighborhoods with high concentrations of poverty. In addition,
funds are provided to state education agencies for similar programs
for children of migrant workers and fishermen and for children in
institutions for the neglected and delinquent. HMore than 11 million
children are eligible for this program and for special help in read-
ing and math.]4

Title VI, also known as the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA),

was developed to aid in the desegregation of schools. In addition,
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funds are provided to support minority school children in overcoming
the effects of minority-group isolation. Concern for minority
foreign-speaking students is reflected in Title VII. The Bilingual
Program under Title VII is designed to aid students with bilingual
services if they are deemed to have sufficient difficulty speaking,
reading, writing, or understanding Engh‘sh.]5
Bilingual education has received increased attention since
the Supreme Court mandate in Lau v. Nichols required school districts
to provide instruction in the child's own language if that child
cannot benefit from instruction conducted in English. To comply
with this order, many school districts found it necessary to obtain
support from the federal gover'nment.]6
To equalize educational opportunity for females, ESEA includes
Title IX. The major thrust of Title IX is the Women's Educational
Equity program, which has as its objective the elimination of
inequitable educational policies based on sex. The purpose of this
legislation was to sensitize educators to unequal treatment and
expectations of males and females. Title IX has had a significant
effect on girls' sports and has resulted in the establishment of
athletic teams for girls in almost every spor't..|7
These sections of ESEA include the major ways that the fed-
eral government is fostering the egalitarian ideal of providing
additional resources for those students who need assistance in order
to compete on an equal basis. The programs are closely monitored,

and school districts that fail to comply with the policies of ESEA

face the loss of federal funds. The federal government has also
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demonstrated a continuing commitment to equality of opportunity when

ESEA received a $50 billion, five-year re-endorsement in 1978.

The Coleman Report

The egalitarian emphasis on equal educational results had
its origins in the Coleman Report. James Coleman was ordered by
Congress under section 402 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to conduct
a massive survey of 4,000 schools and 600,000 students in order to
determine differences in educational resources between black and white
schools. Although the purpose of the study was to compare educational
inputs (what was the extent of the equity of the educational resources
available to black and white children), what Coleman used as his
criterion was achievement or results.
. . . Inequality may be defined in terms of consequences of
the individuals with equal background and abilities. In this
definition, equality of educational opportunity is equality
of results, given the same individual input. With such a
definition, inequality might come about from differences in
the school inputs and/or racial compngtion and/or from more
intangible things as described above.
Although Coleman had expected to find gross differences in
the quality of schools that black and white children attended, the
results were that there was little difference in such things as

19 Minority

physical facilities, curriculum, and teacher preparation.
children exhibited educational deficiencies when they entered school,
and these deficiencies were even more pronounced when they left
school. Coleman attributed these differences in results mainly to
the background of one's fellow students and in order to provide
appropriate peer groups, intergration of black and white students

was recommended.
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However, as Bell (1977) pointed out, the far-reaching effect
of Coleman's work was not its findings but its major thesis, which

was the redefinition of equality.20

Coleman, as stated previously,
was directed to compare inputs. Instead, he looked at results, and
in doing so, shifted the definition of equality of opportunity from
equal access to equal programs (inputs) to equality of performance
(outcomes).

Coleman's analysis of the increasing divergence of test
scores between black and white students (with the exception of black
students in the urban northeast) was based on the thought that if
divergent out-of-school influences cannot be controlled, i.e., home,
neighborhood (the only way to control out-of-school influences would
be to place students in boarding schools), then the in-school influ-
ences must create greater equalized opportunity (results) through
the intensity of the school's influences relative to the external
divergent influences. That is, equality of output is not so much
determined by equality of resource inputs, but by the power of those
resources in bringing about achievement. Coleman continued that
the difference in achievement between students (the average black
and the average white) is actually a difference in equality of oppor-
tunity, and it is the responsibility of the school to reduce that
inequa]ity.Z]

Guthrie et al. (1971) described the point Coleman was making
this way: Although students may come from differing backgrounds,
the task of the school is to equalize opportunities among different

social groupings by the end of the compulsory school period.22 In
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Michigan, for example, where the compulsory age of schooling is until

one reaches age 16, all social groups of students should be at the

same point in their education and thus share equal chances of success.
However, neither the schools in general nor the specific

groups of educators who comprise them had a choice in whether or

not they could accept and accomplish the task of bringing students

to the same educational level. While the federal government's com-

mitment to the egalitarian ideal of working toward equal educational

results is evident through such programs as described under ESEA,

there is 1ittle to document that individual educators shared the

egalitarian value with the same level of commitment.

Egalitarianism and Secondary Schools

The history of secondary education does, however, reflect a
growing commitment to educate all students. In his study of the
structure of three high schools, Cusick (1983) found that the "key
element to that structure is the commitment to provide each student
with an opportunity for social, political and economic equality" or

23 This commit-

the "schools' commitment to the egalitarian ideal."
ment has evolved throughout the history of education and has mirrored
social and political trends in American society.

The emphasis on providing education for a wider circle of
students developed through the nineteenth century. Private schools
and academies of the eighteenth century gradually declined in number,
giving rise to the common school. Horace Mann, as the leader of the

public school movement in Massachusetts, valued universal education
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as the "great equalizer" of human conditions, the "balance wheel of
social machinery," and the "creator of wealth undreamed of." Mann
viewed the common school as a major vehicle in establishing a common
value system for the United States and thus a way that the young
republic could contend with the diversity of the American population.
The common school would not attract, in the European sense, only the
common people. Rather, it was a school common to all people. The
public schools would be available and equal to all children regard-
less of creeds, classes, and backgrounds. It would be equal for all,
and Mann hoped that children would develop a spirit of mutual amity
that would result in greater social harmony.24
In 1852 Massachusetts passed the first compulsory attendance
law, and by 1918 all the states had followed suit. Although the first
laws were weak and barely enforceable, many people felt the schools
had overstepped their authority in requiring parents to send their
children to school. In a challenge to the attendance law, the court
ruled on an 1891 Ohio case that while parents have "rights in respect
to their children they do not have sole authority over them. It
declared that 'the welfare of the minor' is of 'paramount importance'
and that the state may interfere with the liberty of the parent for
the good of the child."25
The compulsory-attendance laws were received by a mixed
reaction from the public. Some, as described above, thought that
the law infringed on their liberty as parents. Others wanted their

children to work and viewed compulsory schooling as a threat to the

family's income. However, the effect of the law was felt in the
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schools as well. Many students who would have previously dropped
out of school at an earlier age were now forced to attend. As the
minimum school-leaving age moved progressively upward, the schools
were challenged to provide programs for a wider variety of students
with disparate goals and ambitions. Cremin (1961) signalled the
problems resulting from compulsory attendance as the opportunity for
educators to sponsor educational innovations in the decades preceding
World War 1.2

During the war years and after, American education witnessed
the rise of vocational education and the comprehensive high school.
Education grew in scope from providing basic literacy to offering
opportunities in vocational skills as well as advanced academic
preparation. The Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act of 1917 pro-
vided federal assistance that school districts could offer programs
aimed at meeting the needs for a growing skilled labor force. School-
ing was no longer a preparation for college; its purpose was to appeal

to a broader group of students.27

The Comprehensive High School

The development of the comprehensive high school embodied
both the democratic and egalitarian ideals in education. Gardner

28 Rather than

described it as a "particularly American phenomenon."
reflecting its European counterpart as a socially and academically
stratified institution, the American comprehensive high school
developed in response to the needs of its students as well as socie-

tal pressures.
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As early as 1890, a conmittee of the National Education
Association, known as the Committee of Ten, redefined the purpose of
the high school from a purely college-preparatory function to the
goal of preparing all "adolescents for life." The comprehensive
high school underwent further study in 1918 when another committee
of the National Education Association expanded the secondary schools'
function in a position paper titled "Cardinal Principles of Secondary
Education." The committee focused its attention on the high school
as a socializing institution. Included in the goals of schooling
was the solution to many social ills. The report was a classic
statement of the possibility of a new form of social engineering--
of creating deliberate and positive change through education.29
The "Cardinal Principles" described the high school as "embracing all
curriculums” and as "the prototype of a democracy in which various
groups must have a degree of self-consciousness as groups and yet be
federated into a large whole through the recognition of common inter-
est and idea]s."30

It was this idea that social change could be accomplished
through education that would have a profound effect on the future of
secondary schooling. Whether they agreed or not, educators would be
charged with the task of accomplishing desired social change through
school program and treatment of students. In the early twentieth
century, the emergence of scientific management resulted in differ-
entiation of students and specificity of training for them. The

development of 1.Q. tests gave educators support for "scientifically"

determining who would receive special or academic training.



47

Secondary education continued to reflect the societal pres-
sures of the times. During the Depression, the schools, unlike many
businesses and industries, continued to operate. However, under the
stress of the economy, educators re-examined and re-interpreted the
function of the public schools. Two major issues of the thirties
were increasing social services to students and expanding the cur-
riculum to meet the needs of the heterogeneous high school population.

The emphasis on the student-centered curriculum changed
dramatically with the Russian launching of Sputnik I in the fifties.
The United States entered the "space race," and American public high
schools were criticized for having watered-down curricula, incompe-
tent teachers, and poor academic standards. Demands were on public
education to increase science and math offerings, develop high cogni-
tive expectations, a rigorous educational system, and well-disciplined
students.

In 1959 James Conant completed his study, The American High

School Today. In the Foreword to this report, Gardner defined the

comprehensive high school in terms of its responsibilities. That
is, it is responsible for educating
. the bright and not so bright children with different
vocational and professional ambitions and with various moti-
vations. It is responsible, in sum, for providing good and
appropriate education, both academic and vocational, for all
young people within a democratic environment which the Ameri-
can people believe serves the principles they cherish.
The sixties witnessed a renewed emphasis on the cherished
principle of individualism, and the educational pendulum swung from

the rigorous standards of the fifties to the egalitarian ideals of
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the sixties. The difference would be, however, that the egalitarian
values of the sixties would be established through court decisions
and legislation. As discussed in a previous section, education in
the sixties responded to the call for a "Great Society" in which it
would attempt to play a central role in solving the problems of the
poor, minorities, handicapped, and foreign born. The Coleman Study
redefined the meaning of equal opportunity to mean equal results in
achievement, and the role of the federal government grew as categori-
cal funding was provided to achieve equal results. Social unrest

and a demand for relevance affected educational policy.

The late sixties and early seventies witnessed the demand
for a "relevant curriculum." Adolescents were rejecting the adult
culture, not only verbally but through mass protests, love-ins, and
changes in grooming and manners of dress. Students were charging
that the curriculum, defined by Metcalf and Hunt (1970) as "the

32

formal course-work taken by students,"”™ had 1ittle meaning in their

33

lives. Under the impetus of social change, generated mainly by

the vocal youth culture, educators began to examine the secondary
curriculum. Ornstein (1982) described what proponents for changing
the curriculum saw as needs:

1. the individualization of instruction through such teaching
methods as independent inquiry, special projects and con-
tracts.

2. the revision of existing courses and development of new
ones on such topics of student concern as environmental
protection, drug addiction, urban problems, cultural plur-
alism, and Afro-American literature.

3. the provision of educational alternatives (e.g., electives,
minicourses, open classrooms) that allow more freedom of
choice.
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4. the extension of the curriculum beyond the school's walls
through such innovations as work-study programs, credit
for life experiences, and external degree programs.
In addition, teachers were advised to familiarize themselves
with the thought patterns of students--their attitudes, values,

beliefs, and interests.35

Students gained greater influence in
curriculum planning, and courses such as "Folk Rock Lyric" as an
English class were an attempt to respond to their youthful interest.
One high school English program, for example, was revised from three
years of literature--American, English, and world--to 36 distinct,
semester-long courses from which the student could choose "according
to [his] need or interest." In the same high school, in addition to
the social studies requirement of one year of American history and

a semester of government, students can choose from 26 elective social
studies classes. More than 75 vocational education classes encompass

36 This curriculum

courses in actual child care to electronics.
changed from professionally predetermined courses that were thought
to be beneficial to a student's education to an array of classes
designed to appeal to student interest.

The curriculum has also developed since the late sixties in
response to many outside pressures. McCritcheon (1978) described
the inconsistent curricular planning that occurs in order to appease
groups such as the Chamber of Commerce, which desires a work force;
the legislature, which desires proven competency; or citizens con-
cerned about ethnic and sex stereotyping.37 James and Tyack (1983)

attributed the growth in curriculum to the increasing numbers of

adolescents who stay in high school and the response the educators
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must make in order to keep this heterogeneous population orderly
and occupied. In the attempt to keep courses relevant to a diverse
group of students, programs and curricula have grown increasingly
incoherent.38
It is the response that educators must make that is the focus
of this study. Do teachers, counselors, and administrators prefer
a rationally organized, uniformly structured curriculum, which is
consistent with a meritocratic philosophy, o} do they value the
curriculum organized, as Cusick (1983) described, around the "needs"
of students. The secondary school staff, he said, in an effort to
fulfill the educational aspirations of students, embark on an end-
less search for something that would be of interest to students and,
when found, would then meet their "educational needs." Cusick
attributed this process to the egalitarian ideal that the schools are
expected to fulfill and the promise that in return for the student's
obligation to come to school, the school will find something to
interest each individua].39
The current curriculum design to meet the needs of students

has its critics. Postman (1979) described the schools as having gone
too far in their mission to interest students. He viewed the expand-
ing curriculum as the schools' imposition into domains that should be
the responsibility of other institutions, such as the family and
church. Postman said:

Within our own life-time, we have seen the schools go into the

sex-education business, the drug-education business, the driver-

education business, the brotherhood business, the psychological
counseling business, the free-lunch business, the baby-sitting
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business, the racial integration business, the social equality
business, the motivation business and lately, the business of
$§?23cizing the population after having failed in de-ethnicizing

Postman's contention was that the curriculum of American
schools has become progressively utopian in its goal to reform
society and therefore has lost its ability to concentrate on the
needs of the individual. Like those who opposed compulsory education
almost a century ago, Postman feared that the school is undermining
the family. By assuming a programmatic responsibility for a problem,
the school automatically transforms it into a social problem and
thereby gives support to the growing acceptance of individual power-
lessness.

Others have criticized education on the basis that it fails
to offer equal opportunity. Critics such as Katz, Bowles, and Gintis
have cited the purpose of public education as facilitating the growth
of a capitalist economy. They have rejected the idea of cognitive
attainment as a key to social mobility and, instead, developed the
concept of the school as a place to foster values and behaviors that
will result in a supply of acceptable workers.

Bowles and Gintis described the reproduction of social rela-
tionships as the correspondence theory, which posits that "social
relationships of education--the relationships between administrators
and teachers, teachers and students, students and students, and
students and their work--replicate the hierarchical division of labor."

They based their theory on how different levels of education prepare

students to enter corresponding levels of the work force; i.e., junior
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and senior high school emphasize rule following, while elite Ivy
League colleges develop the social network of top business manage-
ment. Other levels of education such as state universities fall
somewhere in between. Bowles and Gintis also suggested that schools
differentially reward and socialize students based on the perceived
future occupational role of the student.4]

Katz pointed to such educational practices as guidance and
ability grouping as social sorting devices that legitimatize inequality.
He viewed these techniques as ways of channeling "working class child-
ren into working class jobs." The bureaucratic structure of the
schools, he maintained, serves to foster the myth of equal opportunity
while at the same time strictly regulating social mobility. It is the
affluent who profit from schooling because the educational bureauc-
racy diverts resources to those whose goals, values, and abilities are
consistent with those of the institution.

Thus, Katz said, those children who are unable to compete
successfully are taught to blame themselves for their failure. This
is another way the schools legitimize inequality. Children Tearn
that the unequal distribution of rewards reflects the unequal dis-
tribution of ability. They come to learn through grading, test scores,
promotion policies, and the bureaucratic structure, in general, that
they, themselves, are to blame, not the system.42

The emphasis on rule following and other factors that these
critics have cited changed as schools were challenged on their dis-

ciplinary procedures. In response to court decisions and other

societal pressures that students, especially those from poor and
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minority backgrounds, be treated equally under discipline codes, due
process procedures were instituted to protect student rights. This
egalitarian concern for the individual was spotlighted as previously
held school codes regarding conduct, student dress, and limits to
self-expression were sacrificed in the interest of personal student
liberty. It has been the obligation of the public schools to "take,
retain and interest" all students and the students' obligation to
attend schod], regardless of their own desires, that has had an
effect on the rights of the students when they are in school. The
increasing emphasis on student rights evolved as the courts defined
students' constitutional rights in relationship to the authority of
the school.

Although the courts still recognize the in loco parentis

function of educators in relation to students, the courts have
increasingly defined particular student rights. The underlying theme
to these decisions is that students have a constitutionally protected
right to attend public schools that cannot be denied or impaired

43 The property right students have in

without due process of law.
their education must be protected by due process, as defined under

the Fourteenth Amendment. The Court has defined two types of due
process. The first is procedural due process. If a person is to be
deprived of life, 1iberty, or property, then he must have valid notice
of such, he must be given an opportunity to be heard, and a hearing
must be conducted fairly. The second type, substantive due process,

means that if the state (which has been defined as its administrative

agencies, including schools) is going to deprive an individual of his
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life, liberty, or property, the state must have a valid objective,
and the means used must be reasonably calculated to achieve the
object'lve.44

Thus, students must be given adequate notice in writing of
the rules and regulations of the school and their due process rights
must be carefully protected under any circumstances by school admin-
istrators.45 In addition to clarifying the standards of behavior
required of students, the school must hold a hearing in which the
student is apprised of the charges against him and is given the
right to tell his side of the story. This process must apply in all
cases in which a student could be deprived of his education, even
for less than ten days (Goss v. Lopez).46

As a result of these types of court decisions, the schools
have had to respond to each discipline problem in a manner that would
be consistent with due process procedures. Students being disciplined
must not only have an opportunity to bring in witnesses and evidence
to support their innocence, but must be apprised of the appeal pro-
cedures available to them if their parents disagree with the adminis-
trative decision.

Probably nowhere in the school has the issue of student
rights been more evident than in the change in student appearance.
In disputes over length of hair and the wearing of beards, the court
has held that rules against such violate substantive due process
unless the schools can prove that the hair style interferes with the

academic process. In Richards v. Thurston, the court concluded that

"within the commodious concept of liberty, embracing freedoms great
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w47 In the

and small, is the right to wear one's hair as he wishes.
cases that followed, the test for acceptability of dress and hair
length appeared to be whether or not such styles had a detrimental
effect on the educational process. If no infringement of the rights
of others can be demonstrated, then the student is allowed his per-
sonal liberty in terms of appearance.48 The result of these and other
court decisions regarding student appearance is that the school no
longer has the right to set standards regarding appearance. The
only standard that remains is the rule of "good taste"--that the
student's appearance may not interfere with the academic process.49
Another area in which predetermined standards have undergone
change is in the classroom. The Special Education Law, PL 94-142,
which originated in Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
guarantees the right of handicapped individuals to services in school.
This legislation reflects the egalitarian ideal of "redress." Those
who come to school with a certified "disadvantage," whether physical,
mental, or emotional, are allocated more teacher time, resources, and
an individualized school program. Such a program could include modi-
fied classroom standards in order to help special education students
meet the level of the "regular" student and thus "redress" the
inequality of their disadvantage. Boyer (1979), former U.S. Commis-
sioner of Education, stated that "Public Law 94-142 is intended to
help schools provide equity and quality in education for children
who need more care, attention and understanding than most.“50

Shapiro (1980) identified the struggle for the passage of PL 94-142

as similar to that of other minority groups who have been discriminated
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against by American society. He cited the Brown v. Board of Educa-
tion case of 1954 as legal justification to allow handicapped stu-
dents access to a public school education.5]

The federal government, in order to assure the handicapped
access to a public school education, has issued specific compliance
rules for school districts to follow in order to receive categori-
cal support for their special education programs. For children aged
6 to 17, the law specifies that school districts must (1) make every
reasonable effort to locate handicapped children; (2) evaluate the
learning needs of each child and, in consultation with parents and
special education advisors, administrators, and regular education
teachers, develop an individualized education plan (IEP); (3) place
the child in the least restrictive environment with regular educa-
tion students and teachers if possible, the process known as main-
streaming; (4) evaluate the student's progress periodically, making
adjustments in the IEP if necessary; and (5) set up an impartial hear-
ing, appeal, and other due process procedures under which parents can
challenge school decisions.

In following federal and state mandates, additional commit-
ments must be made by building administrators and teachers. Special
education students are no longer solely the responsibility of the
special education teacher. The student's IEP must be designed by a
team that includes at least the child's regular education teacher,

a representative from special education, an administrator, the child's
parents, and, when possible, the child. The written plan must include

annual goals, short-term objectives, individual performance objectives,
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specification of the services provided, and an evaluation schedule.
The school personnel and parents must review this plan at least
annually, or whenever a change is made in the student's program.52
Thus, through PL 94-142, regular education personnel are now a
legally required aspect of a handicapped child's education. The
courts have also ruled that cost cannot be a reason to deny a special
education student an appropriate placement even if the placement is
out of the school district or out of the state. In addition, it is
the school district's responsibility to transport students to these
special programs.

Regular education teachers have felt the effect of the addi-
tion of special education students in the classroom. Teachers have
had to modify their teaching methods in order that deaf and blind
students can learn in the regular classroom. Evaluation procedures
and standards for daily work and tests have to be modified if the
special education student's Individual Education Plan (IEP) has so
indicated. The classroom behavior standards may have to be modified
if, for example, emotionally impaired students find the standards
impossible to meet.

Disciplining special education students has not yet been
legally resolved. The question is a complex one and may depend on
the type of handicap and degree of severity. The cases decided thus
far have been based on procedural, rather than substantive, 1ssues.53
Regarding the expulsion of a handicapped student, a federal district

court ruled in a Connecticut case that a handicapped child could not

be expelled because of the irreparable injury that would occur as a
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result of being without an educational program. As per the proce-
dures of PL 94-142, a more suitable program would have to be found

54

for students with behavior prob]ems. In a 1979 Indiana case, the

federal court ruled that handicapped children can only be expelled

for behavior that is unrelated to the handicapping condition.55

“Nega-
tive reactions to these and other decisions have been based on the
belief that special treatment for handicapped students discriminates
against nonhandicapped students.56
In still another apsect of the egalitarian influence in edu-
cation, schools are having to react to the inequality of family income
and the student's subsequent ability to purchase school supplies. The
Supreme Court has yet to rule on the constitutionality of textbook
and student-supplies fees. However, states have handled the matter
on an individual basis. States such as Virginia, Colorado, and
Arizona have allowed fees for textbooks, while I11inois and North
Dakota have determined fees cannot be levied for the use of textbooks.
Other states such as West Virginia, Missouri, I1linois, New Mexico,
and New York have all instituted fee differentiation between required
and elective courses on the basis that charging for required courses

57 It has been

"impairs students' rights to free public schooling."
made clear, however, that public education must be offered to all on
equal terms. The classroom teacher cannot require the student to

purchase supplies or equipment on the basis that the student may not

be able to afford the items.
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Summar

The American dream has long held that any individual, no
matter what his or her origins may be, can, with ambition and hard
work, become successful. Public education has been regarded as a
chief ingredient in making this dream of success come true. How-
ever, despite the rags-to-riches stories, it was realized that if
each person was truly to have an equal opportunity for personal
achievement, some would need more support than others. This support,
based on individual need rather than what is earned through achieve-
ment, is a basic tenet of the egalitarian ideal. The egalitarian
holds that one's family background, physical or mental condition,
skin color, native language, ability to provide pen and paper, or
even one's ability not to be hungry all have an effect on the value
that one is able to attain from his or her education. If each stu-
dent is to maximize the value of his or her education and therefore
receive an equally effective education, then efforts must be made to
remedy or adjust for the disadvantages the student may have in
receiving full benefit from the learning experience. Federal legis-
lation and court decisions regarding special education, bilingual
programs, free-lunch programs, due process laws to protect student
rights are a few of the ways the egalitarian ideal has been actual-
ized in the educational process. The courts have emphasized that it
is the effects of education that must be equal, and that simply pro-
viding equal inputs to education is not enough. The egalitarian

rejects the idea that all can meet or even should be required to meet
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a single standard. Value is placed on effort, determination, and

cooperation rather than on competition to attain particular standards.

Meritocracy

It may be that some educators prefer a more meritocratic
educational system and do not place a high value on the egalitarian
ideal. They would prefer what Gardner (1966) referred to as the
long-standing acceptance of the meritocratic ideal, the American love
for competitive performance or the concept of "let the best man

58 Bell (1977) described the logic of the meritoc-

(student) win."
racy as allowing high-scoring individuals, no matter what their
original status in society, the right to move to the top in order

to make best use of their talents.59

Jefferson called this process
the rise of the "natural aristoi" and reflected it in his 1779 plan
for public education.

Under Jefferson's educational plan for Virginia, all stu-
dents would have the opportunity for three years of free education,
but the brightest boys who were not able to afford to go on to
secondary school would be sent by scholarship. Those who achieved
the highest distinctions would then be sent to William and Mary for
a free college education. Although all had an equal opportunity to
compete for further schooling, only the most academically talented
would achieve the privilege of further education. Of course, this

procedure applied to scholarship students only. Those who could

afford further schooling had access to it.
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The acknowledgment and reward of achievement has remained a
consistent theme in American secondary education. Although the
schools took on a socializing role through the rise of the common
school and later, the structure of the comprehensive high school
still reflected meritocratic policies through such practices as
I.Q. testing, aptitude testing, formal classification and labeling
of students, homogeneous grouping and tracking, differentiated cur-
riculum, programs and classes with different goals.60

The practice of tracking students according to ability has
received much criticism from those who value egalitarianism in edu-
cation. Conant (1959) recommended tracking in his study of the
American high school and then reiterated it in his work (1967) on
the comprehensive high school. He advocated that students should be
placed according to ability, subject by subject, and thus avoid being
placed on a single track for every class. He recommended three types
of classes: one for the more able, one for the large group whose
ability is average, and another for the very slow reader who requires
special help. In his 1967 study, Conant reported that 96.5 percent of
the principals surveyed indicated that their schools offered grouping
in one or more academic c]asses.a]

As described previously, Bowles and Gintis viewed tracking
as a method of reinforcing and reproducing social classes. They
maintained that intelligence testing and tracking are ways of "stream-
lining the meritocracy" and are incompatible with the egalitarian

62

functions of education. Oakes (1982) supported this position in

her study of social relationships in the classroom. Based on the
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Bowles and Gintis assertion that the schools reinforce class dif-
ferences through the cognitive and noncognitive treatment in tracked-
levels classrooms, the study encompassed 139 various tracked secondary
(junior and senior high school) classrooms. The findings indicated
that students in low-tracked classes expressed more negative feelings
about themselves and that relationships in the classes were char-
acterized by more alienation, distance, and punitiveness than were
those in higher-tracked classes. Moreover, this process appeared to
intensify with years of schooh’ng.63
The courts have also considered the issue of tracking. In
Hobson v. Hansen, the use of standardized intelligence test scores
to place students in various ability tracks was deemed unconstitu-
tional because the court determined that such placements resulted in
de jure segregation. While the court emphasized that it was not
abolishing the use of track systems, it was declaring that tracking
could only be used for educational purposes if the method did not
discriminate against particular groups of students.64
Brookover and Erickson (1975) indicated that equality is not
achieved by enhancing the differences in students through their
assignments to differentiated programs. They described two ideal
types of differentiated and equality-oriented educational systems
that reflect opposite views on ability assumptions, school policies
and practices, and outcomes. In terms of ability, the differentiated-
oriented systém operates under the belief that innate ability can be

identified and remains basically unchanged. Students identified

under this system would be labeled and placed in a homogeneous
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program. Brookover and Erickson maintained that such placement then
identifies students with particular careers and opportunities and
does little to advance the students' social mobility. They indi-
cated that most school systems operate under this system rather than
under the assumption that students actually have few differences in
their ability to learn and that mastery of a common curriculum is
possible. Such assumptions, they said, would foster equality of
opportunity.65

Despite the views of these critics and the egalitarian
emphasis on "leveling up" to meet the educational needs of students
who have been neglected in the educational process, the meritocratic
idea of higher standards and requirements has been receiving increased
attention. The National Association of Secondary School Principals
(NASSP) reported on seven studies recently completed or currently
underway that recommended increased efforts to raise student achieve-
ment and various rewards to those students and teachers who are most
successful in doing so. The National Commission on Excellence in
Education charged that the educational foundation of our society is
being eroded by a "rising tide of mediocrity" and that other nations
and overtaking the United States in educational attainments. The
study stated, among other things, that students are not taking enough
academic classes, especially in the areas of science and math, that
less homework is being assigned, that high school graduation standards
are too low, and that students spend an insufficient length of time in
school. The study recommended that graduation requirements be sig-

nificantly increased and that schools develop more rigorous and
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measurable standards, and high expectations for academic performance

66 Similar sentiments were reflected in the fol-

and student conduct.
Towing reports: "Action for Excellence" sponsored by the Education
Commission of the States, Task Force on Education for Economic Growth;
"Academic Preparation for College" sponsored by the College Entrance
Examination Board; Education Equality Project, "Making the Grade,"
Twentieth Century Fund, Task Force on Federal Elementary and Secondary
Education Policy; "Education and Economic Progress: Toward a National
Education Policy" sponsored by the Carnegie Corporation; and "A
Celebration of Teaching: High Schools in the 1980's" chaired by
Theodore Sizer and sponsored by the National Association of Secondary
School Principals and the Commission on Education Issues of the

National Association of Independent Schoo]s.67

Summar

Egalitarianism and meritocracy are opposing ways of looking
at the educational process. Egalitarianism stresses an equally
effective education for every student as evidenced by equal results
or achievement. To produce equal results may, however, necessitate
unequal allocation of resources with greater amounts of time, energy,
and financial resources allocated to those with greatest need. The
need is determined by deciding who enters the educational process
at a disadvantage for maximum personal academic achievement. Whether
a diagnosed learning handicap or the lack of money to purchase a
student lunch, the individual is unable to compete on an equal basis

with those who can learn or those who have their hunger satisfied
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because they can afford to eat lunch. Egalitarianism stresses effort
and determination the individual makes toward achievement.
Meritocracy, in contrast, is not based on the effort made,
but rather achievement as measured by a predetermined standard.
Students who cannot meet the standard have their needs met by being
placed in a class or curriculum that is suited to their ability, a
process known as tracking. These decisions are based on how a stu-
dent compares to others on standardized tests and in terms of teacher
judgments. Tracking and similar practices are criticized on the
basis that they reinforce class distinctions and 1limit social mobility.
Recently, however, education has been criticized because of
the lack of high standards and the increasing mediocrity of American
student achievement. Thus, educators are caught in a dilemma. While
the commitment to egalitarianism has been legitimized in the edu-
cational system through federal mandates, laws, and court decisions
to meet the needs of all students, there is evidence of pressure to
increase educational standards and performance. It may be also that
within the educational community some educators value egalitarian
programs and policies while others support a meritocratic system of
education, resulting in conflict between professionals within the

institution.

Conceptual Framework

In a democratic society, the function of public education is
shaped in large part by the principle of equality. Public schools

are assigned the tasks of socializing the young in a way that will be
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appropriate to their participation in a democracy. Those who enter
the educational process at a disadvantage must be given, under egali-
tarian theory, added support in order to assure equal achievement and
thus, ultimately, equal participation in the democracy. This goal of
education is said to conflict with the second goal of education,

that of maximizing individual potential so that achievement is based
on individual merit rather than on other factors such as wealth or
birthright.

The role of the federal government as well as specific interest
groups over the last 20 years has been to emphasize the egalitarian
function of education. Court mandates, public acts, and various fund-
ing programs have been designed to increase the opportunity of the
disadvantaged. Coupled with the reality of compulsory education,
schools were obligated to "take, retain and interest" all students
regardless of their "ability, ambition or inclination," in the hopes of
providing a "fairly even chance at social, economic and political
equaHt_y.“68

Retsinas (1982) pointed out that the effect of nonlocal man-
dates (those mandates outside of the local school board's control)
has reduced the professional autonomy of not only the administra-
tion but that of the teacher also. She said:

The nonlocal mandates are not trivial, they define the goals

of the school system, the selection of clients, and the mechan-
ics of staffing. Federal legislation and subsequent regulations
touch curriculum, racial integration, the use of auxiliary per-
sonnel, remedial education, libraries, vocational programs,
personnel policies, gifted students, handicapped students, and
non-English-speaking students. The courts have also ruled on

bussing, 1iability of boards and teachers, educational malprac-
tice, and student rights.
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Cedoline (1982) defined these issues as stress producing for
both administrators and teachers. He pointed to the definition of
student rights and the personal liability of those who do not provide
them as a major factor that has made many educators more timid or
careful in their administration of discipline. He also cited other
factors such as student-population changes, including the presence
of bilingual and special-needs students in the classroom, as stress
producing for teachers. These stressors are exacerbated by the con-
flicting values the school as an institution places on these issues,
and the values of the individual teacher who must operationalize the

demands that society places on the schoo]s.70

Values
Values were chosen as the chief indicants in this study
because by definition they reflect qualities that individuals judge

n Blank and Grady (1983) described values as enduring

as worthwhile.
“ beliefs and preferences about what is right or wrong, good or bad,

important or relatively um‘mportant.72 Williams (1979) described
values as the core conceptions of the desirable within every indi-
vidual and society. Values serve as criteria or standards that guide
not only action but also judgment, attitude, choice, evaluation,
rationalization, and attribution of causa]ity.73 Rokeach (1979)
described all values as having cognitive, affective, and directional
aspects. Values, he said, serve as criteria for selection in action.
However, he indicated that differences among individuals are not the

presence or absence of particular values, but the ordering,
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arrangement, hierarchy, or priorities that characterize particular

" In this study, teachers and administrators prioritize

values.
particular values that reflect their commitment to either an egali-
tarian or a meritocratic view of education. The ways educators make
decisions about students, about what is taught, and about how stu-
dents are treated reflect what the teacher or administrator deems
important in thé educational process. The individual educator's
values may or may not be in harmony with the school's values as an
institution.

Rokeach (1979) described institutional values. He quoted
Williams' (1970) sociological definition of an institution as "a set
of institutional norms that cohere around a relatively distinct and

75

socially important complex of values." Rokeach suggested that

institutions be regarded as

. social arrangements that provide frameworks for value
specialization, that is, frameworks for the transmission and
implementation mainly of those subsets of values that are
especially implicated in their own particular spheres of
activity (i.e. education of the young). This is a useful
perspective, particularly because it provides for the struc-
tural articulation of individuals' values with macrosocial
arrangements. 76

Katz and Kahn (1978) described the values and norms of a
social system as "the common beliefs of an evaluative type which con-

7 While system norms refer

stitute a coherent interrelated system."
to the explicit forms of behavior appropriate for members of the
system, system values provide a "more elaborate and generalized
justification both for appropriate behavior and for the activities

and functions to the system." Although system norms and values are
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a group product and are not necessarily held by all individuals
participating in the system, they do serve two functions: first by
providing cognitive maps for members that facilitate their work in
the system and their adjustment to it and second by providing the

moral or social justification for system activities both for members

and those outside the system.78

Rokeach described five methods for measuring institutional
values based on the assumptions "that institutional values are sub-
stantively the same as those manifested at the individual level;

that institutional values are major determinants of individual values

79

and like individual values are hierarchically arranged." He cited

five ways that the value patterns of institutions can be ascertained:

1. Content analysis--by content analysis--by extracting the
terminal and instrumental values contained in institutional
publications and documents such as the school board's phil-
osophy of education.

2. Personal values of institutional gatekeepers. Measuring
the values of institutional gatekeepers such as adminis-
trators and teachers is based on the assumption that such
values will reflect the influence of socialization by a
particular social institution such as the school.

3. Personal values of an institution's special clients--by
measuring the personal values of specific groups of clients
such as college bound students or high school cheerleaders.

4. Perceived values of an institution by gatekeepers--by
measuring the value image of an institution as perceived
by its institutional gatekeepers.

5. Perceived values of an institution by general clients--by
measuring the perceived values of a given institution as
perceived by anyone who can be regarded as a client of the
institution.80

In his study of the editorials of Science Magazine (1964-1973)

using these five criteria, Rokeach found "the most sensitive single

indicator of an institution's value is, first, the value image of an
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institution by its gatekeepers, and second, the personal values of

itsgatekeepers."81

However, Rokeach went on to say that although
much is known about organizational processes such as power, conflict,
communication, and environment adaptation, little is known about the
relationships among the various organizational properties and pro-
cesses and the values of organizational actors.82 The purpose of
this study is to investigate the relationship of the schools' com-
mitment to egalitarianism and the values of teachers and adminis-
trators, the organizational actors. In terms of values and organi-
zational context, Hodgkinson (1971) found that value orientations
differ by hierarchical levels, but he found little evidence for rela-

83 Although Rokeach

tionship between values and biographical data.
reported that little has been researched on the relationship between
values and organizational processes, he did cite the Hodgkinson study
(1971) to support the suspicion that "values, as a variable, may
explain even more of the variance in organizational processes, such

84 It may be possible

as conflict, communication and group behavior."
that conflict within the professional school staff, particularly
teachers and administrators, may actually be a value conflict. These
groups may have differing beliefs regarding the commitment to effec-
tively educate all students, especially those students who previously
would not have attended a public secondary school or remained until

graduation.

Summar

It is the purpose of this study to determine the value and

belief patterns of teachers and administrators in terms of the
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egalitarian ideal and the relationship of this value to the commit-
ment of the schools to provide an equally effective education for all
students. Over the past 20 years, it has become increasingly apparent
that public schools were being called upon to "take, retain and
interest" all students and provide the student from whatever level

of society, mental or physical condition, with an equally effective
education. This egalitarian movement, complete with its principle

of redress, has imposed upon the public school system the value of
caring for and developing the potential of the disadvantaged.

However, despite this egalitarian commitment in education
comes the demand for stronger academic and disciplinary standards
aimed at producing higher achievement. Coleman (1981) cited the
loss of educators' authority to court rulings, the rise of student
rights (which has had an effect both in shaping a student-defined
curriculum and in impeding discipline), and the lack of conscience
among parents about the secondary schools' authority over and respon-
sibility for their children as factors that, although designed to
remedy particular social ills, have actually resulted in putting the
average secondary school in an "untenable position" to bring about
achievement. These factors, charged Coleman, have resulted in
secondary schools reducing their academic demands through the reduc-
tion of standards, elimination of competition, and increase of
undemanding elective courses.85

In sum, the schools are being called upon to accomplish con-
flicting goals, supported by different value complexes. The concept

that every student has a right to an equally effective education is
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embodied in the egalitarian ideal. Programs and policies that are
explicitly outlined in federal mandates, laws, and court decisions
legitimize the egalitarian notion that educational resources should
be directed toward meeting the needs of students who enter the educa-
tional process at a disadvantage. If, for example, a learning-
disabled special education student cannot meet the standards or
objectives of a particular class, then those standards and objec-
tives are modified so that they are appropriate for the individual
learning-disabled student. This process is accomplished at an Indi-
vidual Educational Planning Committee meeting with input from the
regular and special education teachers, school psychologist, adminis-
trator, parents, and occasionally the student himself. The point is
that the standards are no longer fixed, but rather responsive to the
individual needs of a particular student.

This example is in contrast to the meritocratic belief that
the student meets the criteria for passing the class, or else he
fails or is tracked into a class where the predetermined standards
are at his level. Under the meritocratic plan, the standards are
not compromised. The student must adjust. The class standards do
not.

It is possible that some educators, based on their personal
values and judgments, support the egalitarian ideal, its programs
and policies because they believe it is the best or right way to
educate students. Other educators, for the same reason, support a

more meritocratic system of education. Obviously, when individuals
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or groups differ in their basic beliefs as to how a process, such as
educating students, should be accomplished, interpersonal conflict

between the individuals or groups can result.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Chapter III presents the methods and procedures used in this
study. The purpose of this research is to determine the value and
belief patterns of teachers and administrators in terms of the egali-
tarian ideal and the relationship of this value to the commitment of
the schools to provide an equally effective education for every stu-
dent. It may be that some educators prefer a more meritocratic system
of education with predetermined norms and standards. To determine
whether or not the professional educator's value and belief patterns
are consistent with the egalitarian ideal, a parsimonious method of
eliciting response data from field-based educators was sought. The
method needed to be meaningful to the respondents and structured to
force them to make comparative judgments between statements reflect-
ing egalitarian and meritocratic values and beliefs. To meet these
criteria, the Q-sort technique was selected.

According to Kerlinger (1973), one of the strengths of the
Q-method is that it requires respondents to make comparative judgments

1 The items or

that they might not otherwise make systematically.
statements used in this study were value statements elicited from
interviews with administrators, counselors, and teachers of academic

subjects and nonacademic subjects. These value statements reflected
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either an egalitarian or meritocratic point of view of policies and

practices regarding a wide range of educational issues.

Methodology Employed

The Q-method, devised by William Stephenson, was the method-
ology and technique used in this study to identify and analyze the
value and belief patterns of five groups of educators. Stephenson
(from Talbott) indicated that the "Q-technique provides a systematic
way to handle a person's retrospections, his reflections about himself

w2 Talbott

and others, and much else of an apparent subjective nature.
(1971) described the Q-technique as being particularly suited to the
study of decision behavior where the focus is on personal choice and
preference.3

In the Q-technique, the participant is asked to sort through
cards and place them in piles according to some criterion. In this
study, each educator sorted through 58 cards on which were written
statements regarding meritocratic or egalitarian educational beliefs
and practices and then placed each card in one of nine piles indicat-
ing intensity of agreement or disagreement. After the participant
completed the procedure, the distribution of the cards reflected a

normal distribution. Statistical treatment of the data was then used

to establish clusters of respondents with similar belief patterns.

Selection of Participants

In Q-methodology the participants are purposefully selected
to represent identifiable groups within the population to be studied.

It would have been difficult to randomly select educators who would
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compromise the number of members of each group to be studied. A
contact person in each of the seven junior high schools and four high
schools selected teachers representing various departments in both
academic and nonacademic areas. All teachers who were asked to par-
ticipate in the study agreed. The contact person also asked admin-
istrators, counselors, and special education teachers in each building
to participate in the research.

The study sample was drawn from a large, all-white middle- to
upper-middle-class suburban school district. The school district in
the study is well known for its excellent teacher-administrator rela-
tionship. The district has never had a teacher strike and enjoys
exceptional support from the community. The participants were from
the secondary schools only, comprising four high schools of 1,600 to
2,000 students each, and seven junior high schools, each of which
averaged 800 students. Participants were sought from the following
areas: building administrators, teachers of academic classes, teach-
ers of nonacademic classes, counselors, and special education teachers.
Each group included representatives from both the junior and senior
high school levels. In addition to completing the Q-sort, biographi-
cal data and teaching history were obtained from the participants by
having them complete a short questionnaire. (See Appendix A.) A
cover letter was also included in each packet in order to introduce
the researcher, the purpose of the study, and to clarify the method
of the Q-sort. (See Appendix B.)
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The Participants

The study was limited to educators who are currently working
in a secondary school (junior high school grades 7, 8, 9 or senior
high school grades 10, 11, 12). The groups were identified according
to the particular functions they serve in the school as well as the

groups of students they come in contact with each day.

Administrators

The administrators selected for this study were all building
principals or assistant principals and were considered as a single
group. In the school district studied, building administrators are
able to function with minimal directives from the central administra-
tion and are therefore able to establish many of their own policies
and practices of building management. Their responsibilities include
planning and delivering services for regular and special education,
discipline, staffing, public relations, extracurricular activities,
as well as management of noninstructional personnel.

Administrators were selected to participate in the study
because each has the ultimate building-level authority for school
programs. Their responsibility also includes assigning students to
their classes through the scheduling process as well as assigning
teachers to the schedule of classes they teach. In addition, admin-
istrators are accountable to all parents and the public for both the
academic progress of students and the actions and attitudes of teach-
ers. It is possible that principals can easily identify with the
conflicting egalitarian and meritocratic goals because they must

respond to parents and teachers who advocate each.
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Counselors

Like administrators, counselors are in a position to observe
and react to the overall structure of the school program and policies
and the resultant effects on students and their parents. Although
they do not evaluate students directly, counselors are in a position
to judge how egalitarian and meritocratic values, as actualized in
the educational process, affect student achievement and interest in
school. For these reasons and the fact that they have primary respon-
sibility for guiding and placing students in classes, counselors were
also selected as a group to participate in the study.

Each counselor in the study has a caseload of approximately
450 students. The counselors' main responsibilities include guiding
students in course selections, standardized testing, personal coun-
seling, career education, working with the special education programs,
advising parents, student placement in special classes, and working

with teachers and other personnel on individual student problems.

Teachers

The teachers in this study were also from the same school
district and represented the 11 secondary schools. There are con-
sidered to be well paid and, although unionized, have maintained good
relationships with administration and have had little labor unrest.
For the purpose of this study, the teachers are categorized in two
groups, those who teach academic subjects and those who teach non-
academic subjects.

1. Teachers of academic subjects: This group is identified

as those teachers who instruct classes in math, English, science,
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social studies, foreign languages, and particular advanced vocational
courses such as business management and electricity. The total class
load of most of these teachers is contractually limited to 155 stu-
dents. Special education students would be more likely to receive
their instruction in special academic classes or would receive sig-
nificant special education support as well as modified grading if
placed in an academic class.

2. Teachers of nonacademic subjects: Nonacademic classes

include courses in the practical and vocational arts, such as wood-
shop, metalshop, drafting, autoshop, child care, foods, clothing,
merchandising, and basic typing courses. MNonacademic classes in fine
arts include band, vocal music, art, orchestra, and drama. Physical
education is also a nonacademic class. Teachers of nonacademic
classes have no contractual 1imit on the number of students in their
classes (other than of "reasonable" size) and tend to have a higher
representation of special education students in their classes than do

regular education teachers.

Special Education Teachers

Special education teachers represent a unique group in this
study since most of their positions are a result of the implementa-
tion of the egalitarian ideal in public education. The special edu-
cation teacher's job is to individualize each student's instruction
and to assist in modifying the regular education objectives when
necessary. Modifying the objectives of regular education classes

may result in the special education students receiving a "C" grade,
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for example, when "regular" students may have to do more or better-
quality work to receive the same grade. These efforts of the special
education teacher to modify grading standards and expectations may or
may not be agreeable to the general education teacher who also teaches
the student.

Teachers of special education students have legal limits on
the number of students they can serve. Twenty-one students is the
maximum caseload for a teacher under a direct instructional model.
However, only up to ten students can be instructed during a single
class period. Under the teacher-consultant model, the special educa-
tion teacher can serve up to 25 students on a tutorial basis by pro-
viding support to the regular education instruction. In the school
district studied, a cross-categorical program is used, meaning that
students with different disabilities (i.e., learning disabled,
emotionally impaired, physically and otherwise health impaired, and
educable mentally trainable) are taught or tutored in the same special
education classroom by the same special education teacher. Moreover,
the teacher's certification may or may not be congruent with the

students' certified disabilities.

Concept Identification

Structured interviews were held with 16 educators from various
educational areas. Interviewees included administrators, teachers of
academic subjects, teachers of nonacademic subjects, counselors, and
special education teachers. The purpose of the scheduled interviews

was to learn about educators' beliefs regarding the goals of education,
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evaluation standards for students, curriculum, the treatment of
special education students, and discipline. Each interview lasted
approximately two hours and was based on the responses to specific
questions. (Interview questions are in Appendix C.)

At the conclusion of the interviews, the contents of the pro-
tocols were analyzed to gather ideas regarding the values and beliefs
held by each educator. Statements reflecting beliefs about education
in the areas of curriculum, discipline, the goals of education, stu-
dent evaluation, and special education were isolated and tabulated to
determine the commonality of response.

Listed below are 23 belief statements that were extracted
from interview responses.

Curriculum:

1. Both males and females should have equal opportunity to
select any elective.

2. A wide variety of course offerings keeps students inter-
ested in school and lowers the drop-out rate.

3. At the high school level, work-study (co-op) programs
have undermined the importance of academic classes.

4. Teachers should have the freedom to decide what is taught
in their classes.

5. Teachers should modify the curriculum to fit the needs
of a particular class.

6. Teachers should not have the freedom to decide what is
taught in their classes.

7. Student books and materials should not be provided free
of charge unless the student can prove financial need.

8. Tracking in academic classes makes it easier to protect
class standards.

9. Secondary school curriculum should offer something for
everyone.
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Student evaluation:

10.

1.

12.

13.
14.

Even though a student has shown effort in a class but
not achievement, a teacher should not give him a pass-
ing grade because it would imply the student knows the
material.

Students should achieve minimum levels of competency
in order to be promoted.

Schools should grant differentiated diplomas based on
the student's achievement level.

Students should be required to repeat classes they fail.

Students should be required to attend school for a cer-
tain number of days in order to be promoted.

Discipline:

15.
16.

17.

Schools should have dress codes.

The length of due process procedures reduces the effec-
tiveness of discipline.

Students exhibiting persistent behavior problems should
be removed from school.

Special education:

18.

19.

20.

21.

Goals of

“"Mainstreaming" has permitted handicapped students to
develop social and academic skills.

It is difficult for regular education teachers to modify
class expectations for special education students.

Regular education teachers have some responsibility for
the special education students assigned to their classes.

Special education students should not have discipline
standards modified for them.

education:

22.

23.

It is the responsibility of the public schools to teach
the whole child.

The goal of education should be to ensure that all stu-
dents are successful.
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The 1ist of statements reflects both egalitarian and merito-
cratic sentiments of the interviewees. While some presented beliefs
that indicated their values of structuring education to meet the needs
of the individual, others expressed beliefs that indicated valuing of
specific standards against which all should be measured. The concepts
indicated represent concepts three or more educators expressed, but
not necessarily the point of view the three expressed. The fact
that conflicting beliefs were expressed regarding the same concept
(i.e., goals of schooling, student competency, responsibility for
special education students) was an indication of varying beliefs and

values.

Concept Reduction

Few steps were needed to reduce the concepts. The interviews
were structured to elicit responses regarding the goals of education,
discipline, student evaluation, curriculum, and special education.
The responses made during the interviews were stated in concrete
terms. However, particular statements regarding each of these areas
were analyzed for other concepts expressed. For example, the state-
ment "Teachers should follow the agreed-upon school curriculum"
described not only an attitude toward a uniform curriculum but also
an attitude toward teacher autonomy. That is, teachers may recognize
a uniform curriculum but may choose not to follow it.

Analyzing each of the five areas considered important to
public school educators--the goals of education, discipline, student

evaluation, curriculum, and special education--resulted in the
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generation of specific ideas from which the egalitarian and merito-
cratic items would be devised. Under the "goals of education," state-
ments were extracted that reflected efforts to ensure student success,
specific goals of public secondary schools, goals of schooling, and
the evaluation of schools' efforts to meet these goals. This concept
includes the belief that the goal of schooling is to ensure success
for all students by raising their achievement to the same level and

by providing opportunities for each student to develop socially,
emotionally, and intellectually.

"Discipline" was the second area analyzed. In addition to a
general category on discipline, or the school's respon;ibi]ity to
work with unruly students, the other areas generated were due process
for students being disciplined and personal choice in student dress.
Al11 of these topics reflect the egalitarian emphasis on individual
student liberty and constitutional rights within the school.

The concept of student evaluation most epitomizes the polarity
between egalitarianism and meritocracy or between differentiated and
uniform standards. Although some areas may overlap with the applica-
tion of standards to special education students, the concept of
student evaluation can be described through the specific areas of
promotion, retention, view of students' efforts, and differentiated
diplomas. The egalitarian basis for these topics focuses on what
Wilson (1966) described as the value of effort and determination.4
That is, student effort would be valued as a reason for promotion.
The meritocratic view would endorse only the acquisition of knowledge

or the lack of it as reasons for promotion or retention. The
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statements regarding the "view of student efforts" also tests the
respondent's value of effort versus the acquisition of knowledge as
a determinant of student evaluation. The idea of differentiated
diplomas is based on the meritocratic idea of achievement as an
indicator of specific standards the student has met in order to
graduate.

The subject of "curriculum" concerns what Cusick described
as the secondary schools' obligation to "take, retain and interest"
all students. This egalitarian concept focuses on the wide variety
of elective classes offered in hopes of meeting "educational needs"
of students.5 High school academic teachers who were interviewed also
indicated some students' preference for work-study (co-op) programs
(designed to meet the needs of students who wished to work and receive
academic credit) over non-income-producing academic classes. The
meritocratic process of grouping or tracking students is still another
aspect of curriculum. The practice of differentiating students by
ability is opposed by egalitarians because it lessens student chances
for social mobility (Bowles and Gintis, Katz).6 Whether to track
students or not generates the question of uniform standards for par-
ticular subjects. The meritocratic need is for uniform standards
throughout the school district, while the egalitarian supports cur-
riculum standards based on the specific academic needs of individual
classes.

The subject of special education generated considerable con-
cern from those educators interviewed. Mainstreaming, evaluation of

special education students in regular classrooms, professional
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responsibility for special education students, and the management of
emotionally impaired students were the areas of greatest concern.
Some interviewees expressed a sense of responsibility for special
education students, whereas others stressed that uniform standards
for achievement and behavior should apply to any student enrolled in
reqular education classes.

Two additional areas were repeatedly described by the inter-
viewees as important factors in secondary education. The educators
cited the egalitarian practice of the school supplying the student
with paper, pencils, and textbooks as detrimental to the student's
sense of responsibility for his own education. Another major issue
was the lack of a predetermined standard regarding the number of days
that a student must attend school in order to be promoted. The topics
of attendance and school supplies were added to the 17 topics pre-

viously generated.

Selection of the Q-Sort Items

Following the analysis of the concepts, specific items were
developed in order to operationalize each concept. These items were
stated in two ways. First, each idea was stated from an egalitarian
point of view, reflecting the importance of individualism in terms
of the concept. Second, each idea was then stated in meritocratic
terms that reflected a sense of uniform standards as applied to each
concept.

A consideration of prime importance was that the Q-sort items

represent a broad range of school policy areas, especially those
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resulting from state and federal mandated egalitarian efforts to meet
the educational needs of the disadvantaged and handicapped. There-
fore, after reviewing federal programs and school laws regarding
special education and discipline, items concerning bilingual educa-
tion, the National School Lunch Program, and additional items on
special education were added. Again, reviewing studies by Coleman,
Bell, and Cusick also generated items regarding the responsibility
and obligation of schooling. In total, 68 items were generated.

These items were viewed by professors, local teachers, coun-
selors, and administrators in order to select items that were rele-
vant to the content of the study. The number of items was then
reduced to 62. These items were then again reviewed by professors,
local teachers, counselors, and administrators in order to increase
the clarity of meaning of each item and remove possible redundancies.
This examination of the items was done on an individual basis between
the researcher and the reviewer in order to provide the researcher
with specific information regarding the applicability of each item.
Those interviewed were asked to judge each item by the following
criteria:

1. Is the meaning of each item clear to the reader?

2. Are any areas unrepresented by the item sample?

3. Are any areas overemphasized?

Following minor revisions in language, those considering the
items indicated the language of the items was clear and that they

represented established concepts.
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Pilot Test

Before administering the Q-sort to the study population, a
pilot test was run. Participants in the pilot test included four
administrators, one counselor, seven teachers of academic subjects,
and two teachers of nonacademic subjects. At the time of the pilot
test, no special education teachers were available. Both junior and
senior high school educators were represented in the sample. The
pilot test was submitted to both a two-factor and three-factor solu-
tion. However, the three-factor solution was rejected on the basis
that the third factor did not meet the Humphrey Test of "meaning-
fulness."

In the two-factor solution, both factors were described as
"meaningful." (A complete description of the treatment of data is
described below under heading of the same.) Analysis of the data
under the two-factor solution indicated two types of belief patterns.
The views of educators who clustered around Type I indicated a
stronger agreement with statements reflecting a meritocratic view-
point. Type II reflected those more frequently agreeing with egali-
tarian statements. The determination of agreement for each item was
a Z-score of +1.0 or higher. The determination of disagreement for a
particular item was a Z-score of -1.0 or lower.

The scores for each type were also reflective, indicating
that Type I more consistently agreed with meritocratic statements
and disagreed with egalitarian statements. For Type II, the opposite

was true.
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In the pilot test, the Item Descriptions and Descending Array'
of Z-scores for Type I indicates an agreement with items that generally
reflect the meritocratic ideal as previously defined--that uniform
standards should apply to all students.

ITEM DESCRIPTIONS AND DESCENDING
ARRAY TO Z-SCORES FOR TYPE I

ITEM DESCRIPTION Z-SCORE

19. Students should not be promoted unless they have 2.390
demonstrated appropriate levels of learning
(PROMOTION). MERITOCRATIC

57. The obligation of schooling is to provide educa- 2.202
tional opportunity for those students who want
to and are capable of learning (GOAL OF SCHOOL-
ing). MERITOCRATIC

21. Students should be retained if they have not met 1.685
the necessary standards (RETENTION). MERITOCRATIC
26. Teachers should pass only students who have met 1.432
course requirements (VIEW OF STUDENT EFFORTS).
MERITOCRATIC
7. Teachers should follow the agreed-upon curriculum 1.318

(TEACHER AUTONOMY). MERITOCRATIC

53. The standards for a particular subject (math, 1.282
English, etc.) should be uniform throughout the
school district (STANDARDS). MERITOCRATIC

59. Students should be required to attend school for a 1.262
specified number of days in order to pass (ATTEND-
ANCE). MERITOCRATIC

43. Emotionally impaired students should be expected to 1.202
meet the school's standards of good behavior (SPECIAL
EDUCATION). MERITOCRATIC

52. Student achievement is the individual student's 1.170

responsibility (RESPONSIBILITY FOR ACHIEVEMENT).
MERITOCRATIC
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Both male and female students should have equal
opportunity to select any elective (SEX EQUITY).
EGALITARIAN

We have to face the fact that not all students can
succeed in school (SUCCESS). MERITOCRATIC

1.077

1.004

Type I disagreed with egalitarian statements that rejected

the use of standards, particularly in the areas of student dress,

promotion, and retention.

ITEM DESCRIPTIONS AND DESCENDING
ARRAY OF Z-SCORES FOR TYPE I

ITEM DESCRIPTION

8.

18.

23.

22.

20.

16.

12.

60.

51.

Lower-achieving students suffer in tracked classes
(TRACKING). EGALITARIAN

As long as their clothing does not interfere with
education, students should be able to wear what
they wish to school (DRESS CODE). EGALITARIAN

At the high school level, co-op (work-study) programs
have undermined the importance of academic learning
(Co-0P). MERITOCRATIC

Retention does not work at the secondary level
(RETENTION). EGALITARIAN

In general social promotion is an acceptable
practice (PROMOTION). EGALITARIAN

The school should provide the student with school
supplies (SUPPLIES?. EGALITARIAN

Male and female students should select electives
appropriate to their sex (SEX EQUITY). MERITOCRATIC

Students should not be penalized just because of
poor attendance (ATTENDANCE). EGALITARIAN

Assurance of individual student achievement is the
school's responsibility (RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ACHIEVEMENT). EGALITARIAN

Z-SCORE
-1.051

-1.124

-1.202

-1.238

-1.428

-1.670

-1.795

-2.185

-2.221
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Those clustering under Type II indicated agreement with

egalitarian items that reflected the school's responsibility to meet

the needs of the individual.

Items concerned with elective class

offerings, special education, and the obligation of the schools to

teach the whole child and provide opportunities for individual stu-

dent success were rated highly by those identifying with egalitarian

statements.

The exception in the ranking for Type II was generally

the agreement given to meritocratic statements concerning discipline

and students' attitudes toward schooling.

ITEM DESCRIPTIONS AND DESCENDING
ARRAY OF Z-SCORES FOR TYPE II

ITEM DESCRIPTION

49,

47.

42.

30.

57.

The goal of secondary schools is to develop each
student socially, emotionally and intellectually
(GOAL OF SECONDARY SCHOOLS). EGALITARIAN

A wide variety of elective classes allows students
to develop their individual talents (ELECTIVES).
EGALITARIAN

Every student should experience success in school
(SUCCESS). EGALITARIAN

A11 teachers share in the responsibility to educate
special education students (SPECIAL EDUCATION).
EGALITARIAN

Due process for students has reduced the school's
authority (DUE PROCESS). MERITOCRATIC

The obligation of schooling is to provide educa-

tional opportunity for those students who want to
and are capable of learning (GOAL OF SCHOOLING).

MERITOCRATIC

Schools spend too much time and effort with unruly
students (DISCIPLINE). MERITOCRATIC

Z-SCORE
2.238

2.168

2.112

1.541

1.529

1.517

1.326
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35.

58.

45,

52.

ments regarding special education.
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Teachers should pass a student who has shown sincere
effort (VIEW OF STUDENT EFFORTS). EGALITARIAN

Mainstreaming has helped special education students
(SPECIAL EDUCATION). EGALITARIAN

The obligation of the school is to provide each
student with a basic level of knowledge (GOAL OF
SCHOOLING). EGALITARIAN

The secondary school curriculum should maintain a
large number of elective classes (ELECTIVES).
EGALITARIAN

Student achievement is the individual student's
responsibility (RESPONSIBILITY FOR ACHIEVEMENT).
MERITOCRATIC

Teachers should respond to the needs of a particular
class when deciding what material to teach (TEACHER
AUTONOMY). EGALITARIAN

1.317

1.263

1.249

1.234

1.100

1.034

Type II found greatest disagreement in the meritocratic state-

However, disagreement was also

evident in the rejection of egalitarian attitudes toward student dress,

due process, and the schools' responsibility for student achievement.

ITEM DESCRIPTIONS AND DESCENDING
ARRAY OF Z-SCORES FOR TYPE II

ITEM DESCRIPTION

61.

16.

46.

18.

Schools should be judged on the academic achieve-
ments of their students (SCHOOL EVALUATION).
MERITOCRATIC

The school should provide the student with school
supplies (SUPPLIES). EGALITARIAN

There are too many elective choices in the second-
ary curriculum (ELECTIVES). MERITOCRATIC

As long as their clothing does not interfere with
education, students should be able to wear what they
wish to school (DRESS CODE). EGALITARIAN

Z-SCORE

-1.042

-1.044

-1.117

-1.176



98

31. Due process procedures are necessary to protect -1.183
student rights in the classroom (DUE PROCESS).
EGALITARIAN

40. Special education students should be educated in -1.486
special education classroom (SPECIAL EDUCATION).
MERITOCRATIC

41. Special education students are the responsibility -1.546
of the special education teachers (SPECIAL EDUCA-
TION). MERITOCRATIC

29. Due process procedures are necessary to protect -1.566
student rights (DUE PROCESS). EGALITARIAN

36. Special education students are not helped by -1.57
mainstreaming (SPECIAL EDUCATION). MERITOCRATIC

38. Learning-disabled students should compete on an -1.691
equal basis with other students in the classroom
(SPECIAL EDUCATION). MERITOCRATIC

51. Assurance of individual student achievement is the -1.918

school's responsibility (RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ACHIEVEMENT). EGALITARIAN

Type I and Type II

In the pilot test, certain groups of educators clustered at
each type, indicating similar belief patterns. The seven teachers of
academic classes clustered under Type I (meritocratic), and the two
teachers of nonacademic classes clustered under Type II (egalitarian).
The single counselor identified with Type II, while two administrators
(high school) identified with Type I and the other two administrators
(junior high) reflected Type II belief patterns.

Use of the Pilot Test

The pilot test was used not only to determine if particular
types of values and belief patterns would emerge, but also to deter-

mine the quality and clarity of the items (statements). Following each
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participant's completion of the Q-sort instrument, an interview was
held to ascertain the clarity and intention of the items. Although
the participants indicated that the content of the items was easily
understood, the consistent reaction was that six of the items were

redundant and caused unnecessary confusion in the responses. These

six items were subsequently removed from the original 64 Q-sort items.

Summary
The results of the pilot test indicated that those educators

tested had two distinct value and belief patterns regarding their com-
mitment to egalitarianism and that these results supported the premise
that some educators' value of the egalitarian ideal differed from the
schools' commitment to it. Furthermore, it appeared, on a limited
basis, that the function the educator serves in the school (i.e.,
teacher of academic or nonacademic classes) may reflect his commitment
to egalitarianism. Thus, further study to determine the value and
belief patterns of educators in terms of their commitment to egali-

tarianism in education appeared worthy of investigation.

Administration of the Q-Sort

Following the pilot test, the number of Q-sort items was
reduced from 64 to 58 in order to further reduce redundancy in the
items. The 58 statements were mimeographed onto 3 x 5 index cards
suitable for sorting and were randomized for presentation to the
respondents. Each participant was asked to sort the cards (items)
into nine piles on a continuum ranging from very strongly agree to

very strongly disagree, with varying degrees in between. These cards
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were then placed in envelopes marked with the same degrees from very
strongly agree to very strongly disagree. The participant was first
required to read each item in the deck of 58 cards and then to select
the 14 he/she most agreed with and place them in a pile on the left.
The participant then sorted out the 14 he/she most disagreed with and
placed them in a pile on the right. The remaining 30 cards, which
reflected the respondent's most ambivalent feelings, were placed in
the middle.

Next, the participant sorted through the 14 cards on the left
(those items most agreed with) and further subdivided them, indicat-
ing more specific feelings of agreement. Three cards were placed in
the envelope marked "very strongly agree," four cards were placed in
the strongly agree envelope, and the remaining seven cards were placed
in the moderately agree envelope. Participants were instructed to
repeat the same procedure for the 14 cards on the right--those items
the respondent disagreed with. The envelopes were labeled with degrees
of disagreement; three cards were placed in the very strongly disagree
envelope, four cards in the strongly disagree envelope, and seven cards
in the moderately disagree envelope. Finally, the participant was
instructed to place the remaining 30 cards in the center into envelopes
reflecting the respondent's valuing of the items on the cards. Nine
cards were placed in an envelope marked "slightly agree," nine cards
were placed in the slightly disagree envelope, and the remaining 12

cards were placed in the envelope marked "neither agree nor disagree."
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The participant was informed that it was allowable to go back
and exchange the ranking of particular items, but the final distribu-
tion of the cards had to be in the following form:

Pile Number: 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Number of
items : 3 4 7 9 12 9 7 4 3

The directions for completing the Q-sort were explained in an
instruction sheet given to each of the participants. (See Appendix
D.) A packet containing the Q-sort deck, the labeled envelopes, the
directions, a cover letter, and a personal-information sheet was left
with the participants for a few days so the process could be com-

pleted at their leisure.

Treatment of the Data

A Q-analysis computer program developed by M. Van Tubergen of
the Mass Communications Research Bureau of the School of Journalism
of the University of Iowa was used in the study.7 Data were processed
in the following manner:

1. A Pearson product-moment correlation matrix was constructed
by correlating every person's sort of the items with those of every
other person's study. (Since the number of variables [persons] could
not exceed the number of items, two separate matrices were produced
from two separate analyses.)

2. Each matrix of intercorrelations was submitted to factor
analysis so that individuals were variables and items were observa-

tions. A principal axis solution was obtained and submitted to a
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varimax rotation which produced orthogonal factors. A factor repre-
sents a grouping of persons who have a common pattern of sorting the

items.8

Therefore, each factor represents a group of persons with
similar belief patterns.

3. Each pattern of sorting the items associated with each
factor or type of person was estimated. This was done by weighting
each item response of each person by the degree to which he/she is
associated with a factor. The higher the degree of association with
a given factor, the greater the weight the responses of that particu-
lar person. These weighted responses were then summed across each
item separately. This produced an item array of weighted responses for
each factor. These item arrays were then converted to Z-scores.

4. The item arrays were then arranged from most accepted to
most rejected on the basis of their Z-scores. This provided a hier-
archy of acceptance for each factor or type of person.

5. The Z-scores of the item arrays were compared for each
factor to provide a measure of difference between the responses of

each type to each item. A difference of 1.0 in Z-scores for an item

was considered significant.

Validity
The purpose of this research was to test the theory that the

value and belief patterns of teachers may not be consistent with the
schools' commitment to the egalitarian ideal. Kerlinger defined the
validity of the Q-sort to be: "If the theory is valid, and if the
Q-sort adequately expresses the theory, two rather big ifs, the

statistical analysis of the sorts should show the theory's vah‘dity."9
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Reliability
Kerlinger said, "For statistical stability and reliability,
a good range is from 60 to 90 cards." However, he acknowledged good

10

results with as few as 40 items. For this study, 58 items was

determined to represent the identified concepts.

Summary

The Q-method was selected as the statistical method in this
research project. It was deemed appropriate because the Q-method
requires the respondents to make comparative judgments regarding their
values and beliefs that they might not otherwise make systematically.
In this research, the participants selected randomized meritocratic
or egalitarian value statements (items) that best reflected their
values and beliefs concerning educational programs and policies.

The items were generated through 16 structured interviews with
individuals representing various groups of educators and also through
a review of the literature. Following a pilot test, the final 58
items of the Q-sort were administered to a group of 94 secondary edu-
cators from a large suburban school district, representing building
administrators, counselors, special education teachers, teachers of
academic classes, and teachers of nonacademic classes. The respond-
ents prioritized the items in a forced-choice continuum from very
strongly agree through seven other designations to very strongly dis-
agree. The structure of each person's response approximated a normal

curve.
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Each response was coded and then submitted to a computer pro-
gram. Since in a Q-technique the number of variables (94 respondents)
cannot exceed the number of items (57), it was necessary to have two
separate Q-analyses. The first analysis analyzed the responses of the
57 teachers of academic subjects, and the second analysis analyzed
the responses of a total of 37 special education teachers, counselors,
and administrators. A correlation matrix was constructed for each
Q-analysis, which compared the responses of each participant to every
other participant in the particular computer run. Each matrix was then
submitted to varimax rotation, which produced orthogonal factors. Each
factor represented a clustering of persons having common value and
belief patterns or reflecting a "type" of person. Z-scores were then
computed to measure the acceptance or rejection for each item by the
particular type. A Z-score of +1.0 or higher indicated a significant
acceptance of an item, and a Z-score of -1.0 or lower indicated a sig-
nificant rejection of an item. This method was judged to be both

valid and reliable.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to determine the value and
belief patterns of various groups of teachers, counselors, and admin-
istrators in terms of the egalitarian ideal and the relationship of
this value to the schools' commitment to provide an equally effective
education for every student. It may be that teachers prefer a more
meritocratic system of education and that tensions may exist as a
result of the inconsistency between the teachers' value preferences
and the institutionalization of egalitarian educational programs and
policies.

The study was guided by the following exploratory questions:

1. Are teachers' value and belief patterns regarding their
commitment to the egalitarian ideal consistent with the schools'
commitment to provide an equally effective education for each student?

2. How do various groups of secondary educators, i.e.,
teachers of academic subjects, teachers of nonacademic subjects,
special education teachers, counselors, and administrators, compare
in their commitment to the egalitarian ideal?

3. Does conflict exist between the value and belief patterns

of administrators who represent the goals of the organization and
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thus the goal to provide an equally effective education for all
students and the value and belief patterns of teachers who must
actualize the goal in the classroom?

The schools' commitment to the egalitarian ideal was examined
through investigation of the following areas: the goals of education,
student evaluation, curriculum, discipline, and special education.
The research focused on how each area was developed by and/or
responded to societal pressures, federal mandates, and court deci-
sions that attempted to actualize the egalitarian value that education
be made equally effective for all children. The schools' obligation
to "take, retain, and interest" all students despite the predilection
of the student or the resources of the school became the responsi-
bility of the teacher each day in the classroom.

To ascertain the beliefs of teachers and other groups of
educators regarding the areas, 16 structured interviews were held.
The results of these interviews were supplemented by a review of
studies by Cusick, Coleman, Bell, Cedoline, and others as to how the
schools' commitment to the egalitarian ideal was reflected in school
policy and program as well as how it affected those who must actual-
ize the ideal each day--namely, teachers, counselors, and adminis-
trators.

Analysis of the statements made by the interviewees, the
studies cited, and particular federal programs affecting schools
resulted in 64 items, subsequently reduced to 58, that were generated
for the Q-sort. The items were written as pairs, one expressing an

egalitarian viewpoint, value, or belief regarding the topic and the
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other a meritocratic or opposite viewpoint. These 58 statements
(items) were printed on 3 x 5 cards, randomized, and then submitted
as a Q-sort to the participants.

The Q-sort was completed by a total of 94 teachers, coun-
selors, and administrators from a large suburban school district.
Each respondent sorted the 58 cards into nine piles according to the
degree to which the participant either agreed or disagreed with the
statement on the card. Respondents were allowed to place only a
specific number of items in each pile so that their final distribu-

tion of the items was arranged as follows:
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Pile no. 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
No. of cards 3 4 7 9 12 9 7 4 3

As indicated, the respondents placed three items they very strongly
agreed with in pile 9, four items they strongly agreed with in pile 8,
seven items they moderately agreed with in pile 7, nine items they
slightly agreed with in pile 6, twelve items they neither agreed

nor disagreed with in pile 5, nine items they slightly disagreed with
in pile 4, seven items they moderately disagreed with in pile 3,

four items they strongly disagreed with in pile 2, and three items
they very strongly disagreed with in pile 1. The resulting distribu-

tion of items reflected an approximate normal curve of each
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respondent's values and beliefs regarding these issues in terms of
egalitarianism and meritocracy. For statistical purposes, each item
was assigned a value based on the pile in which it was placed. The
three items placed in pile 9 were each assigned a value of 9, the
four items in pile 8 were each assigned a value of 8, the seven items
placed in pile 7 were each assigned a value of 7, and so on. These
values were transposed to code sheets, and an individual data-
processing card for each respondent was obtained.

It was necessary to complete two analyses since Q-analysis
does not allow the number of variables (respondents) to exceed the
number of items. The respondents were categorized according to the
function they serve in secondary education. Table 1 describes the

participant composition of the first Q-analysis.

Table 1.--Participant composition--first Q-analysis.

Position Number Percentage
Academic teachers 38 66.7
Nonacademic teachers 19 33.3

Totals 57 100.0

The group that comprised the first analysis were 57 teachers
who were identified as either teachers of academic subjects (38) or
teachers of nonacademic subjects (19). Table 2 describes the par-

ticipant composition of the second Q-analysis.
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Table 2.--Participant composition--second Q-analysis.

Position Number Percentage
Special education teachers 12 32.43
Counselors 12 32.43
Administrators 13 35.14

Totals 37 100.00

The second analysis included the remaining 37 respondents.
This group contained 12 special education teachers, 12 counselors,
and 13 building administrators (principals and assistant principals).
Teachers of academic and nonacademic subjects were grouped together
for the first analysis because, as a total group, they deal directly
with almost all students. Special education teachers, counselors,
and administrators, on the other hand, deal with students on a more
selective or indirect basis and were therefore included in the second
group (second analysis). A1l participants were from either the
junior or senior high levels.

In each analysis, matrices of intercorrelations were formed
by correlating every person's sort with every other person's sort.
In the first analysis (hereafter referred to as Teachers), the
teachers instructing academic and nonacademic classes were corre-
lated with each other. In the second analysis (hereafter referred
to as Specialists), the responses of the special education teachers,
counselors, and administrators were each correlated with one another.

Each matrix was then submitted to analysis with items as

observations and persons as variables. A principal axis solution
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was obtained and submitted to a varimax rotation. From the varimax
rotation, three orthogonal factors were produced from the Teachers
group (academic and nonacademic) and two orthogonal factors were
produced for the Specialists group (special education teachers,
counselors, and administrators).

For the Teachers group data on three factors appeared mean-
ingful. Humphrey's test (a test that measures the significance of
each factor) verified that the three factors were meaningful. The
eigenvalues for the Teachers group indicating the strength of the
factors were as follows: 18.2 for Factor 1, 6.1 for Factor 2, and
2.8 for Factor 3. The percentages of variance of the trace which
measures the amount of information explained by each factor or type
were as follows: 32 percent for Factor 1, 11 percent for Factor 2,
and 5 percent for Factor 3. Factor or Type 1 is obviously the
strongest factor of the three factors of the Teachers group.

In the second analysis, Humphrey's test indicated two factors
as meaningful for the Specialists group (special education teachers,
counselors, and administrators). The arrived eigenvalue of 13.1 for
Factor 1 and 2.9 for Factor 2 indicated that both were meaningful.
The percentage of variance of the trace for Type 1 is 44 percent
and for Type 2 is 10 percent. Type 1 of the Specialists group
explains more of the information for the second Q-analysis and is
the stronger type. A description of how the particular respondents
clustered around each factor is described in a subsequent section

of this chapter.
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Clarification of Types

Since two distinct Q-analyses were made and each produced
its own meaningful factors or types 1 and 2 (i.e., Type 1 for the
Teachers group, Type 2 for the Teachers group, Type 3 for the Teachers
group; and Type 1 for the Specialists group and Type 2 for the
Specialists group), the types for the Specialists group will be dis-
tinguished by changing their numbers. Type 1 for the Specialists
group will be changed to the title of Type 4, and Type 2 for the
Specialists group will become Type 5. Thus the Teachers group types
are Type 1, Type 2, and Type 3. The types for the Specialists group
are Type 4 and Type 5. Table 3 indicates the participant composition

by type.

Table 3.--Participant composition by type.

Type Type Type Type Type

1 2 3 4 5

Teachers (academic) 21 7 10 0 0
Teachers (nonacademic) 4 4 1 0 0
Teachers (special education) 0 0 0 8 4
Counselors 0 0 0 10 2
Administrators 0 0 0 6 7
Totals 25 11 21 24 13

Selected Characteristics of Participants

Ninety-four school personnel from a large, all-white suburban
school district participated in the study. The group labeled as

“"teachers" included teachers of academic subjects and teachers of
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nonacademic subjects. This total group of 57 teachers comprised the
first analysis. The second group, comprised of special education
teachers, counselors, and administrators, is labeled as "specialists."
The second analysis was comprised of these three groups to form a
total of 37 specialists.

Table 4 indicates the age, in years, of the total group of
participants. The majority of the total participants (66 percent)
fell within the age ranges 31-36 and 37-43.

Table 4.--Age analysis in years.

Age Teachers Specialists Xg:a;a:ge Pg;cg:ggge
Under 30 1 2 3 3.2
31-36 23 10 33 35.1
37-43 20 9 29 30.9
44-50 9 7 16 17.0
50 plus 4 9 13 13.8

Totals 57 37 9 100.0

Table 5 indicates that the female participants comprised 57.4
percent of the study. However, the Specialist group was almost evenly
divided between male and female respondents.

The secondary level in which the participants work is pre-
sented in Table 6. The majority of the Teachers group and 52.1 per-
cent of the total study were junior high school educators. The
Specialists group participants had slightly greater representation

from the senior high school level.



Table 5.--Sex of participants.
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. Total by Percentage
Sex Teachers Specialists Sex of Study
Male 22 18 40 42.6
Female 35 19 54 57.4
Totals 57 37 94 100.0
Table 6.--Secondary level.
sy Total by Percentage
Level Teachers Specialists Level of Study
Junior high
school 32 17 49 52.1
Senior high
school 25 20 45 47.9
Totals 57 37 94 100.0

Table 7 presents the participants' years of experience in

the education profession.

The largest group (47.9 percent) of the

total participants had 9 to 16 years of experience in education.

Nineteen of the 57 teachers had from 17 to 24 years of experience,

and 12 of the 37 specialists had more than 25 years of experience.
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Table 7.--Years of experience.

Total b
Experience sy Y Percentage
A Teachers Specialists Years of
in Years Experience of Study
1- 8 6 2 8 8.5
9-16 30 15 45 47.9
17-24 19 8 27 28.7
25 plus 2 12 14 14.9
Totals 57 37 94 100.0

Item Typal Belief Patterns

Five "types" reflecting five belief patterns regarding the
relative importance of these educators' commitment to the egalitarian
ideal of providing an equally effective education for all students
were identical. These five types represent the five factors that
were formed as a result of analyzing the data. To produce the item
patterns (belief patterns) for each type, the program weighted each
item response of each person by the degree to which the individual
was associated with a particular type. The higher the degree of
association with a given type, the greater the weight of responses of
that particular person. These weighted responses were then summed
across each item separately, producing an item array of weighted
responses for each type. These item arrays were then converted to
Z-scores. The numerical value of the Z-scores reflects the item
believed to be most important by those respondents identifying with a

specific type through the expression of similar values regarding
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egalitarianism in education. Correspondingly, the lowest Z-score

reflects the item considered least important by a particular type.

Structure of the Data

The data for each type or factor are presented in table
form through an ordered listing of the items and the Z-score value
for each item ranging from the item (belief statement) most agreed
with to the item (belief statement) most rejected by those persons
identifying with the particular factor or "type." The item number
is listed on the left side of the page, followed by the item descrip-
tion. The educational concept that the item represents and the value
content of the statement (egalitarian or meritocratic) are in paren-
theses following each item description. The Z-score values for each
item are listed to the right of the item. For the purposes of this
study, items ranking one or more standard deviations above or below
the mean were considered to be significant. Those items with a
Z-score value of +1.0 or higher were items that respondents identi-
fying with the particular belief pattern or "type" strongly agreed.
Items with Z-score values of -1.0 or below represented values or
beliefs that were rejected or strongly disagreed with by persons

identified with that particular type.

First Analysis: Teachers Group

The first analysis analyzed the responses of the total of 57
teachers of academic and nonacademic subjects according to the
Q-methodology. A correlation matrix was formed and submitted to a

varimax rotation. The varimax rotation produced three orthogonal
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factors or "types" indicating clustering or similarity of value and
belief patterns regarding meritocracy and egalitarianism for this

total group of teachers. The three types that emerged are described

as meritocratic-oriented teachers, combination meritocratic/egalitarian-
oriented teachers, and egalitarian-oriented teachers. The selected
personal characteristics of the respondents whose value and belief
patterns are described by each type are indicated below.

Type 1 (Meritocratic-Oriented
Teacher) Belief Patterns

The ranking of value and belief statements for those teachers
who are most associated with a meritocratic view of secondary educa-
tion is presented in Table 8. From the ranking of the items, it is
apparent that these teachers value specific standards against which
to measure student achievement. These values are most significantly
related to the areas of student promotion and retention, as indicated
by the three highest ranked items. This group of teachers (N = 25),
which included 21 teachers of academic classes and 4 teachers of
nonacademic classes, valued student promotion only on the basis of
specific levels of achievement and retention if the level of achieve-
ment was not attained. The concept of specific standards was also
supported by Type 1 in the areas of attendance, curriculum, and stu-
dent evaluation. These teachers indicated that students should meet
minimum attendance requirements in order to pass and should be evalu-
ated on a standard of knowledge rather than on the effort the student
exhibits in the learning process. The teachers included in Type 1

also applied standards to themselves by strongly agreeing that
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teachers should follow the agreed-upon school curriculum rather than
responding to the needs of a particular class.

The concept of student responsibility for education was also
highly valued by this group. They indicated that students should be
responsible to pay for their own supplies and are responsible for
their own achievement as well. The group acknowledged and accepted
the fact that not all students would or could accept responsibility
for their achievement and therefore would not be successful in
school.

The only egalitarian concept this group agreed with was
regarding sex equity. All of the groups strongly agreed that both
male and female students should have the option to select any elec-
tive they desire. It is interesting, however, that this was the
only group of the five not to rank the egalitarian items that the
goal of secondary schools is to develop each student socially,
emotionally, and intellectually and that a wide variety of electives
helps students to develop their individual talents.

Type 1 was also reflective in rejecting other egalitarian
concepts. That is, this group rejected with equal intensity the
polarized egalitarian concepts that matched the meritocratic items
with which they had significantly agreed. For example, the area of
strongest agreement was the meritocratic belief that students should
not be promoted unless they had demonstrated appropriate levels of
learning. Likewise, the area of strongest disagreement was the
counter-poised egalitarian concept that social promotion or promotion

without standards is an acceptable practice. These and other items
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that Type 1 most strongly disagreed with are presented in Table 9.
These items have a Z-score value of -1.0 or lower. The items pri-
marily refer to the teachers' rejection of egalitarian practices that
do not include a definitive standard or norm. Items that negate the
student's responsibility for his own achievement, supplies, and
attendance are also rejected.

Type 2 (Combination Meritocratic/

Egalitarian-Oriented Teacher)
Belief Patterns

Type 2 (N = 11) included seven teachers of academic
subjects and four teachers of nonacademic subjects. Table 10 presents
the array of item statements this group most strongly agreed with, as
indicated by the Z-scores of +1.0 or higher. Unlike the other groups,
who followed a fairly consistent value and belief pattern reflecting
either an egalitarian or meritocratic point of view, this type agreed
with items reflecting both values. The most strongly accepted item
was the egalitarian concept that the goal of secondary schools is to
develop each student socially, emotionally, and intellectually. This
egalitarian reaction to student needs is indicated in the importance
placed on offering a wide variety of elective classes to develop
individual student talents, allowing teachers to determine their own
standards for particular classes, and assuring that every student
should experience success in school.

In contrast to these egalitarian beliefs, Type 2 also
places a high value on student responsibility for achievement,

supplies, and attendance, as evidenced by the significant ranking
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given to these areas. Meritocratic standards as the basis for promo-
tion are also considered important.

The items that Type 2 strongly disagree with have a Z-score
value of -1.0 or lower and are presented in Table 11. In keeping
with the value and belief patterns of the agreement items for Type 2,
the items Type 2 disagrees with also include both egalitarian and
meritocratic beliefs. The items concerning sex equity, student
attendance, student responsibility for school supplies, and elective
classes as a way of meeting individual student needs are reflective.
That is, they reflect the opposite sentiment of the same area indi-
cated in the agreement section. Overall, however, Type 2 recognizes
the meritocratic need for standards along with the egalitarian empha-
sis of responding to particular student needs. In addition, this
group rejects the meritocratic idea that the obligation of the school
is to educate only those who want to learn.

Type 3 (Egalitarian-Oriented
Teacher) Belief Patterns

Teachers who identify with the egalitarian ideal constitute
the third significant type in the teacher group. The items ranked
most important in this group have a Z-score of +1.0 or higher and
are presented in Table 12. In contrast to the meritocratic Type 1
group, who strongly favored specific standards to measure achievement,
Type 3 values educational programs and policies designed to meet the
needs of individual students. This type, like all but Type 1,
believes that the goal of secondary schools is to develop each student

socially, emotionally, and intellectually and places almost equal
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importance on the value of success for every students. These teach-
ers believe that all teachers share in the responsibility to educate
special education students and that regular education objectives
should be modified to meet the particular learning disabilities of
these students. Such egalitarian efforts of schools to meet indi-
vidual needs are also reflected in ranking given to the importance
of co-op programs and varied elective course offerings. This group
differed from the teacher groups but was consistent with the two
types of special education, counselor, and administrative groups in
their belief that schools should be judged on the effort they make
to meet the needs of all students.

The Type 3 group (N = 21) was almost evenly split between
teachers of academic subjects (10) and teachers of nonacademic sub-
jects (11). However, the representation of the latter group was the
highest of the three teacher groups. In the Type 1 group, the non-
academic teachers comprised 21 percent of the total group (merito-
cratic), and in Type 2 (combination meritocratic-egalitarian), the
nonacademic teachers comprised 21 percent of the total. Based oOn
their representation in the third group, 58 percent, it appears that
teachers of nonacademic subjects place a higher value on the egali-
tarian statements.

The items with which Type 3 most strongly disagrees
have a Z-score of -1.0 or lower and are presented in Table 13. This
type is consistent with the other teacher groups in strongly reject-
ing student selection of electives based on sex, the lack of standards

for student attendance, the responsibility of the school to provide
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student supplies, and the acceptability of social promotion. Type 3
differs from the other teacher groups, however, in its strong rejec-
tion of the meritocratic beliefs regarding special education. These
items are reflective of the positive response given to the egali-
tarian beliefs regarding special education. The beliefs of Type 3

appear to be most consistent with those of Type 4.

Second Analysis (Specialists Group)

The second analysis consisted of the item analysis of the
responses of 12 special education teachers, 12 counselors, and 13
administrators. The additional run was necessary since the Q-analysis
technique used does not allow the number of variables or respondents
(94) to exceed the number of items (58).

The first analysis of the responses of 57 classroom teachers
(38 teachers of academic subjects and 19 teachers of nonacademic
subjects) resulted in three factors or types. Type 1 is described
as meritocratic, Type 2 as a combination of egalitarian and merito-
cratic, and Type 3 as egalitarian. The second analysis revealed two
factors that will be described as Type 4 and Type 5.

Type 4 (Egalitarian-Oriented Special
Education Teachers, Counselors,

Administrators |Specialists])
Belief Patterns

Type 4 (N = 24) consists of eight special education teachers
(67. percent of total special education teachers), ten counselors
(83 percent of total counselors), and six administrators (46 percent
of total administrators). The item array for Type 4 is presented in

Table 14. The items that Type 4 most strongly agree with have a
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Z-score of +1.0 or above. The beliefs of Type 4, although not listed
in the same priority, are most consistent with those of Type 3.
These beliefs reflect a high value placed on the individual needs of
students. In keeping with the beliefs of Types 2 and 3 and to a
lesser extent Type 5, the most valued belief of Type 4 is the goal
of secondary schools to develop each student socially, emotionally,
and intellectually. Following this goal, Type 4 places a consis-
tently high priority on the individual needs of special education
students and their right to be educated with modified standards in
the regular education program. Meeting the needs of all students
is reflected in other values such as the desirability of a wide
variety of elective classes and the importance of co-op programs.
Type 4 agreed with Types 3 and 5 by giving exactly the same priority
to the concept that schools should be judged on the efforts they make
to meet the needs of all students.

The items rejected by Type 4 are primarily reflective of
those highly valued. These significant items are listed in Table 15
and received a Z-score of -1.0 or lower. Type 4 rejects the merito-
cratic statements that fail to support programs and policies designed
to meet individual student needs. The segregation of special educa-
tion students is rejected, as is the statement that these students
are solely the responsibility of the special education teacher. The
limiting of the number of electives is also rejected. Type 4 believes
that the goal of schools should be to educate all students and rejects
the idea that the goal of schooling should be to educate only those

students who wish to be educated.
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Type 4 appears to be most like the egalitarian-oriented
teacher, Type 3. However, the two types placed different priority on
the items they most strongly agreed with (with the exception of the
first and seventh ranked items) and also had some notable differences.
Type 4 was the only group to strongly support the education of special
education students in the least restrictive environment, which is the
basis of PL 94-142, the special education law. Another unique item
was Type 4's support of due process for students. Type 4 respondents
believed it important for teachers to protect the rights of students.
Type 5 (Meritocratic-Oriented
Special Education Teachers,

Counselors, Administrators
[Specialists]) Belief Patterns

The values and beliefs most representative of Type 5 are
indicated by a Z-score of +1.0 or higher and are presented in Table 16.
Although designated as "meritocratic" in their values, this group
(N = 13) of special education teachers (four or 33 percent of total
special education teachers), counselors (two or 17 percent of total
counselors), and administrators (seven or 54 percent of total admin-
istrators) does not share many of the same values as Type 1
(meritocratic-oriented teachers). Type 5 supported specific educa-
tional standards in more than half of the significant (+1.0 or higher)
values in which the group was in agreement. These standards were
applied to both teachers and students. Given highest priority was
the belief that teachers should follow the agreed-upon curriculum. A
similar sentiment was supported in the belief that academic standards

for particular subjects should be uniform throughout the school
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district. The meritocratic value that students meet predetermined
levels of knowledge in order to be promoted is reflected in the sig-
nificant Z-scores of the items dealing with student promotion and
retention. This concept was also evident in the Type 5 priority on
differentiated diplomas for students meeting various achievement
levels. Although Type 5 supported the egalitarian concept that the
goal of the secondary school was to develop each student socially,
emotionally, and intellectually, it was the only group to hold the
belief that schools spend too much time with unruly students. However,
this group did support the concept that schools should be judged on
the efforts they make to meet the needs of all students.

The belief statements with which Type 5 strongly disagrees
have a Z-score of -1.0 or lower and are presented in Table 17. The
egalitarian items concerning standards for student achievement regard-
ing the issues of promotion, retention, differentiated diplomas, and
teacher autonomy to decide the curriculum are reflective. Reflective
means that the items, when stated in egalitarian terms, are as
strongly disagreed with as those items are agreed with when stated
in meritocratic terms. The exception for Type 5 to the application of
standards for all students appears to be in the area of special edu-
cation. The meritocratic ideas that mainstreaming has not helped
special education students and that learning-disabled students should
compete on an equal basis with regular education students were both
rejected, as was the idea that co-op programs undermine the academic

program. Like the other groups, Type 5 also rejected the lack of
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attendance standards for students, the responsibility of the schools

to furnish supplies, and the selection of electives based on sex.

Descending Array of Difference Between Types

An aspect of this study was to compare the value and belief
patterns of various groups of educators in terms of their commitment
to the egalitarian ideal. As described in the previous section, an
analysis of the data indicated three factors or "types" of teachers of
academic subjects and teachers of nonacademic subjects. Type 1
described meritocratic-oriented teachers. Type 2 characterized
combination egalitarian/meritocratic-oriented teachers, and Type 3
reflected egalitarian-oriented teachers. A second analysis described
as the "specialists" was comprised of special education teachers,
counselors, and administrators and revealed two factors or types.
Type 4 described the egalitarian-oriented specialists, and Type 5
portrayed the meritocratic-oriented specialists. Thus far, the analy-
sis of the data has been based on an individual assessment of each
type. The data in this section are based on a comparison of the
responses between each particular type. Significant differences
between two groups regarding item responses are those items having a
"difference" Z-score of +1.0.

A comparison between the value and belief patterns of Type 1,
meritocratic-oriented teachers, and Type 2, the combination
meritocratic/egalitarian-oriented teachers, is presented in Table 18.
The first set of comparisons indicates that these two groups differ

in their values and beliefs regarding meritocratic attitudes toward
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the schools' role in meeting the needs of students and maintaining
standards for grading and promotion. The greatest difference between
the two groups is reflected in their beliefs regarding the schools'
role in the toleration of unruly students. The meritocratic-oriented
type believe the schools spend too much time with these students;

the Type 2 (combination egalitarian/meritocratic-oriented) group
rejects this belief. This commitment to seemingly uninterested
students is also reflected in the disparity in Type 2's strong rejec-
tion of the concept that the schools are only obligated to educate
those students who want to learn. Additional areas of difference
include beliefs toward the elective program and the meritocratic
belief that educators should adhere to specific predetermined standards
regarding both curriculum and student promotion.

In assessing the differences between meritocratic-oriented
teachers (Type 1) and the combination meritocratic/egalitarian-
oriented teachers (Type 2), eight items received a Z-score of +1.0
or above and 11 received a score of -1.0 or below. Many of the items
falling in the -1.0 Z-score range are reflective of those items above
+1.0. The issues in the one standard deviation below range also
reflect the difference in values between the groups regarding the
meeting of student needs through offering a wide variety of elective
classes and the need for standards for student achievement. These
teachers also differ regarding their perceptions of the necessity
for each student to experience success in school. The teachers'
control of the curriculum and the schools' responsibility for student

success as well as teachers' responsibility for special education
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students. The area that reflected significant difference between

the two groups through the indication of two items was the goal of
schooling. The meritocratic-oriented teachers strongly reject the
egalitarian belief that the obligation of schools is to make certain
that all students reach the same level of knowledge, while the com-
bination meritocratic/egalitarian-oriented group strongly believes
that the goal of schooling should be to develop each student socially,
emotionally, and intellectually. This information is reported in
Table 19.

Table 20 presents significant differences between meritocratic-
oriented teachers and egalitarian-oriented teachers. These differ-
ences were reflected in 14 items having a standard deviation of +1.0
or above and nine items with a score of -1.0 or below. These two
groups differ basically in their values and beliefs regarding the
responsibility for student achievement, the elective program, standards
for promotion, the goal of schooling, discipline, and special educa-
tion. The meritocratic-oriented teachers believe that students are
responsible for their own achievement and that not all students can
be successful in school. The egalitarian-oriented teachers, however,
view students differently. They reject the concept that the schools
should educate only those students who want to learn and disagree
with meritocratic-oriented teachers that the schools spend too much
time with unruly students. The egalitarian-oriented teachers indicate
a far stronger rejection of the belief that there are too many elec-

tive choices in the secondary schools and that these classes undermine
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the importance of academic classes. The meritocratic-oriented group
indicated a slight agreement with these values.

The difference in values regarding nine egalitarian items
having a difference Z-score of -1.0 or below is indicated in Table 21.
Again, meritocratic-oriented teachers and egalitarian teachers dif-
fered in their attitudes toward the schools' role in educating all
students, as reflected in the items regarding student success,
responsibility for achievement, discipline, the goal of secondary
schools, special education, student evaluation, and the co-op program.
The areas of most significant difference were the conflicting beliefs
that every student should experience success in school and that the
assurance of this success is the schools' responsibility. The
egalitarian-oriented teachers view the school as much more actively
involved and more responsible for facilitating student success. The
meritocratic-oriented teachers and the egalitarian-oriented teachers
differed on the belief that the schools have an obligation to help
students with behavior problems. The conflict regarding responsi-
bility for students with problems is also reflected in the egali-
tarian support for all teachers sharing in the education of special
education students and providing modified objectives for these stu-
dents when necessary.

As indicated in Table 22, fewer significant differences were
noted between Type 2, the combination egalitarian/meritocratic-
oriented teachers, and Type 3, egalitarian-oriented teachers. Seven

items were indicated as areas of significant difference with a
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Z-score of +1.0 or higher. Meritocratic statements regarding special
education are indicated as areas of greatest difference between the
two groups. Egalitarian-oriented teachers strongly rejected the
meritocratic belief statements that special education students should
be educated in special education classrooms and that these students
are the responsibility of the special education teachers. The com-
bination egalitarian-meritocratic teachers supported the concept that
students are responsible for their own achievement and that they
should be promoted only if they have demonstrated appropriate levels
of learning. This group also had stronger beliefs that teachers should
have the right to determine the standards and curriculum for their
classes. The differences between these two groups were not clearly
egalitarian or meritocratic, but represented a combination of value
statements.

Table 23 presents the differences between the groups with a
standard deviation of -1.0 or below. Of the five egalitarian items,
three reflected differences on the issue of special education. The
egalitarian-oriented teachers indicated strong beliefs that main-
streaming has helped special education students, that all teachers
share in the responsibility to help these students, and that regular
education teachers should provide modified objectives for the learning-
disabled students mainstreamed in their classes. The other two items
reflected a difference in beliefs on responding to the needs of stu-
dents. The egalitarian-oriented teachers believed more strongly

that schools should be judged on the efforts they make to meet the
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needs of students and that it is the obligation of the schools to
find ways to help students with behavior problems.

The descending array of differences with a Z-score of +1.0
or higher resulting from the second analysis comprised of the
responses of special education teachers, counselors, and adminis-
trators is reflected in Table 24. These three groups, labeled the
"Specialists,” responded with value and belief patterns that reflected
two types, the egalitarian-oriented Specialists group, Type 4, and
the meritocratic-oriented group, Type 5. The eight items reflecting
significant differences between the two groups are all egalitarian
issues. Two of the items reflect a difference in beliefs regarding
special education. The egalitarian-oriented specialists believe
strongly that these students should be educated in the least restric-
tive environment and that they have benefited from mainstreaming.

The egalitarian statements that negated standards were those state-
ments most objected to by the meritocratic-oriented specialists. The
items that all students should receive the same high school diploma,
regardless of their level of achievement; that retention does not work
at the secondary level; that grades should reflect level of effort
more than knowledge attained; and that teachers should pass a student
who has shown sincere effort were all areas of significant differ-
ence between the two groups. Other areas that reflected responsive-
ness to the needs of students, such as the necessity of the bilingual
program and the ability of the teacher to decide on the curriculum
for specific classes, were areas of disagreement between the two

groups.
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Table 25 presents comparisons between the two groups
reflecting items that had a Z-score of -1.0 or below. A1l of the
ten items indicating a significant difference were meritocratic
statements. Three of the ten items again indicated differences in
beliefs regarding the way special education students should be
treated in schools. The egalitarian-oriented specialists strongly
rejected items that advocated the segregation of special education
students from regular education or made these students only the
responsibility of the special education teacher. Four items of
greatest difference between the groups reflected divergent views
regarding predetermined standards. The meritocratic Specialist group
strongly agreed with meritocratic statements concerning student
achievement of specific standards as a prerequisite for promotion.
Students not attaining these standards should, according to the
value and belief patterns of this group, be retained. The meritocratic-
oriented Specialists (Type 5) also advocated differentiated diplomas
as a means of reflecting achievement. The egalitarian specialists
rejected these issues. Other areas of difference in beliefs were
concerned with the amount of time schools spend with unruly students,
the student's responsibility for achievement, and the meritocratic

view that teachers should follow the predetermined curriculum.

Summary
An analysis of the item array of differences as indicated in

Tables 18 to 25 reveals that various groups of educators have con-

flicting value and belief patterns regarding their commitment to
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the egalitarian ideal. The conflict among the value and belief
patterns of the groups centers on the egalitarian efforts to meet
the needs of all students through such areas as the goals of educa-
tion, curriculum, and special education and the meritocratic values
of predetermined standards as the basis for student evaluation and
promotion. Analysis of the comparisons between the types indicated
a significant number of educational issues on which the types dif-

fered in their professed value and belief patterns.

Consensus Items

The consensus items for the Teacher group comprised of
Types 1, Type 2, and Type 3 are presented in Table 26. From a total
of 25 consensus items, three were collectively agreed on and three
were collectively disagreed with at the Z-score significance level of
+1.0 or -1.0. The teachers, both of academic and nonacademic classes,
felt most strongly that both male and female students should have the
right to select any elective. The reflective item that students
should select electives based on their sex was most strongly rejected.
The other two significant items were also reflective. Teachers agreed
that students should be required to purchase their own school supplies
and should be required to attend school for a specified number of
days in order to be promoted.

The second group, which included special education teachers,
counselors, and administrators, had 40 consensus items, which are
presented in Table 27. Of the 40 items, six items were accepted and

judged as significant at the +1.0 Z-score level. The second group
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was consistent with the Teachers group in their agreement that male
and female students should have equal opportunity to select any
elective. The special education teacher, counselor, and administrator
group (Specialists group) indicated four other areas of agreement
with egalitarian items. This group agrees that the goal of secondary
schools is to develop each student socially, emotionally, and intel-
lectually and that a large number of elective classes should be main-
tained in order to develop the talents of each student. The issue of
the needs of individual students is also reflected in the agreement
item regarding the judgment of effective schools being based on the
school's efforts to meet the needs of students. A consensus was also
indicated that the education of special education students was the
responsibility of all teachers. The only meritocratic item to be
agreed upon by Types 4 and 5 was that standards for a particular
subject should be consistent throughout the school district.

The Specialist group (Types 4 and 5) indicated six con-
sensus items that were considered least important or significantly
rejected, as indicated in Table 28, by a Z-score of -1.0 or lower.
Two of these consensus items were also rejected by the Teachers group.
A11 groups disagreed that students should not be penalized just
because of poor attendance and that students should select their
electives based on their sex. Types 4 and 5 were in agreement in
rejecting the meritocratic curriculum items regarding an excessive
number of e]ectfve classes in the secondary program and the charge

that co-op programs undermine academic classes. These types also
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rejected the egalitarian notion that the obligation of schools is to
be certain that all students reach the same basic level of knowledge.
Relationship Between Selected Personal

Characteristics of Participants and
Their Value and Belief Patterns

An aspect of this study was to determine the relationship
between selected personal characteristics, i.e., age, sex, level of
secondary school employment, experience in education, and position
as an educator, of the participants and their value and belief pat-
terms in relationship to egalitarianism and meritocracy.

Cross-tabulation tables were used to depict the relation-
ship between the variables. These tables with tests of statistical
significance were generated through the computer program, "Statisti-
cal Package for the Social Sciences."

The chi-square test of statistical significance was used
to determine if a systematic relationship exists between the vari-
ables of the participants' value and belief patterns and the selected
personal characteristics. Since chi-square only determines if a
relationship exists between variables, the phi and Cramer's V statis-
tical tests were applied to assess the strength of the relationships.
These statistical tests were selected based on the number of rows
and columns used in each table for each set of variables.

Based on a significance level of alpha equal to or less
than .05, it was determined that the only significant personal char-
acteristic that demonstrated a statistical relationship to value and

belief patterns was the professional position held by the teacher.
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That is, only the teacher's position as to whether or not the teacher
taught classes categorized as academic or nonacademic was signifi-
cantly related to their value and belief patterns in terms of meri-
tocracy and egalitarianism. These results are presented in Table 28.
No statistically significant relationship between the selected per-
sonal characteristics and the value and belief patterns of the
Specialists group was indicated. This information is presented in

Table 29.

Table 28.--Statistical significance of selected personal character-
istics of Teachers group.

Personal Characteristics Cramer's V p-Value
Age 21371 .7353
Sex .13329 .6081
Level: junior high, senior high .11800 .6724
Experience .20418 .5759
Position: academic, nonacademic .34677 .0325

Significance level: o < .05.

Table 29.--Statistical significance of selected personal character-
istics of Specialist group.

Personal Characteristics Phi Cramer's V p-Value
Age .44361 1218
Sex .3037 .1339
Level: junior high, senior high .11053 .7438
Experience .22646 .5940
Position: academic, nonacademic .32090 .1488

Significance level: a < .05.
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Summary
An analysis of the Q-sort data indicates that many educators

in the study had value and belief systems consistent with the egali-
tarian ideal to provide each student with an equally effective edu-
cation. Two Q-analyses were made to analyze the responses of the
94 participants in the study. The first group, labeled the Teachers
group, consisted of 38 teachers of academic subjects and 19 teachers
of nonacademic subjects. The responses of this group clustered into
three common value and belief patterns: meritocratic-oriented
teachers, combination meritocratic/egalitarian-oriented teachers, and
egalitarian-oriented teachers. These groups differed on their values
and beliefs regarding special education, student evaluation, the
goals of education, curriculum, and aspects of student discipline.
The Teachers group, however, agreed on the areas of standards for
student attendance, the necessity for students to supply their own
school supplies, and the equality of females and males in selection
of their elective classes. The only selected personal characteristic
that was significant in terms of whether or not a teacher would tend
to be meritocratic or egalitarian depended on the teacher's position.
That is, teachers of academic subjects tended to be meritocratic,
whereas teachers of nonacademic subjects tended to be egalitarian.
The second Q-analysis consisted of the responses of 12
special education teachers, 12 counselors, and 13 building adminis-
trators. This total group of 37 educators was labeled as "Specialists"
for the purpose of this study. An analysis of their Q-sort responses

indicated that they clustered around two value and belief patterns:
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egalitarian-oriented specialists and meritocratic-oriented specialists.
The egalitarian specialists valued curriculum and programs that
responded to the individual needs of students and believed that each
student should be successful in school. The meritocratic group placed
a higher priority on predetermined standards for curriculum and stu-
dent evaluation. Both types supported the rights of males and females
to select any elective and, among other things, believed that the goal
of the school was to develop each student socially, emotionally, and
intellectually. No selected personal characteristics appeared to be

significantly related to value and belief patterns.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine the value and
belief patterns of teachers, counselors, and administrators in terms
of the egalitarian ideal to provide an equally effective education
for every student. It was believed that some educators, particularly
teachers, would prefer a more meritocratic system of education.
Secondary school programs and policies were examined in both egali-
tarian and meritocratic terms in relation to the goals of secondary
schools, special education, discipline, curriculum, and student evalua-
tion. The values and priorities placed on these areas by each edu-
cator group were examined to determine if possible areas of conflict
exist between educator groups reflecting egalitarian-oriented educa-
tional values and those reflecting meritocratic-oriented values.

The following specific questions were studied in this
research:

1. Do teachers have value and belief patterns that are
consistent with the schools' commitment to provide an equally effec-
tive education for every student?

2. How do various groups of secondary educators, i.e.,

teachers of academic subjects, teachers of nonacademic subjects,

187
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special education teachers, counselors, and administrators compare in
their conmitment to the egalitarian ideal?

3. Does tension exist as a result of the inconsistency
between the value and belief patterns of administrators who repre-
sent the goals of the organization and thus the goal to provide an
equally effective education for all students and the value and belief

patterns of teachers who must actualize this goal in the classroom?

Procedure

The first step in the data-collection process was to develop
an information base regarding the value and belief patterns of edu-
cators from which a Q-sort instrument could be developed. To ascer-
tain the beliefs of teachers and other groups of educators regarding
the goals of secondary education, special education, student disci-
pline, curriculum, and student evaluation, 16 structured interviews
were held. The results of these interviews were supplemented by a
review of studies by Cusick, Coleman, Bell, Cedoline, and others as
to how the schools' commitment to the egalitarian ideal was reflected
in school policy and program.

Analysis of the statements made by the interviewees, the
studies cited, and reviews of federal programs affecting schools
ultimately resulted in the generation of 58 items for the Q-sort.
The items were written as pairs, each expressing either an egali-
tarian or a meritocratic viewpoint on a particular secondary school
program, policy, or goal. These 58 statements (items) were printed

on 3 x 5 cards and randomized for presentation to the respondents.
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Each participant was asked to sort the cards (items) into nine piles
on a continuum ranging from very strongly agree to very strongly
disagree, with varying degrees in between. These cards were then
placed in envelopes labeled with the indicators of agreement or dis-
agreement. Of the 58 items, the participant was allowed to place
three cards in the envelopes marked "very strongly agree" and "very
strongly disagree," four cards in each of the envelopes labeled
"strongly agree" and "strongly disagree," seven cards in each enve-
lope marked "moderately agree" and "moderately disagree," nine cards
in each envelope marked "slightly agree" and "slightly disagree," and
12 cards in the remaining envelope labeled "neither agree nor dis-
agree." The resulting configuration was a continuum of value state-
ments that approximated a normal curve.

A Q-analysis computer program processed the data in the
following manner:

1. A Pearson product-moment correlation matrix was con-
structed. (Since the number of variables (persons) cannot exceed
the number of items, two separate matrices were produced from two
Q-analyses.)

2. Each matrix of intercorrelations was submitted to factor
analysis so that individuals are variables and items are observations.
A principal-axis solution was obtained and submitted to a varimax
rotation, which produced orthogonal factors. A factor represents a
grouping of persons who have a common pattern of sorting the items.
Therefore, each factor represents a group or type of persons with

similar belief patterns.
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3. Each pattern of sorting the items associated with each
factor or type of person was estimated. This was done by weighting
each item response of each person by the degree to which the individual
is associated with a factor. The higher the degree of association
with a given factor, the greater the weight the responses of that
particular person. These weighted responses were then summed across
each item separately. This produced an item array of weighted
responses for each factor. These item arrays were converted to
Z-scores.

4. The item arrays were then arranged from most accepted to
most rejected on the basis of Z-scores. This provided a hierarchy
of acceptance for each factor or type of person.

5. The Z-scores of the item arrays were compared for each
factor to provide a measure of difference between the responses of
each type to each item. A difference of +1.0 in Z-scores for an

item was considered significant.

Participants

The subjects who participated in the study were drawn from a
large white, suburban school district. The participants were repre-
sentative of the school district's four large high schools and seven
junior high schools. Participants included teachers of academic
classes, teachers of nonacademic classes, special education teachers,
school counselors, and building administrators. The respondents were

specifically selected to represent a particular position.
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Summary of Findings

Belief Patterns

Respondents in this study formed five meaningful factors.
Each factor represented the collective views of a particular "type"
of educator in terms of egalitarian and meritocratic values and beliefs
regarding specific secondary school policies and programs. Types One,
Two, the Three reflected the belief patterns of teachers of academic
and nonacademic subjects, while Types Four and Five indicated the
belief patterns of special education teachers, counselors, and admin-
istrators. It was found that teachers of academic subjects tended
to be meritocratic and placed a high value on predetermined standards
for students. The second group, under Type Two, supported both
egalitarian and meritocratic values. Teachers indicating a combina-
tion of these beliefs reflected almost even percentages of the teach-
ers of academic and nonacademic classes. While these teachers
supported efforts to develop the total student and to provide oppor-
tunities for student success, they also upheld the concepts of student
responsibility for his education and predetermined standards. The
egalitarian-oriented teachers were described by Type Three. A high
representation of teachers of nonacademic subjects were included in
this group. The egalitarian-oriented teachers indicated a strong
commitment to meeting the needs of all students, including those in
special education.

Types Four and Five were generated from the second Q-analysis
and reflected the responses of special education teachers, counse-

lors, and administrators. Type Four, like Type Three, reflected
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strong support of the egalitarian ideal. This type, labeled the
egalitarian-oriented specialists, included the majority of the special
education teachers and counselors but slightly fewer than half of the
administrators. This group was primarily concerned with meeting the
individual needs of special education students and the needs of other
students through the curriculum and personal treatment. The type
described as meritocratic specialists reflected the value and belief
patterns indicated by Type Five. The majority of this group was

made up of administrators. This group differed from the merito-
cratic teachers group in that the emphasis in Type Five was on a
uniform curriculum. These educators believed that while effort is
needed to meet the needs of students, a higher priority is placed on
a uniform curriculum and predetermined standards measuring for stu-
dent achievement.

A11 of the groups agreed on the issue of sex equity. They
believed that males and females should have equal opportunity to
select any elective. The Teachers group supported specific attend-
ance requirements and the responsibility of the student to provide
school supplies. The Specialists group gave high priority to the
egalitarian goal of developing each child socially, emotionally, and

intellectually.

Conclusions
In this study the value and belief patterns of various
groups of secondary school educators were examined in terms of their

consistency with the egalitarian ideal, as exemplified through
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secondary school programs and policies. The conclusions regarding
value and belief patterns that resulted from this investigation are
limited to the school personnel involved in this study. It is
unknown to what extent these conclusions may be applicable to other
educator groups, and the reader is cautioned in that regard.

The study addressed the three specific questions indicated
below. Following each question are the conclusions reached as a
result of the investigation.

1. Do teachers have value and belief patterns that are
consistent with the schools' commitment to provide an equally effec-
tive education for every student?

Through the analysis of the data resulting from this inves-
tigation, three distinct value and belief patterns regarding egali-
tarianism and meritocracy emerged for the Teachers group. This
group, comprised of teachers of academic subjects and teachers of
nonacademic subjects, indicated a personal value and belief pattern
that was consistent with either a meritocratic system, a combination
egalitarian/meritocratic system, or an egalitarian system. Further
examination of the data for this group revealed a high significance
between position (whether teacher of academic or nonacademic sub-
jects) and specific value and belief patterns. Teachers of academic
subjects tended to be meritocratic, while teachers of nonacademic
classes were more likely to be egalitarian. Approximately one-fifth
of each group fell into the combination meritocratic/egalitarian

group.
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The Meritocratic-Oriented Teachers

The meritocratic-oriented teachers group represented 55 per-
cent of the academic teachers and 21 percent of the teachers of non-
academic subjects. Of the 48 percent of the variance that could be
accounted for, this type accounted for 32 percent of the variance of
the three types. The value and belief patterns of these teachers
reflect items that are not consistent with the egalitarian ideal to
pursue equal results with all students or to provide each student
with an equally effective education. With the exception of the egali-
tarian value regarding sex equity, the meritocratic-oriented teachers
indicated a strong priority for definitive, predetermined standards
for students. The three items of highest rank all related to student
achievement of specific standards as the criterion for pomotion.

This group agreed that grades should reflect knowledge rather than
effort and that not all students can succeed in school.

The consistency of the meritocratic-oriented teachers' values,
especially the acknowledgment that not all students can succeed in
school, appears to place these teachers in conflict between their
own values and beliefs regarding education and the value placed on
the egalitarian ideal, as demonstrated through programs and policies
in secondary schools.

The beliefs and values of the meritocratic-oriented teachers
are important to this study for two reasons. First, they reflect the
largest single group of teachers who reject the basic egalitarian
values of the educational organization. This concept is critical

because in rejecting the egalitarian values and, more specifically,
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in accepting the concept that not all students can be successful in
school, these teachers are also rejecting the ideal of equal oppor-
tunity for all individuals. The meritocratic-oriented teachers
place high priority on predetermined standards and on the necessity
of the student meeting these standards in order to be promoted. The
priority of this group is not to guarantee equal educational results,
but rather to place the responsibility on the student to meet a pre-
determined standard of achievement. As described previously, the
meritocratic-oriented teachers believe that we have to face the fact
that not all students will be successful at meeting these standards,
and therefore, not all students will be successful in school.

The second reason that the values and beliefs of the
meritocratic-oriented teachers are important is, in a sense, related
to the first reason. It is important to note that while these teach-
ers reject the concept of success for evefy student, they are also
the teachers with whom the student will most likely come into contact.
As previously explained, it can be statistically predicted that aca-
demic teachers tend to be meritocratic. Since most students (with
the possible exception of severely intellectually impaired special
education students) are required to take specified academic subjects
(English, math, science, social studies), they are likely to take
them from teachers holding meritocratic rather than egalitarian values.
The teachers can do one of two things. They can hold to their merito-
cratic values, or they can compromise their own values and beliefs in
favor of egalitarian beliefs and values. Either way, conflict

results.
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If the teachers hold to their meritocratic value and belief
patterns, they will be inviting a number of opportunities to experi-
ence conflict within the school, as well as with the promise that is
implicit in public education. That is, all students will not be able
to take advantage of the equal opportunity said to be provided
through education if they cannot meet the predetermined standards set
by meritocratic teachers or educational systems. While the egali-
tarian system supports ways and methods designed to recompense the
student for disadvantages he brings with him to the educational pro-
cess, the meritocratic teacher supports only the criterion of whether
or not the student meets the educational standard of the school.
Instead of modifying the curriculum or standards of her class to
meet the particular needs of students, the meritocratic teacher chooses,
instead, to have students achieve standards that have been predeter-
mined for them. The meritocratic teacher puts the responsibility for
achievement on the student and measures success only through actual
achievement, rather than the sincerity of the students' efforts to
achieve the standards. If the students fail to meet the merito-
cratic teacher's standards and are graded accordingly, the teacher
may find herself facing angry parents and members of the community
for being unresponsive to student needs and failing to assure student
achievement.

However, if the meritocratic teacher cohpromises her value
and belief systems in favor of more egalitarian practices, she may
find herself in continual inner conflict over actualizing values

and beliefs to which she is opposed. This incongruence between
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values and overt actions can result in the teacher becoming unhappy
and frustrated with her employment.

The meritocratic teacher has many opportunities to experi-
ence inconsistency between her values and school programs and prac-
tices. For example, a probable area of conflict for meritocratic-
oriented teachers is the placement of mainstreamed special education
students in their classrooms. Given the high rating of the values of
the attainment of specific knowledge, the demonstration of appropri-
ate levels of learning and the belief that students must meet course
requirements, these teachers may find it difficult to agree to modi-
fied and reduced standards for special education students. The
rejection of the egalitarian beliefs that all students should receive
the same diploma and that social promotion is an acceptable practice
further supports this group's belief that grades or promotion should
be based on merit or achievement. Other hard-to-deal-with students
may also be troublesome for these teachers. Although the charge to
public secondary schools may be to "take, retain and interest all
students," these teachers view the student as responsible for his own
learning. The student's rejection of this responsibility and the
teacher's belief that he or she should meet particular standards can
certainly result in conflict.

The Combination Meritocratic/
Egalitarian-Oriented Teachers

The 19 percent of the total teacher group who identified
with a combination of egalitarian and meritocratic beliefs and values

are, in part, consistent with the egalitarian conmitment to provide
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an equally effective education for all students. While this type
places their highest priority on the goal of secondary schools to
develop each student socially, emotionally, and intellectually and
believe that every student should experience success in school,
they also place importance on the meritocratic view that students
should achieve specific levels of competence in order to be promoted.
In other words, they value the efforts to meet student needs but also
believe in the importance of students meeting particular standards.
It is likely that this group will strongly agree with the
educational programs and policies of the secondary school, as evi-
denced by their rejection of meritocratic items that challenge the
number of elective classes and question the placement of learning-
disabled students in the regular classroom. This group is more
likely to be in conflict with specific egalitarian practices and
policies, such as providing the student with school supplies, or
the absence of specific standards for student attendance. This judg-
ment is made on the basis that clear-cut issues do not emerge from
this group's responses. For example, they reject the meritocratic
statement that learning-disabled students should not compete on an
equal basis with other students, yet support the concept that stu-
dents should not be promoted unless they have attained appropriate

levels of learning.

The Egalitarian-Oriented Teachers

The third teachers group to emerge as a particular type were

the egalitarian-oriented teachers. These teachers reflected value
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and belief patterns that were more consistent with the egalitarian
ideal than were the value and belief patterns of any other group.
This group gave the individual needs of students consistently high
priority and with the same consistency rejected items that violated
this value. The egalitarian-oriented teachers comprised 37 percent
of the total teacher group and included 58 percent of the teachers
of nonacademic subjects who participated in the study.

The teachers of nonacademic subjects probably come into
contact with special-education students more than other regular edu-
cation teachers since these students are often first mainstreamed in
nonacademic classes. It is interesting that the egalitarian-oriented
teachers gave the egalitarian statements reflecting special education
a high priority. They supported the beliefs that all teachers share
in the responsibility to educate special education students, that
these students should receive modified objectives in regular educa-
tion classes, and that mainstreaming has been beneficial to them. It
appears that the egalitarian-oriented teachers believe that special
education students can be helped through the regular education pro-
gram.

This group of teachers are distinguished by their emphasis
on a student-centered educational system. They believe that it is
the goal of education to develop each student socially, emotionally,
and intellectually and that every student should experience success
in school. The teachers support the egalitarian goal to develop the
individual students through offering a wide variety of elective

classes. Although the egalitarian-oriented teachers reject the
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lack of standards for attendance and do not believe social promotion
to be an acceptable practice, their other responses did not indicate
an emphasis placed on predetermined standards. Through analysis of
their responses, it can be concluded that these teachers value the
personal development of each student through the responsiveness of
the curriculum and teacher attitude. It also appears that these
teachers support the ideal of an equally effective education for all
students and are willing to adjust their classwork and expectations
to ensure individual student success.

In sum, the value and belief patterns for teachers focused
on the issues of special education, curriculum, the goals of educa-
tion, and the evaluation of students. Discipline did not appear to
be a topic differentiating the types. Academic teachers' value and
belief patterns reflected meritocratic values and beliefs that were
not consistent with the egalitarian ideal. The meritocratic-oriented
teachers were a majority of the total group and deemed predetermined
standards to be important and indicated that all students should be
measured against them. What the student actually knows, not how hard
he tried to learn, is important to these educators. The egalitarian-
oriented teachers represented a majority of the nonacademic teachers
but a minority of the total group. The values and beliefs of this
group were consistent with the tenets of the egalitarian ideal. That
is, this type strongly supported an educational system responsive to
individual student needs and believed that it is the responsibility of

the school to provide the student with a successful experience. A
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third type, a minority of the total group, had a combination of
meritocratic and egalitarian values and beliefs that were indicated

by the other two types.

2. How do various groups of secondary educators, i.e.,
teachers of academic subjects, teachers of nonacademic subjects,
special education teachers, counselors, and administrators compare
in their conmitment to the egalitarian ideal?

An analysis of the selected characteristics (i.e., position,
secondary level, age, degree attained, years of experience, and sex)
revealed that position was the only significant variable in the
teacher group. At a statistically significant level (p = .0325),
one is able to predict the probable value and belief patterns of
teachers of academic classes and teachers of nonacademic classes. As
discussed previously, teachers of nonacademic classes indicated a
much stronger commitment to egalitarian educational practices and

policies than did their counterparts teaching academic classes.

Teacher Group

The examination of the item responses revealed that in the
Teachers group, Type I, which included 21 of the 38 (55 percent)
teachers of academic subjects, indicated values that were consistent
with a meritocratic belief and value system. This compares to Type
III, which included 58 percent or 11 of 19 teachers of nonacademic
classes, who indicated a value and belief system consistent with the
egalitarian ideal. The remaining Type II included 11 teachers from

both areas who indicated value and belief patterns reflecting a
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combination of egalitarian and meritocratic values. The specific
description of each of these "types" has been discussed at length

previously in this study.

Specialists Q-Analysis

The specialists Q-analysis included the responses of special
education teachers, counselors, and administrators. The analysis
revealed two types of value and belief pattern orientations, egali-
tarian and meritocratic. The egalitarian-oriented specialists,

Type IV, reflected the stronger type. Of the variance that could be
accounted for, Type IV accounted for 44 percent between the two types.
The meritocratic-oriented specialists, Type V, had 10 percent of the
variance accounted for by the two types.

Egalitarian-oriented specialists.--The egalitarian-oriented

specialists, Type IV, included 24 of the 37 specialists, or 65 per-
cent of the total group. Type IV specialists support educational
practices and programs consistent with the egalitarian ideal. This
group supported the belief that the goal of schooling is to develop
each student socially, emotionally, and intellectually. In addi-
tion, Type IV specialists viewed the responsibility of the school to
include special education students and judged the school's success

on its efforts to meet the needs of all students. The egalitarian
specialists group reflected the value and belief patterns of the
majority of the counselors and special education teachers and slightly

less than half of the administrators studied.
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The individual group demonstrating the greatest commitment
to the egalitarian ideal was the counselors. Of the 12 counselors
in the study, ten or 83 percent indicated a value and belief system
consistent with the egalitarian ideal. The extent of this commitment
by a single group may be due to the fact that the professional train-
ing the counselor receives is compatible with egalitarian values.
Counseling theories such as those based on the tenet of "unconditional
positive regard" for students are congruent with basic educational
values that reflect success for all students. Moreover, the coun-
selor's job is to find and guide students into the appropriate educa-
tional programs so that the student can be successful. It would
follow, then, that the counselor would support a varied elective
program since it would facilitate the placement of all students in
classes.

As the designated "student advocate" in the school, it would
also be consistent with the role of the counselor that he or she
would support egalitarian educational programs and policies. As
the educator responsible for placing students in classes, the coun-
selor would 1ikely welcome programs that would facilitate the place-
ment of special education students, bilingual students, and other
students with special needs. When students feel that they have been
treated unfairly by a teacher, the educator they probably first con-
tact for support is their counselor. Therefore, it would not be
surprising that counselors would favor policies that would give the
student some protection in regard to individual rights. Finally,

the counselor interacts with students on a one-to-one basis. The
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counselor does not have to deal with the interaction of emotionally
impaired students in a regular education classroom. In addition,
the counselor does not have to adjust class standards in order to
equitably grade a learning-disabled student. Counselors may support
egalitarian programs and policies because the values that underlie
such programs are consistent not only with their own personal values
but with their preparation and role as a counselor. In addition,
such programs and policies facilitate the counselor's role in the
educational placement of students. The counselor usually does not
have to deal personally with conflicts that may arise through the
implementation of the egalitarian ideal.

Two-thirds or 66 percent of the special education teachers
in the study indicated a belief and value system consistent with the
egalitarian ideal. This was not an unexpected result since the
special education program, as it currently exists, is a product of
the egalitarian-influenced federal mandate, PL 94-142. The goal of
the special education program is to maximize the ability of each
special education student through such means as determined by the
student's Individualized Educational Planning Comnmittee (IEPC).

The resources, both human and financial, that are used to maximize
each special education student's potential exceed the resources
directed toward regular education students. These efforts are a
prime example of the egalitarian concern with "leveling-up" or
"redressing" the disadvantages with which a student may enter the

educational process. The special education programs are designed
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to maximize educational opportunity with the goal of results equal
to students in regular education.

It is also expected that special education teachers would
support efforts to modify regular education programs, objectives,
and evaluation techniques to ensure the special education students'
achievement. Usually, it is the special education teacher who works
with regular education teachers to design the plan to modify regular
education objectives. In fact, one would expect the special educa-
tion teachers to support almost all of the egalitarian efforts to
provide equal opportunity to special education students.

Slightly less than half of the administrators in the study,
or 46 percent of the total number of administrators, indicated
value and belief patterns that were consistent with the egalitarian
ideal. This was an unexpected result since it was expected that a
larger percentage of administrators would fall into the egalitarian-
oriented specialists group due to the building administrator's
responsibility to deliver egalitarian-influenced programs and policies.
The building administrator is directly responsible for the building
schedule, which would include the allocation of academic and elective
classes within the schedule, the delivery of the special education
programs, and student discipline. The building administrator also
articulates the goals of the school and supervises the evaluation of
students. The results of this study indicate that slightly less than
half of the administrators in the study have a value and belief pat-

tern that would support an egalitarian approach to these areas.
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Meritocratic-oriented specialists.--Type V, the meritocratic-

oriented specialists, included 13 of the 37 specialists or 35 percent
of the total Specialists group. This group believed in predetermined
standards applied uniformly throughout the school district, as well
as an agreed-upon curriculum that all students would follow. Type V
also supported predetermined standards to be applied in the promotion
and retention of students and believed that differentiated diplomas
should reflect various levels of achievement.

The individual group of educators indicating value and belief
patterns consistent with a more meritocratic approach to secondary
educational programs and policies was the administrators. Of the 13
administrators in the study, 7 or 54 percent preferred a more merito-
cratic system. As described previously, this was an unexpected result
since school administrators are directly responsible for many egali-
tarian educational programs and policies. However, the preference
for a more meritocratic system may be due to the values and beliefs
the administrator held at the time he or she entered the educational
field. Since teachers of academic subjects also prefer a more merito-
cratic system, it may be that the same values and beliefs that the
administrators held as teachers continued after they became adminis-
trators. However, since the difference between those administra-
tors identifying with egalitarianism and those reflecting merito-
cratic beliefs favor the latter group by only one administrator,
inferences made would probably be inconclusive. What the most equal

division between the administrative identification of both egalitarianism
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and meritocracy does point out, however, is that the value and belief
pattern of administrators in this study can least be determined by
position.

The special education teachers comprised 31 percent of the
total meritocratic-oriented Specialists group. These special educa-
tion teachers reflect one-third of the total group of special educa-
tion teachers in the study. The fact that one-third of the special
education teachers indicated value and belief patterns consistent
with meritocracy was also an unexpected result. However, this belief
and value orientation may be due to the motivation that some special
education teachers may have for entering this aspect of the educa-
tional program. With declining enroliments in regular education and
the resulting teacher layoffs, some teachers are pursuing special
education certification in the hopes of maintaining their employment.
Since special education is growing in numbers while regular education
is declining, it may be that meritocratic-oriented teachers find them-
selves in an egalitarian program in order to save their jobs.

The counselors group represents 15 percent of the meritocratic-
oriented Specialists or 2 of the 12 counselors in the study. It was
expected that within each educator group there would be some differ-
ence in value and belief patterns. A group of two counselors is not

of significant size from which to draw conclusions.

3. Does tension exist as a result of the inconsistency
between the value and belief patterns of administrators who represent

the goals of the organization and thus the goals to provide an equally
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effective education for all students and the value and belief pat-
terns of teachers who must actualize the goal in the classroom?

From the findings it cannot be determined if conflict or
tension exists between administrators representing the goals of the
organization, which in this study are assumed to be the egalitarian
goals of providing an equally effective education for all students,
and the teachers who must actualize the goal in the classroom.

Rather, it can be inferred that tension may exist between adminis-
trators holding egalitarian values and teachers reflecting a merito-
cratic value and belief system. Whether or not this conflict between
the values of the administrator and teacher occurs depends on the
particular administrator and the position of the teacher. That is,
the values of the administrator cannot be inferred on the basis of
position, but in this study it was likely that teachers of academic
classes would hold meritocratic views while teachers of nonacademic
classes would hold egalitarian values. For example, in a particular
school either teachers of academic classes or teachers of nonacademic
classes would experience tension as a result of the conflict of values
between that particular group and the values the building adminis-
trator happened to possess. This can explain why different adminis-
trators appeal to different groups of teachers. An egalitarian-
oriented administrator would support efforts to diversify the
curriculum to meet student needs. The same efforts in the meritocratic-
oriented administrator's school might not be as successful since the
meritocratic-oriented administrator places higher priority on teachers

following the agreed-upon curriculum. The examples could be extended
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to the differentiated degree of support various administrators give
to the special education program, the ways administrators handle
discipline, student promotion, and evaluation, as well as their view
of what should be the priorities in education. Depending on the
demands made by the organization and the particular values of the
administrator, it may be that it is the administrator who experiences
tension between himself and the organization if his values are in
conflict with the egalitarian expectations of the organization.

From the observations made in this study, tension exists
between counselors and teachers of academic subjects. As counselors
place students in academic classes, particularly students with special
needs, it is likely that they are met with resistance from the aca-
demic teacher. Conflict and tension can exist when the counselor
represents the student who has shown a great deal of effort in a
particular class but has difficulty mastering the subject. While the
egalitarian-oriented educator would reward the student's effort in
learning the material, the meritocratic-oriented teacher would pass
the student only if he or she could demonstrate mastery of the sub-
ject by meeting a predetermined standard. Tension then results between
the educators over the value of the student's effort versus his or her
actual achievement. Tension and conflict result from a difference in
value and belief patterns of educators regarding the purpose and
function of education in terms of the egalitarian ideal. This
research demonstrates that there are conflicting value and belief
patterns between groups of educators, as well as within each group of

educators.
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Recommendations

The findings of this study must be limited to the school
personnel who participated in it. Nevertheless, it is recommended
that the results of the investigation be considered seriously by
those who seek to alter or modify the basic goals of education.
Education has been viewed as the means to achieve the American promise
of equal opportunity for all. The concept of equal opportunity, how-
ever, has been modified to mean an equally effective education or
one that produced equal results. The egalitarian efforts that were
needed to nullify the disadvantages of some students in order to
equalize their educational opportunity resulted in differential
treatment of these students. This differential treatment has been
overtly supported, in fact in some instances mandated through law,
by the federal government.

However, there are obvious signs that the emphasis is chang-
ing from the quest for equality of opportunity to the quest for
excellence. Gardner's question has been revived: "Can we be equal
and excellent too?"] Studies such as "The Nation at Risk," "Action
for Excellence," and others point to the need for more challenging
definitive standards against which to measure academic achievement.
On December 8, 1983, Terrell Bell, United States Secretary of Edu-
cation, speaking at the National Forum on Excellence in Education,
suggested three priority learning outcomes for schools across the
country. He suggested that "we cut out of the school curriculum
whatever must be cut to reach [these] three high priority learning

outcomes" of proficiency in language arts, mathematics, and social



21

studies. Bell emphasized these priorities because he said that "the
schools have tried to do almost everything and respond to many
special concerns."2
The pendulum is beginning the swing from an egalitarian-
oriented educational system to a more meritocratic one. An analysis
of the recent reports in education maintains, however, that new
thrusts toward quality should not reduce the accomplishments of the
recent improvements in equality. "A Nation at Risk" indicates that
“"the twin goals of equity and high-quality schooling have profound
and practical meaning for our economy and society, and we cannot per-

u3

mit one to yield to the other in principle or in practice. Most

4

of the other reports echo this sentiment.” An analysis of the

studies describes the goal of maintaining both quality and equality
as perhaps the most difficult of the recommendations to 'imp'lement.5

This statement represents, in part, the conflicts described
in this study. The conflict between the egalitarian goal of meet-
ing the needs of all students and the meritocratic goal of estab-
lishing predetermined standards is continuing. Bell charged the
states with reducing the drop-out rate by 10 percent over the next
five years. This charge was given along with the challenge of requir-
ing students to pass examinations based on completing four years of
English and three years of math, science, and social studies.6 The
federal government is clearly establishing new and conflicting goals
for education.

Goodlad (1983) indicated that parents do not rank the problem

of standards and requirements with the same intensity as the problem
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of student behavior (which was also highest ranked by students).
Rather, Goodlad reported that parents expressed concern as to whether
their children were nurtured as individuals in the school setting.
He described the efforts that

in seeking to improve our schools, we may discover that some

gains in standardized achievement test scores will not sat-

isfy the full array of interests that parents and students

Ti%e and extend well beyond scademice. s o e Mte

y c c
The point is that meeting the needs of students is a complex problem.
This research supports the idea that the value and belief patterns
of all teachers were not consistent with the egalitarian goal to
provide an equally effective education for all students and that
such a goal was a point of conflict between various groups of edu-
cators. The policy statement by the National Education Association
on teachers' views of equity and excellence recognizes the progress
gained from the egalitarian educational policies that began 20 years
ago.8
It appears that particular groups of people and, in this

research, particular groups of educators, hold value and belief pat-
terns that are consistent with particular educational ideals. If
improvements or changes are to take place in education, they would
be best accomplished if the values and beliefs of those who must
actualize the changes are understood. Whether the egalitarian poli-
cies of the 1960s or the more meritocratic policies of today, those
instituting the policies would do well to understand the complexity
and apparently contradicting beliefs of those who work together at

the local school level.
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Implications

The major implication that can be drawn from this study is
that educators themselves do not agree; that is, they do not share
similar values and beliefs regarding secondary school public educa-
tion. The two strongest types in this study had value and belief
patterns that reflected divergent views on the same educational
issues. The majority of the Teachers group supported meritocratic-
oriented educational programs and policies, whereas a majority of
the Specialists group supported the egalitarian approach to educa-
tion. Other belief patterns also exist in each of the two groups,
as evidenced by the responses of the egalitarian-oriented teachers,
the combination meritocratic/egalitarian-oriented teachers, and the
meritocratic-oriented specialists.

If the value and belief patterns of the "gatekeepers" of the
educational institution--the teachers, counselors, and administrators--
are in conflict, what can be said of the values of the institution
itself? It is difficult to place priorities in the educational pro-
gram if those who are responsible for the program cannot agree on
basic values regarding secondary education.

The inconsistency of the value and belief patterns of edu-
cators can be a source of problems and tension in the educational
system for several reasons. The conflicting priorities placed on
various educational programs and practices by educators themselves
(in this study within a single school district) make it difficult to
focus on particular goals in the educational process. Egalitarian-

oriented educators, for example, view the school as responsible for
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the development of the "whole" student, socially, emotionally and
intellectually and therefore promote the allocation of time and
resources to programs and policies designed to actualize this goal.
Meritocratic-oriented teachers, on the other hand, argue that the
school is responsible for academic achievement and acknowledge that
not all students will be successful. They believe that time and
resources should be limited to academic training.

The lack of agreement regarding the goals of education can
make it difficult for schools to deal with issues basic to their
function. Opposing values and beliefs regarding not only the goals
of education, but also curriculum, special education, and student
evaluation make consistent interpretation and application of policies
and programs difficult. The conflicting views between meritocratic-
oriented academic teachers, egalitarian-oriented teachers of non-
academic subjects, and egalitarian specialists groups can result in
conflict within the school. Management of school personnel and pro-
grams is a challenging task if teachers who must actualize the programs
and respond to egalitarian directives do so with continual inner con-
flict.

Opposing value and belief systems within the educational pro-
fession also make it difficult for this group to respond to change.
Although current reports on education, such as "A Nation at Risk,"
acknowledge the importance of the "twin goals" of equity and excel-
lence, the emphasis in this report and others has been concentrated

on the need for higher standards and a more basic, common curriculum.



215

While the meritocratic-oriented teachers welcome such recommendations,
egalitarian-oriented groups may view them as not responding to needs
faced by many students, especially those who are disadvantaged in

some way. From the results of this study, it does not appear that
recormendations and changes advocated for education will take place

without conflict within the educational profession.
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INFORMATION FORM

Please mark the appropriate spaces:

I am a teacher counselor administrator

Age Sex

I teach the following subject(s):

Junior High

Senior High

Highest degree attained

Years as a teacher

Years as a counselor

Years as an administrator

PLACE THE COMPLETED FORM IN THE MANILA ENVELOPE.
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LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS

Dear s

Thank you for taking time to assist me in my research. The pur-
pose of my study is to examine the values of educators as they relate
to the ideals of egalitarianism and meritocracy. In other words, I
am researching how different groups of educators such as teachers,
counselors, and administrators vary in their attitudes and values to
the concepts of equality of opportunity and the establishment of
specific standards.

The methodology used in my research is known as the Q-Sort. This
procedure requires you to place a certain number of items (statements
written on cards) in an envelope, which indicates the degree to which
you agree or disagree with the statements. There are no right or
wrong answers. I only wish to know to what extent you agree or dis-
agree with the statements.

The time needed to sort the cards varies. Some people complete
the process in about a half an hour; others may take a little more
or less time. You do not need to spend a great deal of time on each
item, but please give the process some thought.

Results of the study will be available to you upon request.

Before reading the directions, please complete the Information
Form. The individual results of this test are completely anonymous.
Please DO NOT put your name or school on the Information Form, but I
appreciate your completion of the other information.

Again, thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Barbara Markle
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

How would you describe your "philosophy of education"?
What do you feel should be the goal of American education?
Should students be treated equally? Under what conditions?

What do you believe in so strongly regarding education that
you would find difficult to compromise?

What do you think are the most important or "core values" of
secondary schools?

What issues in your job do you find most stressful?
What has caused you stress in the evaluation of students?
To what extent should students be tracked? (if at all)

How should educators allocate time and teaching efforts for
each student?

What is the responsibility of special education?

What part do standards of academic achievement play in the
educational process?

What part do standards of student behavior play?

If you could change something about the educational system,
what would it be?
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DIRECTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE Q-SORT

Each manila envelope should include the following items:

1. Nine envelopes indicating degrees of agreement-disagreement
from very strongly agree to very strongly disagree

2. A stack of 58 cards with written statements on them (Please
disregard the numbers in the lower right-hand corner of each
card. These numbers are for coding purposes only.)

3. Rubber bands

4. Information Form

You will need a flat surface such as a desk or table on which to
work. The purpose of the Q-Sort is to determine to what extent
you agree or disagree with the belief statements about education
written on the cards. Please turn to the next page for the sort

procedure.
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ITEM STATEMENTS REPRESENTING VALUE AND BELIEF PATTERNS

Success

1. Every student should experience success in school.

2. We have to face the fact that not all students can succeed
in school.

Tracking

3. In tracked classes the slow students lose the opportunity to
learn from brighter students.

4. Tracking is essential for efficient learning.
5. Tracking makes it easier to protect high standards.

6. Lower-achieving students suffer in tracked classes.

Teacher Autonomy

7. Teachers should follow the agreed-upon school curriculum.

8. Teachers should respond to the needs of a particular class
when deciding what material to teach.

Discipline

9. Schools spend too much time and effort with unruly students.

10. It is the obligation of the school to find ways to help
students with behavior problems.

Sex Equity

11. Both male and female students should have equal opportunity
to select any elective.

12. Male and female students should select electives appropriate
to their sex.
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Differentiated Diplomas

13. High schools should award different diplomas based on level
of achievement.

14. A1l students should receive the same high school diploma
when they graduate, regardless of their level of achievement.

Supplies

15. Students should pay for their own school supplies.

16. The school should provide the student with school supplies.

Dress Code

17. Schools should have specific dress codes for students.

18. As long as the clothes do not interfere with education,
students should be able to wear what they wish to school.

Promotion

19. Students should not be promoted unless they have demonstrated
appropriate levels of learning.

20. In general, social promotion is a good practice.

Retention

21. Students should be retained if they have not met the neces-
sary standards.

22. Retention does not work at the secondary level.

Co-o0p

23. At the high school level, co-op (work-study) programs have
undermined the importance of academic learning.

24. Co-op (work-study) programs offer a way to meet the par-
ticular needs of many students.
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View of Students' Efforts

25. Teachers should pass a student who has shown sincere effort.

26. Teachers should pass only students who have met the course
requirements.

Lunch Program

27. Schools should furnish a free or reduced-price lunch for
students in financial need.

28. It is not the school's responsibility to run a free or
reduced-price lunch program.
Due Process

29. Due process procedures are necessary to protect students'
rights.

30. Due process for students has reduced the schools' authority.

31. Due process procedures are necessary to protect student
rights in the classroom.

32. Due process for students has reduced the teachers' authority.

Bilingual

33. The bilingual program is necessary to meet the educational
needs of non-English-speaking students.

34. Students should be able to use the English language before
they are placed in the classroom.

Special Education

35. "Mainstreaming" has helped handicapped students.

36. Handicapped students are not helped by "mainstreaming."

37. Regular education teachers should provide modified objectives
for learning disabled students mainstreamed in their classes.

38. Learning disabled students should compete on an equal basis
with other students in the classroom.
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39. Special education students should be educated in the "least
restrictive environment."

-40. Special education students should be educated in special
education classrooms.

41. Special education students are the responsibility of the
special education teachers.

42. Al11 teachers share in the responsibility to educate special
education students.

43. Emotionally impaired students should be expected to meet the
school's standards of good behavior.

44. Emotionally impaired students should be given more under-
standing when they misbehave.

Electives

45. The secondary school curriculum should maintain a large
number of elective classes.

46. There are too many elective choices in the secondary cur-
riculum.

47. A wide variety of elective classes allows students to develop
their individual talents.

48. Too many elective classes undermines the importance of aca-
demic classes.

Goal (Function) of Public Secondary Schools

49. The goal of secondary schools is to develop each student
socially, emotionally, and intellectually.

50. The goal of secondary schools is to prepare students for

jobs or college.

Responsibility for Achievement

51.

52.

Assurance of individual student achievement is the school's
responsibility.

Student achievement is the individual student's responsi-
bility.
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Standards

53. The standards for a particular subject (math, English, etc.)
should be uniform throughout the school district.

54. Teachers should have the right to determine the standards for
each of their classes.

Grading (Student Evaluation)

55. Grades should reflect knowledge rather than effort.

56. Grades should reflect level of effort more than knowledge
attained.

Goal of Schooling

57. The obligation of schooling is to provide educational oppor-
tunity for those students who want to and are capable of
learning.

58. The obligation of the schools is to provide each student
with a basic level of knowledge.

Attendance

59. Students should be required to attend school for a specified
number of days in order to pass.

60. Students should not be penalized just because of poor
attendance.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

234



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Books
Alexander, Kern. School Law. St. Paul: West Publishing, 1980.

American Heritage Dictionary. New college ed. Boston: Houghton-
Mifflin Co., 1982.

Bowles, Samuel, and Gintis, Herbert. Schooling in Capitalist America.
New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1976.

Brookover, Wilbur B., and Erickson, Edsel L. Sociology of Education.
Homewood, I11.: The Dorsey Press, 1975.

Carter, Cynthia A., ed. An Analysis of the Educational Amendments

of 1978. Washington, D.C.: Educational Funding Research
CounciT, 1978.

Cedoline, Anthony J. Job Burnout in Public Education. New York:
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1982.

Coleman, James. High School Achievement. New York: Basic Books,
1982.

Commission on Excellence in Education, David P. Gardner, Chairman.
A Nation at Risk. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing
Office, April 1983.

Conant, James. The American High School Today. New York: McGraw-
Hi11, 1959.

The Comprehensive High School. New York: McGraw-Hill,

T967.

Cremen, Lawrence A. The Transformation of the School. New York:
Random House, 1961.

,» ed. The Republic and the School. Horace Mann on the
Education of Free Men. New York: Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1957.

Cusick, Philip. The Egalitarian Ideal and the American High School.
New York: Longman, 1983.

235



236

Davidson, Jack L., and Montgomery, M. An Analysis of Reports on the
Status of Education in America: Findings, Recommendations, and
Implications. Tyler, Texas: Tyler Independent School District,

ctober 1983.

Gardner, John W. Excellence. New York: Harper and Row, 1961.

Good, H. G. A History of American Education. New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1962.

Goodlad, John I. A Place Called School. New York: McGraw-Hill,
1983.

Griesemer, J. Lynn, and Butler, C. Education Under Study: An Analysis

of Recent Major Reports on Education. Chelmsford, Mass.: The
Northeast Regional Exchange, November 1983.

Guide to the U.S. Supreme Court. Washington, D.C.: Congressional
Quarterly, 19/9.

Guthrie, James W. et al. Schools and Inegualit¥. Cambridge:
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, .

Hahn, Robert 0., and Bidna, David B., eds. Secondary Education. New
York: Macmillan, 1979.

Hansen, Donald A., and Gerstl, Joel E., eds. On Education: Socio-
logical Perspectives. New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1967.

Hodgon, Godfrey. America in OQur Time. New York: Doubleday, 1976.

Jencks, Christopher et al. Inequality: A Reassessment of the Effect
of Family and Schooling in America. New York: Basic Books,
1972.

Karabel, Jerome, and Halsey, A. H. Power and Ideology in Education.
New York: Oxford University Press, 197/.

Katz, Daniel, and Kahn, Donald L. The Social Psychology of Organi-
zations. 2nd ed. New York: John Wiley anﬁ Sons, 1978.

Katz, Michael B. Class, Bureaucracy and the Schools: The Illusion
of Educational Change in America. New York: Praeger, 1971.

Lazar, Harry. The American Political System in Transition. New
York: Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 196/.

Levine, Donald M., and Bane, Mary Jo. The Inequality Controversy.
New York: Basic Books, 1975.

Lewin, Kurt. Field Theory in Social Science. New York: Harper and
Row, 1951.




237

Lortie, Dan C. Schoolteacher: A Sociological Study. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1975.

McCarthy, Martha M., and Cambron, Nelda H. Public School Law:
Teachers' and Student Rights. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1981.

National Commission on Excellence in Education, David P. Gardner,
Chairman. A Nation at Risk. Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1983.

Nennally, J. C. Psychometric Theory. 2nd ed. New York: McGraw-
Hi11, 1978.

Postman, Neil. Teaching as a Conserving Activity. New York:
Delacorte Press, 1979.

Power, Edward J. Main Currents in the History of Education. New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1970.

Ravitch, Diane. The Revisionists Revised. MNew York: Basic Books,
1977.

. The Troubled Crusade: American Education 1945-1980.
New York: Basic Books, 1983.

Rawls, John. A Theory of Justice. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1971.

Rokeach, Milton. Understanding Human Values. New York: The Free
Press, 1979.

Stump, Mary M., and Simering, Jeffry A., eds. The 1978 Federal
Funding Guide for Elementary and Secondary Education. Washing-
ton, D.C.: Educational Funding Research Council, 1978.

Thomas, Lawrence G., ed. Philosophical Redirection of Educational
Research. The Seventy-First Yearbook of the National Society
for the Study of Education, pt. 1. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1972.

VanTil, William, ed. Curriculum: Quest for Relevance. Boston:
Houghton-Mifflin, 19/4.

Williams, Robin. American Society: A Sociological Interpretation.
New York: Knopf, 1951.

Wilson, John. Equality. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World,
1966.

Wise, Arthur E. Rich Schools, Poor Schools: The Promise of Equal Edu-
cational Opportunity. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1968.




238

Periodicals

Bensky, Jeffrey M. et al. "Public Law 94-142 and Stress: A Problem
for Educators." Exceptional Children 47 (September 1980).

Berke, Joel S., and Moore, Mary T. "A Developmental View of the
Current Federal Government Role in Elementary and Secondary
Education." Phi Delta Kappan 63 (January 1982).

Berry, Mary F. "Student Competency Testing." The High School Journal
(January 1979).

Bidwell, Charles E., and Kasarda, Joan D. "School District Organiza-
tion and Student Achievement." American Sociological Review 40
(February 1975).

Blanck, Virgil, and Grady, Marilyn. "On Schooling for a Well Society."
The Educational Forum 68 (Summer 1983).

Bornstein, Rita. "The Education of Women: Protection or Liberation?"
Educational Leadership 36 (February 1979).

Boyer, Ernest L. "Public Law 94-142: A Promising Start?" Educational
Leadership 36 (February 1979).

Cawelti, Gordon. "Redefining General Education for the American
High School." Educational Leadership 39 (May 1982).

Cohen, David K., and Neufeld, Barbara. "The Failure of High Schools
and the Progress of Education." Daedalus 110 (Summer 1981).

Coleman, James S. "The Concept of Equality of Educational Opportu-
nity." Harvard Educational Review 38 (Winter 1968).

. "Quality and Equality in American Education: Public and
Catholic Schools." Phi Delta Kappan 63 (November 1981).

Corrigan, Dean C. "Educational Human Rights: Legislation and Leader-
ship." Educational Leadership 36 (February 1979).

Cuban, Larry. "Persistent Instruction: The High School Curriculum."
Phi Delta Kappan 64 (October 1982).

Dagley, David L. "Some Thoughts on Disciplining the Handicapped."
Phi Delta Kappan 63 (June 1982).

Down, A. Graham. "Inequality, Testing, Utilitarianism: The Three
Killers of Excellence." Education Week, October 12, 1983.

Eckland, Bruce K. "Education in the Meritocracy." American Journal
of Education (November 1981).




239

Etzioni, Amitai. "Schools: Educational Experiences First--Part I."
American Education 18 (November 1982).

Fuchs, Victor R. "Educational Reform Begins at Home." Wall Street
Journal, June 17, 1983.

Gallup, George H. "The 14th Annual Gallup Poll of the Public's
Attitudes Toward the Public Schools." Phi Delta Kappan 64
(September 1982).

Gans, Herbert J. "The New Egalitarian." Saturday Review, May 6,
1972.

Halperin, Samuel. "ESEA Comes of Age: Some Historical Reflections."
Educational Leadership 36 (February 1979).

Hampel, Robert L. "The American High School Today: James B. Conant's
Rese;vations and Reconsiderations.” Phi Delta Kappan 64 (May
1983).

Haney, Walt, and Madus, George. "Making Sense of the Competency
Test;ng Movement." Harvard Educational Review 48 (November
1978).

Havighurst, Robert. "Common Experience Versus Diversity in the
Curriculum." Educational Leadership 36 (November 1968).

Hodgkinson, C. "Organizational Influence on Value Systems." Educa-
tional Administration Quarterly (1971).

James, Thomas, and Tyack, David. "Learning From Past Efforts to
Reform the High School." Phi Delta Kappan 64 (February 1983).

Joiner, Lee M., and Sabatino, David A. "A Policy Study of P.L. 94-142."
Exceptional Children 48 (September 1981).

Katz, Michael B. "Reflections on the Purpose of Educational Reform."
Educational Theory 30 (Spring 1980).

Lapati, Americo D. "Education: Privilege, Claim or Right?"
Educational Theory 26 (Winter 1976?

Martin, John Henry. "Reconsidering the Goals of High School Educa-
tion." Educational Leadership 37 (January 1980).

McCutcheon, Gail. "The Curriculum: Patchwork or Crazy Quilt?"
Educational Leadership 36 (November 1978).

Michaelson, Jacob B. "Revision, Bureaucracy, and School Reform:
A Critique of Katz." School Review 85 (February 1977).




240

National Association of Secondary School Principals. Almanac of
National Reports (August 1983).

Oakes, Jeannie. "Classroom Social Relationships: Exploring the
Bowles and Gintis Hypothesis." Sociology of Education 55
(October 1932).

Oldequist, Andrew. "The Decline of American Education in the '60s
and '70s." American Education 19 (May 1983).

Ornstein, Allan C. "“Curriculum Contrasts: A Historical Overview."
Phi Delta Kappan 63 (February 1982).

"Educating Disadvantaged Learners." Education Forum 44

—(Winter 1983).

Ravitch, Diane. "The Meaning of the New Coleman Report." Phi Delta
Kappan 62 (June 1981).

Reisler, Raymond F. "An Education Agenda for the Eighties." Phi
Delta Kappan 62 (February 1981).

Retsinas, Joan. "Teachers and Professional Autonomy." The Educa-
tional Forum 44 (Fall 1982).

Shannon, Thomas A. "The Emerging Role of the Federal Government in
Public Education." Phi Delta Kappan 63 (May 1982).

Shapiro, H. Sui. "Society, Ideology and Reform of Special Education:
A Study in the Limits of Educational Change." Educational Theory
30 (Summer, 1980).

Snowden, Petra E. "Equity: A Future Issue in American Education."
Education 102 (Winter 1981).

Tanner, David. "The Comprehensive High School in American Education."
Educational Leadership 39 (May 1982).

Tomlinson, Tommy M. "The Troubled Years: An Interpretive Analysis
of Pgb]ic Schooling Since 1950." Phi Delta Kappan 62 (January
1981).

Turnbell, Brenda J.; Smith, Marshall S.; and Gensburg, Alan J.
"Issues for a New Administration: The Federal Role in Education."
American Journal of Education (August 1981).

Weiler, Hans N. "Education, Public Confidence, and the Legitimacy
of the Modern State: Do We Have a Crisis?" Phi Delta Kappan 64
(September 1982).




241

Wirtenberg, Jeana; Klein, Susan; Richardson, Barbara; and Thomas,
Veronica. "Sex Equity in American Education." Educational
Leadership 38 (January 1981).

Unpublished Materials

Bell, Terrell. "Concluding Remarks." National Forum on Excellence
in Education, Indianapolis, Indiana, 8 December 1983. (Mimeo-
graphed.)

High School. "Program of Study 1982-83."

Michigan Department of Education. "The I.E.P.C. Process in Michi-
gan." October 1980.

Monahan, William G. "The Generation of Typological Categories in
the Study of Different Administrative Issues and Affirmity of
Q-Methodology for Theory-Building." Paper presented at the
Q-Methodology Symposium, American Education Research Associa-
tion Convention, New York City, February 1971.

National Education Association. "Teachers' Views on Equity and
Excellence." Washington, D.C.: National Education Associa-
tion, 1983.

Ray, James E. "A Study to Examine Belief Patterns About Teaching,
Learning, and Classroom Organization Among Teachers, Adminis-
trators Engaged in Implementing Rational Management Models,
and Elementary Principals." Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan
State University, 1978.

Talbott, Albert D. "Q Technique and Its Methodology: Brief Intro-
duction and Consideration." Paper presented at the 1971 Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New
York, New York, February 1971.



